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In the inception phase – from 2012 to 2015 – the 
scope and format of the SEA-PLM assessment was 
constructed in collaboration with participating 
countries, observers, partners and technical experts, 
taking into consideration policy priorities, technical 
feasibility, international assessment standards and 
resource availability. The SEA-PLM 2019 assessment 
frameworks (UNICEF and SEAMEO, 2017) summarize 
the concepts, processes, contributions and outputs 
developed during the inception phase. Instruments 
and procedures used in SEA-PLM 2019 focused on 
delivering valid and reliable data on children’s level 
of proficiency through tests in 3 learning domains: 
reading, writing and mathematics, while reporting 
on education context and participants’ attitudes 
through questionnaires. 

In addition to the testing of fundamental learning, 
a global citizenship module was developed as 
an experimental exercise in comparative large-
scale assessment at primary education level to 
collect students’ and teachers’ views about global 
citizenship. SEA-PLM 2019 also used a series of 
background questionnaires to collect extensive 
information about children, classrooms, teachers, 
schools, head teachers, parents and communities. 
This information helped to link the characteristics 
of children, schools and households to the learning 
performance of children and schools. Linking this 
information to the learning domains provides an 
important understanding of variations and inequity 
in children’s performance levels, and the different 
drivers of learning and achievement. 

SEA-PLM 2019 collected children’s and schools’ 
responses through paper-pencil tests and 
questionnaires, conducted with a sample of children 
that is representative of the school population 
enrolled at Grade 5 in each country. In line with 
other comparable large-scale assessments, each 
child completed only a selection of questions in 
2 of the 3 learning domains, as the total number 
of questions would be equivalent to 4.5 hours of 
testing time. A rotated booklet design plan was 
applied to reduce overall fatigue testing time. 
Each child had 1 hour to complete the test and 30 
minutes to complete the questionnaire. Statistical 
methods allowed the computation of comparable 
scores at the system level in the 3 learning domains. 
Eighteen different test booklets were administered 
randomly in each sampled classroom and school.

Quality assurance was maintained for tests, 
questionnaires, survey procedures and data 
analyses. The tools were standardized across all 
countries and the entire assessment process, 
including the delivery of the final databases, scales 
and indicators. However, the assessment did offer 
opportunities for countries to add options – for 
example, oversampling, additional contextual 
questions and extra languages, if desired. 

In each country, a technical team was responsible 
for managing the entire process at the national level. 
The team reported results within the country and 
also contributed to the regional discussion about 
technical standards and the regional reporting 
of results. The team leader was also an official 
member of the SEA-PLM governance board through 
a core membership within the Regional Steering 
Committee. 

The Southeast Asia Primary Learning Metrics (SEA-
PLM) Programme was launched by the SEAMEO 
Secretariat and UNICEF East Asia and Pacific 
Regional Office (EAPRO) with the aim to improve 
the capacity to measure learning outcomes, use 
data, and allow peer exchange on policies and 
practices in the region. SEA-PLM’s ambitious agenda 
aims to contribute to countries’ efforts to achieve 
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 4, and in 
particular, track progress on foundational learning 
(SDG 4.1.1), and knowledge and skills related to 
global citizenship (SDG 4.7).

Six countries from the region participated in 
SEA-PLM 2019: Cambodia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, 
Myanmar, Philippines and Viet Nam. This first round 
focused on Grade 5 students, and on 3 learning 
domains: reading, writing and mathematics. A 
global citizenship questionnaire module was 
also developed as an experimental exercise in 
comparative large-scale assessment at primary 
education level. In addition, SEA-PLM 2019 used 
a series of background questionnaires to collect 
extensive information about children, classrooms, 
schools, teachers, head teachers, parents and 
communities. This report focuses on the results and 
responses from Myanmar’s students, teachers, head 
teachers, and parents.

Findings presented in chapters 2, 3, and 4 of this 
report provide meaningful information to enable 
an understanding of the performance of Grade 5 
students in Myanmar. Information gleaned from the 
student, parent, teacher, and school questionnaires 
shed light on the contextual background of these 
students and the resources that they have access to. 
Cross comparisons between subgroups of children 
and schools sheds light on the challenges and 
opportunities to address the learning and equity 
gaps in basic education across Myanmar.

Chapter 1 presents an overview of the SEA-PLM 
framework and the implementation of SEA-PLM 
2019 in Myanmar. 

Chapter 2 describes the level of performance in 
Myanmar in reading, writing, and mathematical 
literacy using the described proficiency scales to 
show what students know and can do. The chapter 
reports the percentage of children at or above the 
expected international minimum proficiency levels 
at the end of primary education, as referenced by 
SDG indicator 4.1.1b – an important benchmark.

Chapter 3 examines the factors influencing students’ 
performance in reading, writing, and mathematics. 
This chapter delves into the results from the 
background questionnaires used to collect extensive 
information about children, classes, teachers, 
schools, head teachers, parents and the community. 
Linking this information to learning performance 
over the three domains provides some benchmarks 
to understanding variations and inequity in 
performance levels and drivers of learning. 

Chapter 4 reports children and teachers’ attitudes, 
values and engagement in global citizenship-
related topics specially developed by and for the 
SEA-PLM study. Responses to global citizenship 
attitude questions generated new data and findings 
to question complex concepts, and revealed the 
effectiveness of global citizenship education. 

Chapters 5 and 6 conclude this national report  
by summarising the findings, highlighting  
challenges, and providing policy recommendations 
for Myanmar.

1 OVERVIEW OF SEA-PLM  
PROGRAMME

1.1 Introduction

1.2 SEA-PLM scope and method
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In addition to the orientation and sampling 
workshop, test administrator (TA) and school 
coordinator (SC) training took place from the 7th 
– 9th of January, 2019 to prepare TAs and SCs for 
implementing the SEA-PLM 2019 assessment. 

The SEA-PLM 2019 assessment was a paper-pencil 
instrument that used multiple choice response 
questions (4-options) and constructed-response 
questions (short written responses: a number or a 
solution showing working in mathematical literacy; a 
word or a few short sentences in reading and writing 
literacy). 

In line with other comparable large-scale 
assessments, each student completed a random 
selection of questions in 2 of the 3 learning 
domains, as the total number of questions would 
be equivalent to 4.5 hours of testing time. A rotated 
booklet design was applied to reduce overall fatigue 
and testing time where 18 different test booklets 
were administered randomly in each sampled 
classroom and school.

Each student had 1 hour to complete the test 
and approximately 30 minutes to complete the 
questionnaire. 

The assessment took place on the 29th of January 
2019 across the states and regions. Table 1.1 shows 
the number of sampled schools in each state and 
region out of the total number of schools possible. 
All assessment materials were translated from 
English into Myanmar language. 

All participating countries applied the same sampling 
procedures: definition of the national target 
population, construction of the sampling framework, 
definition of stratification variables, sampling of 
schools and classes, and allocation of booklets 
among children within classes. SEA-PLM sampling 
used a 2-stage sampling process: 

i. Schools were selected following a systematic 
procedure with selection probability 
proportional to the number of enrolled Grade 
5 children from the targeted population. A 
minimum of 150 schools were sampled from 
each participating country.

ii. One Grade 5 class was selected at random 
within each sampled school. All children of 
the selected class were sampled. This 2-stage 
process was designed to achieve a sample in 
which all Grade 5 children from the population 
had the same chance of inclusion. Children’s 
and schools’ rates of participation were reported 
against international standards of participation 
to evaluate the reliability of national estimates.

State/Region

Total number of 
schools in each 

state/region 
territory*

Sampled 
schools

MON 1398 9
AYARWADDY 6159 27
BAGO (East) 2328 14
BAGO (West) 1842 7

CHIN 412 2
KACHIN 1075 7
KAYAH 336 1
KAYIN 1369 7

MAGWE 3674 17
MANDALAY 4087 23
NAYPYITAW 712 4

RAKHINE 2289 12
SAGAING 4593 23

SHAN (East) 395 2
SHAN (North) 1335 6
SHAN (South) 2114 10
TANINTHAYI 1210 7

YANGON 2682 24
Grand Total 38011 202

Table 1.1 Number of sampled schools in each state/federal territory 
in Myanmar
*Figures provided by National Technical Team during sampling 
activities

During the period from late 2014 to early 2015, a 
group of researchers from the Australian Council 
for Educational Research (ACER) – comprising 
of members of the international surveys team, 
psychometricians, test developers and questionnaire 
experts – collaborated with the technical reference 
group for the region in reviewing existing 
assessment frameworks and other relevant 
documents, and developing a draft assessment 
framework for use in the SEA-PLM project. These 
documents were provided by seven countries: 
Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Laos, Malaysia, 
Myanmar, the Philippines, and Thailand. Curriculum 
documents were also reviewed and shared by all the 
countries in the ASEAN countries.

The first draft of the SEA-PLM Assessment 
Framework was presented for discussion at the 
meeting of technical experts in Bangkok, Thailand, in 
February 2015, and subsequently revised following 
detailed review. A revised draft accommodating 
the expert input was sent to members of technical 
groups in March 2015 and further input was sought. 

The finalised framework outlined an approach 
to assessing reading, writing, and mathematical 
literacy. The assessment framework also included 
a conceptual framework for the contextual 
questionnaires containing a global citizenship 
component. The focus on these areas was to 
emphasise the curricula which have a major purpose 
in the preparation of young people to participate 
effectively as members of society and deal with the 
many challenges they will meet in their life beyond 
school.

The SEA-PLM Assessment Framework was designed 
to accommodate the potential for SEA-PLM to span 
the compulsory years of schooling should this be a 
future goal of the program. The first implementation 
of SEA-PLM targets students in Grade 5. Should 
future implementations of SEA-PLM target students 
in grades other than Grade 5, the examples and 
detail could be extended to accommodate this 
change without the need to change the overarching 
framework definitions and structure.

The purpose of the framework is to articulate 
the basic structure of the SEA-PLM and provide a 
description of the constructs to be measured. It also 
outlined the design and content of the measurement 
instruments and describes how measures generated 
by those instruments relate to the constructs. The 
framework itself can be found on the official SEA-
PLM website1. 
 
1.4 SEA-PLM survey in Myanmar  

 
To mark the start of the Main Survey in Myanmar, an 
orientation and sampling workshop was held in Nay 
Pyi Taw from 30th of July to 3rd of August 2018. The 
aims of the workshop were to: 

• Re-introduce the purpose of SEA-PLM; 

• Facilitate the meeting between members of the 
technical team, UNICEF representatives, SEAMEO 
representatives, and Australian Council of 
Educational Research (ACER) staff;

• Discuss how the main survey will differ from the 
field trial; 

• Review the activities for the main survey;

• Ensure that the technical team are prepared for 
the next steps in the work plan;

• Provide an opportunity for the technical team to 
ask questions and clarify any aspects of the main 
survey procedures.  

The orientation workshop was combined with the 
sampling workshop to allow the ACER sampling 
team to work with the national technical team to:

• Provide training about the procedures used for 
sampling; 

• Understand national priorities; and,

• Orient the national technical team around the 
manuals and tools that will be used for sampling. 

1 www.seaplm.org/ 

1.3 SEA-PLM framework 
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1.4 SEA-PLM survey in Myanmar  
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1 www.seaplm.org/ 
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The SEA-PLM reading literacy test provides data that 
can assist education stakeholders in Myanmar in 
understanding levels of reading literacy. One output 
of SEA-PLM is the described proficiency scale for 
reading (See A2.1 in Appendix 2). This divides item 
difficulty and student ability into bands, which is use-
ful for interpreting results. The bands are labelled ‘2 
and below’, 3, 4, 5, and ‘6 and above’. If a test item 
(question) falls into a high band, this indicates that 
the item is more difficult. Correspondingly, students 
assigned to high bands are high achievers. The SEA-
PLM results show that there is a wide spread of abili-
ties in reading among Grade 5 students in Myanmar. 
Figure 2.1 displays the percentage of students at 
Grade 5 in each reading band in Myanmar and over 
the region.

Students who are performing at Band 6 and above 
have demonstrated reading skills that are consistent 
with having met all the indicators of expected 
achievement by the end of primary school. The SEA-
PLM 2019 results for Myanmar show that 11% of 

students in Grade 5 performed at Band 6 or above. 
Those students are on the right track to meet the 
challenges of a 21st century skills-based curriculum 
when they transition through to secondary 
education. Another 16% of students in Myanmar 
are in Band 5, which is consistent with having met 
some of the indicators of expected achievement by 
the end of primary school, and these students may 
be well on their way to achieving the end of Primary 
minimum proficiency level, especially given that 
SEA-PLM 2019 was not administered at the end of 
Year 5. The remaining 73% of students are not yet 
at or approaching this level. In particular, just under 
one-fifth (19%) of Grade 5 students are at a level 
where they are only able to read single words. These 
students will find it very difficult to successfully 
transition to secondary school, given they are still 
mastering fundamental skills in reading.

To illustrate the difficulty of items across the bands, 
and to understand the level of reading literacy 
expected of a student in Grade 5, three example test 
items are discussed2. This includes considering how 
Myanmar students might have performed on these 
items. 

Table 1.2 shows the number of students, parents, 
teachers, and head teachers who participated in 
SEA-PLM 2019. Table A1.1 in Appendix 1 shows the 
breakdown of participating students from each 
state/region out of the total sample. 

Country Students Parents Teachers Head 
teachers

Myanmar 5707 5371 432 202

Table 1.2 Number of participants in SEA-PLM 2019 in Myanmar

An in-country coder workshop was held from  
16 – 20 October 2019 to train coders in 
understanding the rubrics of coding responses from 
students in the reading, writing, and mathematics 
domains, recording codes, and undertaking coding 
of language-specific examples in the context of 
the SEA-PLM Assessment Framework. Coders then 
had 11 weeks in which to code over 11,000 student 
assessment booklets and student questionnaires 

before the data was entered during a data entry 
workshop held between the 16 – 20 December 2019. 

The data entry workshop was attended by over 20 
data entry operators who were trained in the use 
of KeyQuest to enter the responses from students, 
parents, teachers, and head teachers to the 
assessment booklets and contextual questionnaires. 
The data manager for Myanmar’s technical team was 
also taken through the process of how to generate 
data validation reports, check for any errors, and 
how to resolve any issues arising from entered 
data. When the data entry had been completed, 
the data was uploaded to a secure online account 
for ACER to access, check, clean, and work with the 
data manager to resolve any remaining queries. 
The national data from Myanmar was then coded 
and collated with the data from the other five 
participating countries in SEA-PLM 2019. 

2 READING, WRITING, AND 
MATHEMATICS LEARNING OUTCOMES

Figure 2.1  Percentage of Grade 5 Myanmar students and the SEA-PLM 
average by reading band

2 Items from the Main Survey itself are kept secure for future re-use, so cannot be displayed in this report.
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Figure 2.2: Reading stimulus and an example Band 6 and above item

“I can see something shiny at the bottom’, said Kit. ‘Maybe it’s a 
gold coin.”

“Don’t be silly,” said Sara, peering into the hole. Her young 
brother was always seeing things, creating objects out of 
nothing.

“Maybe it’s a sword,” continued Kit.  “Maybe a king buried a gold 
sword in the ground many years ago, and then forgot about it.”

“Maybe it’s dirt, covered in dirt, covered in more dirt’, said Sara. “It’s just a hole, probably 
made by a wild animal.”

“You are wrong!’ exclaimed Kit. “No animal could make a hole as big as this!”

“Well, if you are so sure this is not an animal’s hole, perhaps you should climb into it.”

Kit began to turn pale. “Erm… No. I cannot go in the hole… because… I have a sore foot!”

Sara smiled; it had nothing to do with Kit’s foot. A big hole could mean a big animal. 

“I have an idea,’ she said, picking up a stone that lay beside her. “I will drop this into the hole. 
If we hear a clink, there is treasure. If we hear a thud, there is dirt. If we hear a yelp, there is 
an animal.”

Sara dropped the stone and they heard nothing for a moment. Then they heard a splash.

Why doesn’t Kit want to climb into the hole?

a. Because he has a sore foot

b. Because he is scared

c. Because he doesn’t know how to climb

d. Because he knows there is an animal in the hole

The Hole
Figure 2.2 shows a reading stimulus and an example 
item that is consistent with the difficulty of items in 
Band 6 and above. Band 6 and above includes the 
most difficult items in the context of SEA-PLM 2019.

The reading stimulus is a continuous, narrative text 
in a personal context. The story begins in the middle 
of a conversation between the two characters. 
This is an abrupt start that doesn’t explicitly orient 
the reader to the setting, characters or event that 
is in progress. This is a common convention for 
narratives, but it does increase the difficulty of the 
text. There is also no explicit conclusion, though 
there is a clearly implied resolution to the central 
question of what Kit saw shining at the bottom of 
the hole: water. The vocabulary used in the text is 
common and there are only a few difficult words, 
none of which convey key information. The text is 
fairly short, as well (216 words in English). Short texts 
are easier to scan for key information.

The item targets the Interpret reading process, 
requiring a reader to piece together several details 
and draw an inference about how Kit is feeling at 
the point in the story where he refuses to climb 
into the hole. These details include Kit turning pale, 
hesitation in his speech indicated through the use of 
ellipses, Sarah’s thought that, “it had nothing to do 
with Kit’s foot”, and the fact that her next thought is 
about a big animal. A weak reader would just take 
what Kit says literally, and choose option a, “because 
he has a sore foot” because it matches words in 
the text. To do so ignores all of the contextual 
information that indicates that Kit’s statement is 
unreliable. Stronger readers read Kit’s statement 
in context and use the details surrounding it to 
recognise that Kit is scared that there might be a 
large animal in the hole, but he is trying to not show 
his fear, so he makes up an excuse. The Band 6 
description includes that students in Band 6 and 
above are able to, “identify the most likely reasons 
for […] the reactions of characters in a narrative, 
where that information is only implied in the text.” 
That description encapsulates what students are 
required to do in this example item.

Of Myanmar students who sat SEA-PLM 2019:

• 11% would be likely to answer this item correctly 
(that is, those who are at Band 6 and above); 

• The remaining 89% would be unlikely to answer 
this item correctly.

Figure 2.3 shows a medium difficulty item, consistent 
with items at Band 4, which is based on the same 
narrative in Figure 2.2, The Hole. 

This item requires students to locate information in 
a text. This first step is to locate the words, “I have an 
idea”, which are found in the second-last paragraph. 
Readers then have to continue reading to find the 
explicit information that Sara picks up a stone and 
then says, “I will drop this into the hole.” Students 
must link “this” to “stone” to understand what Sara’s 
idea was. This item is not a simple retrieve, but all 
of the information is explicit, and it is all located in 
the same line of the text. The Band 4 description 
says that student in Band 4 can, “connect prominent 
information across adjacent sentences”, and that is 
what this example item requires students to do.

Of Myanmar students who sat SEA-PLM 2019:

• The 27% of students in Band 5 and Band 6 and 
above would almost certainly be able to answer 
this item correctly.

• Many of the 28% at Band 4 would be likely to 
answer correctly.

• The remaining 45% of students would be unlikely 
to answer this item correctly (that is, those who 
are at Band 3 and below).

Sara says, “I have an idea”. What is her idea?

a. to push her brother into the hole

b. to go into the hole to explore

c. to throw a coin into the hole

d. to drop a stone into the hole

Figure 2.3: Reading example item Band 4
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There were 19% of students in Myanmar at Band 2 
and below. The four items in Band 2 and below are 
all “label” items, which require students to select one 
word that matches a picture of a familiar object. An 
example label item is given in Figure 2.4. Students 
who are only able to recognise single, common 
words are well below the expected level of reading 
literacy for Grade 5 students. It is concerning that 
approximately 1 in 5 students in Myanmar are 
at this low level. The solution is likely to be early 
intervention to identify students who require 
additional support and planned intervention. For 
students already in Grade 5 or beyond, additional 

support and intensive remediation can still ensure 
that they reach the level of reading literacy that will 
see them capable of meeting their future needs. 
Figure 2.5 displays the Myanmar Grade 5 scale score 
percentiles, compared with the regional average. 
For example, looking at the 90th percentile we can 
see that 90% of Myanmar students obtained a scale 
score of 318 or less, compared with the regional 
average of 328 or less. As another example, the 50th 
percentile (by definition the median value) is 300 
across the region and 291 in Myanmar. In general, 
the graph shows that Myanmar is consistently below 
the regional average.

Figure 2.4: Example Label item, Band 2 and below

Which word?

a. Car

b. Shoe

c. Wheel

d. Cat

Figure 2.5 Myanmar reading scale score percentiles against SEA-PLM average Figure 2.6 Myanmar reading performance against SDG 4.1.1

SEA-PLM 2019 reading proficiency measures can 
be used to report against the SDG education target 
(SDG 4.1) through their alignment with indicators 
SDG 4.1.1a and SDG 4.1.1b.

The SDG 4.1.1a indicator defines the minimum 
proficiency in reading for ‘end of lower primary’.  
Students operating in SEA-PLM Band 3 and above 
appear to have a level of reading proficiency 
that meets or exceeds this ‘end of lower primary’ 
indicator, while the students in Band 2 and below 
have not yet met this standard.

Similarly, the SDG 4.1.1b indicator defines the 
minimum proficiency in reading for ‘end of primary’. 
Students operating in Band 5 appear to have a 
proficiency in reading consistent with several parts 
of the indicator and may be able to achieve the 
minimum proficiency level by the time they finish 
Primary school. However, at Band 6 and above, 
students are able to meet or exceed all parts of the 
description and can be said to have already met 
the minimum proficiency level. So, the cut-point 
between having achieved the minimum proficiency 
for the end of Primary school and not, is between 
Band 5 and Band 6.

Figure 2.6 shows how Myanmar performed against 
these indicators. Only 11% of students were at or 
above SDG 4.1.1b.
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Figure 2.7 shows the mean Myanmar reading scale 
scores compared with the regional averages for 
boys, girls, urban schools and rural schools. In 
each case Myanmar performed below the regional 
average. The difference in performance between 
rural schools and urban schools is quite large at 12 
scale score points, and this is also generally true 

Figure 2.7 Myanmar and SEA-PLM average reading mean scale score across major categories

across the region. Clearly this is an issue that needs 
addressing, and not only in Myanmar. A positive 
result, however, is that there was a very small 
difference between the performances of girls and 
boys, with girls outperforming boys by only 3 scale 
score points.

2.1.3 Student performance by item  
 characteristics

Reading items in SEA-PLM 2019 are classified by 
the cognitive process that they intend to measure 
and their response type. Four cognitive processes 
were assessed: recognising text (Recognise 
Words), accessing information in texts (Locate), 
understanding meaning in texts (Interpret), and 
relating texts to the student’s broader knowledge 
and experience (Reflect). There were two response 
types in SEA-PLM 2019: four-option multiple-choice, 
and constructed response. Reading items test 
students’ understanding of a stimulus text, and 
these differed in format, text-type, and context. 
The format of a text was classified as continuous, 
non-continuous, or mixed. The text type may be 
narrative, descriptive, persuasive, instructional or 
transactional. The context of a text may be personal, 
local or wider-world.

Recognise Words is a precursory skill to reading, 
something that must be mastered before a student 
can begin to comprehend a range of different 
texts written for different purposes. The other 
three processes (Locate, Interpret and Reflect) 
are all involved in comprehension and all develop 
alongside each other. Figure 2.8 shows the reading 
items in SEA-PLM 2019 by band and cognitive 
process.  It is sometimes the case that educators 
compare the reading cognitive processes to 
developmental taxonomies such as Bloom’s, and 
erroneously assume that Reflect items will be more 
difficult for students than Locate items because 
they conceptualise them as more complex cognitive 
tasks. However, there are easy and difficult items 
in all of the tested reading processes, so item 
difficulty is empirically independent of any theorised 
developmental hierarchy of cognitive processes. It 
can be observed that there are Interpret and Reflect 
items at all bands other than the lowest (which 
contains only Recognise Words items), and there are 
Locate items in Bands 3 to 5. The absence of Locate 
items in Band 6 and above should not be interpreted 
as an indication that very difficult Locate items are 
not possible; the most likely explanation is that the 
familiar structures and contexts of the reading texts 
in SEA-PLM 2019 allowed the majority of students to 
navigate them well and find details and ideas within 
them.
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2.1.4 Key findings for proficiency in 
reading literacy

Reading is a fundamental skill that people need 
in order to meet their goals and to fully engage in 
many areas of life, from education to employment 
and civic engagement. Within the country there is 
a wide range of proficiencies exhibited by students 
at Grade 5, some students have demonstrated high 
levels of ability, while some have only demonstrated 
the ability to read single, familiar words. A significant 
finding of the SEA-PLM reading literacy assessment 
is that about 11% of students in Myanmar are well 
on the way to being able to attain the necessary 
levels of proficiency required for their future needs. 
Another 16% are on track to achieve the expected 
level of achievement for end of primary by the end 
of their primary schooling. The 53% of students in 
Bands 3 and 4 are not on track to meet the level of 
proficiency for the end of primary but may do so 
with intervention and support. Of greatest concern 
are the 19% of students not yet demonstrating 
the reading proficiency expected of even a Grade 
2 student. After five years of schooling, they are 
struggling to read any more than single words. This 
disparity makes it difficult to address all students’ 
needs.

The SEA-PLM reading literacy results highlight the 
need for programs and interventions to provide 
intensive support for low-performing students in 
Myanmar. It is very important that programs and 
interventions that seek to support students are 
planned for as early in a student’s education as 
possible.  Of course, learning occurs across the 
lifetime and with the right supports in place, every 
person can build on the skills they already have to 
achieve their goals, regardless of their starting point 
or age. The challenge for policy makers is to decide 
what supports are needed and how they should be 
delivered.

One important consideration is that delivering 
curricula to students who are not yet at a level of 
ability to be able to engage with it, such as delivering 
Grade 5 curricula to students who are performing 
at a level typical of Grade 1 students, will severely 
limit those students’ learning. Students who are 
performing well above the typical level of their grade 
need to have curricula and teaching adapted to 
their level of ability as well. Therefore, systematic 
monitoring of student outcomes that informs 
curricula and teaching is critical to ensure that 
students’ learning needs are being met. Additionally, 

There are two Recognise Words items that are in 
Band 4. One of these is a labelling item similar to 
the example in . The four label items in Band 2 and 
below and the one in , all have options which are 
familiar but unrelated words. In the label item in 
Band 4, two of the four options are familiar words 
with related meanings: ‘hand’ and ‘finger’. This 
increased the difficulty of this item considerably. The 
other Recognise words item in Band 4 was an item 
where students had to choose one of four complex 
sentences to match an image. This was quite 
different from the labelling tasks, but still draws on 
recognising words that match an image more than it 
does on comprehending a text. 

The constructed response reading items required 
students to write responses up to one sentence 
in length, and some also required a yes/no choice 
before providing a sentence to justify that choice. 
In general, constructed response items tend to 
be more difficult than multiple-choice because 
students must produce their own answer rather 
than choosing a correct answer from a set of four 
options, three of which they know to be incorrect. 
The constructed response items are indicated in  
with asterisks, and it can be seen that there were 
eight constructed-response items in total. All of 
them were at or above Band 4 and the three hardest 
items in the assessment were constructed response 
Interpret items.

Table A2.2 in Appendix 2 contains a table that shows 
the item descriptors for the items that appear in . 
Item descriptors are statements written by the test 
developers during item development about what skill 
the item intends to assess. The same item numbering 
is used in the appendix and , so it is possible to find 
the description of what each item is testing.

These item descriptors were used as the basis for 
writing the band descriptors. So, while the band 
descriptors describe generally what students in 
each band are able to do, the item descriptors 
may allow education stakeholders to examine the 
skills and ability demonstrated by students in each 
band more specifically. This information could be 
used in a variety of ways. For example, a more 
detailed examination of the skills and knowledge 
demonstrated by students in the band above where 
a group of students is currently, could lead to goal 
setting or planning to prioritise particular aspects of 
reading with the aim of supporting those students to 
take the next steps in their learning.

teachers must be able to recognise and respond 
to the needs of their students and they may need 
further professional development in order to be able 
to do so. An important first step in addressing these 
needs is to understand what students know and 
can do, so that teachers can then effectively support 
students to progress from one level of proficiency to 
the next.

So, in order to support all students to succeed, 
consideration must be given to policies that:

• support students from a young age to develop 
reading literacy to a level that will enable them 
to achieve their future goals, in particular those 
such as rural students whose achievement is 
correlated with demographics

• support people of any age who have not yet 
developed the skills in reading literacy that allow 
them to meet their economic and social goals 

• support teachers to acquire or develop their 
skills in teaching to students’ point of need, 
informed by evidence.
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2.2 Writing literacy competency  
 in Myanmar

Data from the SEA-PLM writing literacy test can 
assist education stakeholders in Myanmar in 
evaluating the teaching and learning of writing skills. 

A single writing task in the test can assess different 
aspects of the writing process, such as generating 
ideas; controlling text structure and organization; 
managing coherence; using vocabulary; and 
controlling syntax and grammar, as well as spelling, 
punctuation and character formation. Each aspect 
is treated separately in the analysis, in a similar way 
to how every reading or mathematics item is treated 
separately. Specific examples of how this works in 
the writing assessment are provided later in this 
report.

The described proficiency scale for writing can be 
found in (A2.3 in Appendix 2). The bands for writing 
literacy are labelled ‘1 and below’, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 
and ‘8 and above’. Students who consistently score 
well on the writing aspects will score well overall, 
which results in being assigned to high bands and 
being considered high achievers. Students whose 
writing falls into the low bands are considered to be 
performing poorly. The SEA-PLM 2019 results show 
that there is a large spread of abilities in writing 
among Grade 5 students in Myanmar. Overall, 
Myanmar performed reasonably well in the middle 
bands of the assessment relative to the regional 

average, but has not performed well in the higher 
bands, Bands 6, 7 and 8 and above.

Figure 2.9 shows the percentage of students at 
Grade 5 in each of the bands for writing literacy.  
In Figure 2.9, Myanmar is represented on the left 
in blue, compared with the average percentage of 
students in each band across the region which is 
shown on the right in orange. Across the region, 
among countries that participated in SEA-PLM, a 
large percentage of children are performing at the 
lowest band (Band 1 and below); that comprises 30% 
across the region.

However, in Myanmar, there are slightly fewer 
students in this low-performing band, at 25%. This 
is still of great concern as the students in Bands 1 
and below and Band 2 (almost 40% of Myanmar’s 
students) can produce only very limited writing, 
with fragmented ideas and inadequate vocabulary, 
with repetitive sentence structures. These students 
may be functioning at writing levels similar to lower 
primary, such as Grade 2 and are likely to find it very 
difficult to complete their primary education and/or 
to transition to secondary school. Figure 2.10 shows 
an example of the type of writing likely produced 
by a student performing at band 2, along with a 
translation into English.

The majority of Myanmar’s grade 5 students who 
participated in  SEA-PLM (55%) produced writing that 
fell into the middle 3 bands, bands 3, 4 and 5. Of 
this majority, 42% are located in bands 3 and 4, so a 
closer look at what students can do at these levels 

is provided here. The detailed descriptions for what 
students can achieve in all Bands are included in 
A2.3 in Appendix 2.

At band 3, children can produce limited writing 
relating to personal or local contexts. Ideas may be 
very simple, irrelevant disjointed or incomplete, so 
that their writing is difficult to follow. In writing a 
simple story, for example, there may be some sense 
of sequence, but it is not consistent or always clear. 
Children at this level display some competence in 
using a polite style, and can form questions. Children 
can produce simple or repetitive sentences that 
use repetition of pronouns or nouns to link ideas. 
Their handwriting is legible, with most letters (or 
characters) well-formed. Basic vocabulary at this 
level is inadequate to convey a good description 
or may be repetitive. 14% of students in the region 
performed at this level in the SEAPLM, while a larger 
percentage, 21 % of Myanmar’s students, were at 
this level. Figure 2.11 shows an example of the type 
of writing that is likely to be produced by a student 
performing at band 3 level, along with a translation 
into English.

Figure 2.9 Percentage of Grade 5 Myanmar students and the SEA-PLM average by writing band

Figure 2.11 A writing sample from Myanmar likely to be in Band 3 with translation.

Figure 2.10 A writing sample from Myanmar likely to be in Band 2  
with translation.

1.  I will visit Aunty’s home (spelling error in  
     “Aunty”)

2.  I will visit Brother’s home.

3.  I will visit friend’s home. (spelling error  
     in “Friend”).

A woman is buying vegetables from a shopkeeper. A child, 
holding his mother, is gazing. The two girls bought flowerpots.  
A man is selling chickens.
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Students at Band 4 level produce limited writing, 
conveying simple ideas with basic vocabulary. 13% 
of the students in the SEAPLM region performed 
at Band 4 level, however, in Myanmar, 21% of 
students are working at this level. Students in band 
5 can write non-cohesive basic texts for a range of 
purposes, using simple vocabulary. The regional 
figure for band 5 is 14%, and Myanmar is performing 
very close to this regional average, at 13%. 

At band 4, children can produce limited writing 
related to the task, presenting simple ideas but 
lacking elaboration or detail. In a task such as writing 
basic instructions, they can present a process clearly, 
using 3 or 4 well-formed but simple sentences, and 
use the correct form of language for instructions. 
Basic vocabulary may limit children’s ability to 
convey detail at this level, but it is better than that of 
children at Band 3. Figure 2.12 is an example of this 
type of writing.

Myanmar can aim to increase the percentages of 
students at band 6, who can write simple texts for a 
range of purposes with above basic vocabulary, and 
also those at band 7, who can write clear, detailed 
texts in various contexts with adequate vocabulary. 

The top proficiency band for writing is Band 8 and 
above. At this level students can write cohesive texts 
with detailed ideas and a good range of appropriate 
vocabulary. Very few students are at this level; only 
5% across the region, and so far there are none at 
this level in Myanmar. 

Supporting the previous statements is the fact 
that the average (mean) writing scale score across 
Myanmar’s students was 298, which equates to 
being in Band 3. This is very close to the mean 
score across the region which is 300, which also 
equates to Band 3. In addition, the national 
percentile information shown in Figure 2.13 for 
Myanmar and the regional average shows Myanmar 
performing close to the regional average of SEA-PLM 
participating countries, although slightly higher in 
the lower percentiles, up to 40th, then noticeably 
below the regional average in the higher percentiles, 
80th, 90th, and 95th.

Unlike the situation with reading and mathematics, 
there is no SDG 4.1.1 indicator set for the literacy 
skill of writing. In light of this, no indication can 
be obtained of what level of achievement is to be 
expected internationally of students by the end of 
Grade 5. It is up to each participating country to 
determine their own expected level of achievement, 
taking into account many variables such as quality of 
curricula, expertise of teachers, resources available 
for education and whether the goals are realistic. 
Educational stakeholders may need to consider the 
setting of a writing proficiency level for the end of 
primary education.

In terms of the languages spoken in Myanmar 
and their relationship to the SEA-PLM results for 
Writing Literacy, 76% of Myanmar’s students speak 
the same language at home, as was used in their 
SEA-PLM assessment. Assessments in Myanmar 
were conducted in Myanmar language.  Myanmar 
students speaking the same language at home, 
as used in their SEA-PLM assessment performed 
19 score points better in their writing literacy on 
average. This could result in a student being put into 
a band possibly up to two levels higher on the SEA-
PLM described proficiency scale for writing. In terms 
of a child who does not speak Myanmar language 
at home, they could possibly be disadvantaged 
by performing up to 2 levels lower on the writing 
achievement scale.

Figure 2.13 National percentile average Myanmar students and SEA-PLM average by writing band

Figure 2.12 A writing sample from Myanmar likely to be in Band 4,  
with translation.
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2.2.3 Spread of item difficulty and  
 student ability

As part of the analysis performed on the Myanmar 
data, some ‘items’ (in the case of writing, these 
are aspects of writing skills that are assessed) that 
did not perform well were removed from further 
analysis after the field trial, and the remaining items 
were calibrated onto a single scale of difficulty and 
ordered from easiest (lowest scale score) to hardest 
(highest scale score). Students were placed on the 
same scale according to their measured ability. 

Figure 2.14 shows an item-person map that visually 
illustrates the SEA-PLM 2019 writing scale and 
Myanmar’s student performance. The area on the 
right contains the items, numbered 1 to 40. These 
‘items’ also have a point added e.g. 11.2 on the top 
right. This means the score of 2 on item 11. This is 
different to Mathematics and Reading items. Items 
located higher up the page are relatively more 

difficult; items lower down the page are easier. The 
crosses on the left hand side of this map represent 
groups of Myanmar’s students. Ideally, items should 
be distributed across the full range of student 
ability, to reduce measurement error. SEA-PLM was 
designed to be relevant to students at varying stages 
of writing literacy. 

Of concern for Myanmar, are the students at the 
bottom of the graph (shown in red) who are not able 
to produce satisfactory responses for even the most 
basic writing tasks, such as labelling a picture of a 
common item. Also, at the top of the map, on the 
right hand side (shown in green) are items that were 
too difficult for any of the students who participated 
in SEA-PLM in Myanmar. Overall, this graph shows 
that the test contained items that had good 
coverage, or targeting, of the students in Myanmar, 
but that there is a long “tail” of students with very 
weak writing skills at the bottom, and no advanced 
students at the “top.”

Figure 2.14 Item-person map showing Myanmar’s writing results
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2.2.4 Features of the assessment of  
 SEA-PLM writing 

The assessment of writing literacy in SEA-PLM is 
different from the assessments of reading and 
mathematics, because all of the writing tasks 
require students to produce written responses of 
varying length, while the questions in reading and 
mathematics are short open questions or multiple-
choice questions. In writing, each question may 
assess a range of criteria with differing numbers 
of scale score points available to be awarded, 
depending on the quality of the writing produced. 

The item-person map for Myanmar in Figure 2.14 
also shows how each score category of a single 
writing aspect is placed on the scale. For example 
the aspect shown in yellow in Figure 2.14 is Aspect 
7, which is scored 0-3. The 0 score is not scaled, but 
score points 1, 2 and 3 are scaled and appear as 7.1, 
7.2 and 7.3. 

So, students who copy their response from the 
instructions would score zero. Students who 
produce some incomplete sentences would score 
1. This, hypothetically, could be represented on the 
person item map as 7.1, and is would be located at 
the low end of the scale. Students who produce, say, 
a few complex sentences that have errors, would 
score 2, which could be represented on the person 
item map as 7.2, and is located at the near middle of 
the scale. High performing students, who produce 
sentences that are varied in structure and correctly 
formed, would score 3 marks, and this score could 
be represented at the top of the scale as 7.3.

Using this measurement technique, students in 
Myanmar are producing written responses to tasks 
in SEA-PLM, from very simple writing words to match 
pictures through to tasks that can allow them to 
show a high ability, and students are awarded marks 
for what they produce, according to the quality of 
their response. This provided researchers with a lot 
of data for each of the writing tasks which in turn 
enabled the development of the band descriptors 
for writing which was very detailed and accurate.

To further illustrate this in a hypothetical manner, 
let us imagine that Aspect 7 assesses ‘sentence 
structure and complexity’ in the student’s written 
response to the sample task in Figure 2.15. An 
example of how it might be scored is illustrated in 
Figure 2.16.

Criterion Score Description

Sentence 
structure 

and 
complexity

0 Isolated words or sentence 
fragments OR copied

1
Some sentences are 

incomplete OR sentences 
contain many errors

2

Sentences are very simple 
and repetitive but generally 

correctly formed OR are 
more complex but with 

errors

3
Sentences are varied in 
structure and correctly 

formed

2.2.5 SEA-PLM 2019 writing results 
across gender, SES, and school location

Figure 2.17 shows the SEA-PLM 2019 Myanmar 
writing mean scale scores compared with the 
regional averages across the categories of Boys/Girls 
and Urban/Rural schools. In each case Myanmar 
performed close to the regional average. The 
difference between rural schools and urban schools 
is large in the region in general, and this is also true 
in Myanmar. Girls performed 7 scale score points, 
on average, better than boys in Myanmar. This 
mirrors the effect across the region where at the 
regional level girls outperformed boys by exactly 10 
scale score points, so there is not much difference 
between Myanmar and the rest of the region in 
this category. In addition, Figure 2.17 shows the 
positions of SES groups from top to bottom. Of 
note is that the performance of students across 
the region in the lowest socio-economic group is 19 
score points lower than students in the highest SES 
group. However, in Myanmar, there is a difference of 
11 score points between the lowest and highest SES 
groups who participated in SEA-PLM.

Figure 2.15: Sample narrative writing task

Figure 2.16 Example scoring criteria of a student’s written response
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Figure 2.17  Myanmar and SEA-PLM average writing mean scale score across major categories
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Figure 2.17  Myanmar and SEA-PLM average writing mean scale score across major categories
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2.2.6 Writing literacy and 21st  
 century skills

The SEA-PLM 2019 assessment framework 
defines writing literacy as “constructing meaning 
by generating a range of written texts to express 
oneself and communicate with others, in order to 
meet personal, societal, economic and civic needs.” 
(UNICEF & SEAMEO, 2017, p.30). As communication 
is an important 21st century skill, the need for 
improvement in writing skills across Myanmar is 
vital. Students need to be able to communicate their 
ideas in writing in a range of ways and settings. In 
secondary school, the act of writing is important as 
a tool to process and communicate ideas and this 
continues to increase in complexity throughout the 
university years and in the workplace. 

Writing is a ‘productive’ skill. Students need to 
produce ideas in an orderly way, with the right 
words for the task, so that they can be understood. 
This contrasts with reading, a ‘receptive’ skill, where 
they must process written material that is provided. 
The other productive skill, which is not assessed 
by SEA-PLM, is speaking. For students to express 
themselves orally in class, at home, and in society, 
they need to master similar skills to those used in 
writing. Therefore, offering students more class time 
to think about issues and develop ideas in discussion 
with others, then to present ideas to groups 
small or large would likely benefit both oral and 
written skills. Indeed, the core 21st-century skills of 
communication, collaboration, critical thinking and 
creativity can be improved by practice in both verbal 
and written skills.

2.2.7 Key findings for proficiency in  
 writing literacy

Writing is a fundamental skill that people need in 
order to meet their goals and to fully engage in 
many areas of life, from education to employment 
and civic engagement. Within the country there is a 
wide range of proficiencies exhibited by students at 
grade 5, some students have achieved reasonably 
well (none are in the top band, with very few in band 
7) while some have only demonstrated the ability to 
produce a few sentences with very limited content. 
These significant inequalities within the population 
may point to unequal opportunity for some 
segments of the population, particularly for students 
in rural areas.

A significant finding of the SEA-PLM writing 
assessment is that many students in Myanmar may 
be on a learning trajectory that could fall short of 
the level of proficiency necessary to meet their 
future needs and goals. In particular, students in the 
lowest three bands are at risk of not meeting the 
minimum skill level possibly expected for the end 
of primary, by the end of their primary education. 
Learning occurs across the lifetime, so the problem 
is not insurmountable. With the right supports in 
place, every person can build on the skills they 
already have, regardless of their starting point, to 
achieve their goals. The challenge for policy makers 
is to decide what supports are needed and how they 
should be delivered.

2.3 Mathematics literacy competency  
 in Myanmar

The SEA-PLM mathematics test provides data that 
can assist education stakeholders in Myanmar in 
evaluating the teaching and learning of mathematics. 
One output of SEA-PLM is the described proficiency 
scale for mathematics (See A2.4 in Appendix 2). 
This divides item difficulty and student ability into 
bands, which is useful for interpreting results. The 
bands are labelled ‘2 and below’, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 
‘9 and above’. If a test item (question) falls into a 
high band, this indicates that the item is difficult. 
Correspondingly, students assigned to high bands 
are high achievers. The SEA-PLM results show that 
there is a large spread of abilities in mathematics 
among Grade 5 students in Myanmar. Overall, many 
students in Myanmar had test results below the 
regional average. 

Figure 2.18 displays the percentage of students at 
Grade 5 in each mathematics band in Myanmar 
and over the region. For Myanmar the majority of 
students (about three-quarters) are in Bands 3, 4 
and 5. There are about 12% of higher achievers in 
Bands 6 and 7. The remaining 14% did not perform 
well: they are in Band 2 and below, although this is 
no worse than the regional average.

While the described proficiency scale (including 
the bands shown) is relative rather than absolute, 
an indication can be obtained of what level of 
achievement is to be expected of children by 
the end of Grade 5 by comparing the described 
proficiencies with the items from external 

international assessments and standards. An 
example of external assessments is IEA’s Trends 
in Mathematics and Science Studies (TIMSS); and 
an example of international standards can be 
found in the Sustainable Development Goal 4.1.1 
indicators – see the SDG section 2.3.1 “SEA-PLM 2019 
mathematics alignment with the SDGs”). Based on 
these, children who are performing at SEA-PLM Band 
6 and above have demonstrated mathematical skills 
that are consistent with these indicators of expected 
achievement by the end of Grade 5. 

As mentioned above, the SEA-PLM 2019 results for 
Myanmar show that 12% of children in Grade 5 
performed at Band 6 or above. Those children are 
on the right track to meet the challenges of a 21st 
century skills-based curriculum when they transition 
through to secondary education. These Myanmar 
students have mastered fundamental mathematical 
skills. The remaining 88% of children are not yet at 
this level: half of Grade 5 students are at Band 4 or 
5; and the remaining 38% are still below what would 
be expected at the end of lower primary (Grade 
2 or 3) and so will find it very difficult to complete 
their primary education and/or to transition onto 
secondary school.

The average (mean) mathematics scale score across 
Myanmar students was 288, which equates to being 
in Band 4. By comparison, the mean score across the 
regional is 300, which equates to Band 5.

To illustrate the difficulty of items across the 
bands, and to understand the level of mathematics 
expected of a student in Grade 5, three test items 
from the Field Trial that were not used in the Main 
Survey are discussed3. This includes considering how 
Myanmar students might have performed on these 
items.

Figure 2.19 shows an easy item at Band 3 level. It 
targets the content topic of Number and requires 
only one very simple calculation with 1-digit 
numbers. The question is set in a very limited 
context, requiring little reading, and only basic 
application of the skill of finding the difference 
between two numbers is required. 

3 Items from the Main Survey itself are kept secure for future re-use, so cannot be displayed in this report.

Figure 2.19 Mathematics example item Band 3

GOALS (Easy: Band 3)

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. 11

Figure 2.18 Percentage of Grade 5 Myanmar students and the SEA-PLM average by mathematics band
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The other productive skill, which is not assessed 
by SEA-PLM, is speaking. For students to express 
themselves orally in class, at home, and in society, 
they need to master similar skills to those used in 
writing. Therefore, offering students more class time 
to think about issues and develop ideas in discussion 
with others, then to present ideas to groups 
small or large would likely benefit both oral and 
written skills. Indeed, the core 21st-century skills of 
communication, collaboration, critical thinking and 
creativity can be improved by practice in both verbal 
and written skills.

2.2.7 Key findings for proficiency in  
 writing literacy

Writing is a fundamental skill that people need in 
order to meet their goals and to fully engage in 
many areas of life, from education to employment 
and civic engagement. Within the country there is a 
wide range of proficiencies exhibited by students at 
grade 5, some students have achieved reasonably 
well (none are in the top band, with very few in band 
7) while some have only demonstrated the ability to 
produce a few sentences with very limited content. 
These significant inequalities within the population 
may point to unequal opportunity for some 
segments of the population, particularly for students 
in rural areas.

A significant finding of the SEA-PLM writing 
assessment is that many students in Myanmar may 
be on a learning trajectory that could fall short of 
the level of proficiency necessary to meet their 
future needs and goals. In particular, students in the 
lowest three bands are at risk of not meeting the 
minimum skill level possibly expected for the end 
of primary, by the end of their primary education. 
Learning occurs across the lifetime, so the problem 
is not insurmountable. With the right supports in 
place, every person can build on the skills they 
already have, regardless of their starting point, to 
achieve their goals. The challenge for policy makers 
is to decide what supports are needed and how they 
should be delivered.

2.3 Mathematics literacy competency  
 in Myanmar

The SEA-PLM mathematics test provides data that 
can assist education stakeholders in Myanmar in 
evaluating the teaching and learning of mathematics. 
One output of SEA-PLM is the described proficiency 
scale for mathematics (See A2.4 in Appendix 2). 
This divides item difficulty and student ability into 
bands, which is useful for interpreting results. The 
bands are labelled ‘2 and below’, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 
‘9 and above’. If a test item (question) falls into a 
high band, this indicates that the item is difficult. 
Correspondingly, students assigned to high bands 
are high achievers. The SEA-PLM results show that 
there is a large spread of abilities in mathematics 
among Grade 5 students in Myanmar. Overall, many 
students in Myanmar had test results below the 
regional average. 

Figure 2.18 displays the percentage of students at 
Grade 5 in each mathematics band in Myanmar 
and over the region. For Myanmar the majority of 
students (about three-quarters) are in Bands 3, 4 
and 5. There are about 12% of higher achievers in 
Bands 6 and 7. The remaining 14% did not perform 
well: they are in Band 2 and below, although this is 
no worse than the regional average.

While the described proficiency scale (including 
the bands shown) is relative rather than absolute, 
an indication can be obtained of what level of 
achievement is to be expected of children by 
the end of Grade 5 by comparing the described 
proficiencies with the items from external 

international assessments and standards. An 
example of external assessments is IEA’s Trends 
in Mathematics and Science Studies (TIMSS); and 
an example of international standards can be 
found in the Sustainable Development Goal 4.1.1 
indicators – see the SDG section 2.3.1 “SEA-PLM 2019 
mathematics alignment with the SDGs”). Based on 
these, children who are performing at SEA-PLM Band 
6 and above have demonstrated mathematical skills 
that are consistent with these indicators of expected 
achievement by the end of Grade 5. 

As mentioned above, the SEA-PLM 2019 results for 
Myanmar show that 12% of children in Grade 5 
performed at Band 6 or above. Those children are 
on the right track to meet the challenges of a 21st 
century skills-based curriculum when they transition 
through to secondary education. These Myanmar 
students have mastered fundamental mathematical 
skills. The remaining 88% of children are not yet at 
this level: half of Grade 5 students are at Band 4 or 
5; and the remaining 38% are still below what would 
be expected at the end of lower primary (Grade 
2 or 3) and so will find it very difficult to complete 
their primary education and/or to transition onto 
secondary school.

The average (mean) mathematics scale score across 
Myanmar students was 288, which equates to being 
in Band 4. By comparison, the mean score across the 
regional is 300, which equates to Band 5.

To illustrate the difficulty of items across the 
bands, and to understand the level of mathematics 
expected of a student in Grade 5, three test items 
from the Field Trial that were not used in the Main 
Survey are discussed3. This includes considering how 
Myanmar students might have performed on these 
items.

Figure 2.19 shows an easy item at Band 3 level. It 
targets the content topic of Number and requires 
only one very simple calculation with 1-digit 
numbers. The question is set in a very limited 
context, requiring little reading, and only basic 
application of the skill of finding the difference 
between two numbers is required. 

3 Items from the Main Survey itself are kept secure for future re-use, so cannot be displayed in this report.

Figure 2.19 Mathematics example item Band 3

GOALS (Easy: Band 3)

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. 11

Figure 2.18 Percentage of Grade 5 Myanmar students and the SEA-PLM average by mathematics band
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interpret the scale and interpolate the correct value.

Of Myanmar students who sat SEA-PLM 2019:

• 66% would be unlikely to answer this item correctly 
(that is, those who are at Band 4 or below); 

• many of the 22% at Band 5 would be likely to 
answer correctly; and

• the remaining 12% (those in Bands 6 and above) 
would almost certainly be able to answer this item 
correctly.

By contrast, a more difficult item at Band 6 might 
involve calculation of measurement requiring 
conversion of metric units (e.g. metres to 
centimetres) with 3% to 12% of students likely to 
answer correctly.

Figure 2.21 shows a difficult item at Band 8. This 
item requires students to multiply with a number 
greater than 100, in context. An added difficulty is 
that the item is in Constructed Response format, 
requiring students to generate an answer, rather 
than selecting one (Multiple Choice).

Of Myanmar students who sat SEA-PLM 2019:

• Practically no-one would be likely to answer this 
item correctly (since the student population all lies 
within Band 7 or below); however, of the 3% of 
students at Band 7, some might be able to answer 
correctly.

Of Myanmar students who sat SEA-PLM 2019:

• 14% would be unlikely to answer this item 
correctly (that is, those who are at Band 2 or 
below); 

• Many of the 24% at Band 3 would be likely to 
answer correctly; and

• The remaining 62% (those in Bands 4 and above) 
would almost certainly be able to answer this 
item correctly.

By contrast, an easier item at Band 2 or below 
(not shown here) might involve adding two small 
numbers together or counting a set of objects. Such 
items are likely to be answered correctly by at least 
86% of students in Myanmar.

Similarly, a more difficult item at Band 4 might ask 
students to identify the place value of a digit in a 
4-digit number, with 34% to 62% likely to do so 
correctly.

 
Figure 2.20 shows a medium difficulty item, at Band 
5. This item requires students to read a value from 
a scale on a measuring jug. The level of the liquid 
in the jug is at a tick mark situated between the 
intervals marked with values, requiring students to 

Figure 2.20: Mathematics example Band 5

Amount of Lemon Juice (Medium: Band 5) 

Li has lemon juice in this jug.

How many millilitres (ml) of juice  
are in the jug?

a. 301

b. 310

c. 325

d. 350

Water Bottles (Difficult: Band 8)

A shop has 103 boxes of water bottles. 

There are 24 water bottles in each box.

How many bottles of water are in the shop 
in total?

Figure 2.21: Mathematics example Band 8

Figure 2.22  Myanmar mathematics scale score percentiles against SEA-PLM average
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• By contrast, an easier item at Band 7 might involve 
calculation of a fraction of a number, with most of 
the 3% of students in that band likely to answer 
correctly.

Figure 2.22 displays the Myanmar Grade 5 scale 
score percentiles, compared with the regional 
average. For example, looking at the 90th percentile 
we can see that 90% of Myanmar students obtained 

a scale score of 310 or less, compared with the 
regional average of 327 or less. As another example, 
the 50th percentile (by definition the median value) 
is 300 across the region and 288 in Myanmar. 
In general, the graph shows that Myanmar is 
consistently below the regional average.
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Similarly, a more difficult item at Band 4 might ask 
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4-digit number, with 34% to 62% likely to do so 
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5. This item requires students to read a value from 
a scale on a measuring jug. The level of the liquid 
in the jug is at a tick mark situated between the 
intervals marked with values, requiring students to 

Figure 2.20: Mathematics example Band 5

Amount of Lemon Juice (Medium: Band 5) 

Li has lemon juice in this jug.

How many millilitres (ml) of juice  
are in the jug?

a. 301

b. 310

c. 325

d. 350

Water Bottles (Difficult: Band 8)

A shop has 103 boxes of water bottles. 

There are 24 water bottles in each box.

How many bottles of water are in the shop 
in total?

Figure 2.21: Mathematics example Band 8
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• By contrast, an easier item at Band 7 might involve 
calculation of a fraction of a number, with most of 
the 3% of students in that band likely to answer 
correctly.

Figure 2.22 displays the Myanmar Grade 5 scale 
score percentiles, compared with the regional 
average. For example, looking at the 90th percentile 
we can see that 90% of Myanmar students obtained 

a scale score of 310 or less, compared with the 
regional average of 327 or less. As another example, 
the 50th percentile (by definition the median value) 
is 300 across the region and 288 in Myanmar. 
In general, the graph shows that Myanmar is 
consistently below the regional average.
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2.3.1 SEA-PLM 2019 mathematics   
 alignment with the SDGs

SEA-PLM 2019 mathematical proficiency measures 
can be used to report against the UNESCO Institute 
of Statistics Sustainable Development Goals (in 
particular the education target SDG 4.1) through 
SEA-PLM alignment with indicators SDG 4.1.1a and 
SDG 4.1.1b.

The process of alignment between the SDG 
indicators and SEA-PLM band levels has been 
undertaken using qualitative alignment of 
proficiency descriptors. Ideally an alignment to the 
SDG indicators would also include an empirical 
linking process which has not yet been conducted 
by SEA-PLM. Further analysis is therefore required 
to ensure a more nuanced understanding of student 
performance against global indicators. However, the 
preliminary results indicate where there is evidence 
of gaps in student mathematics proficiency as 
defined by global SDG standards.

The SDG 4.1.1a indicator defines minimum proficiency 
in mathematics for ‘end of lower primary’ as:

“Students can read, write and compare whole numbers 
up to 100. They can add and subtract numbers within 

twenty and solve application problems involving 
numbers within twenty. Students can recognize simple 
shapes and their elements. They can read simple data 

displays. They possess foundational knowledge of 
spatial orientation and can appraise the relative size  
of real-world objects.” (Expanded definition, GAML, 

2019, p. 25)

There are not very many SEA-PLM items at the lower 
end of the scale, so any conclusions drawn must be 
tentative. Children operating in SEA-PLM Band 4 and 
above appear to have a mathematical proficiency 
that meets or exceeds this ‘end of lower primary’ 
indicator. Children in Band 3 or below have not yet 
met this standard, even after having attended at 
least 5 years at school. 

The SDG 4.1.1b indicator defines minimum 
proficiency in mathematics for ‘end of primary’ as: 

“Students can add and subtract whole numbers within 
1,000 and demonstrate fluency with multiplication facts 

up to 10 x 10 and related division facts; solve simple 
real-world problems with whole numbers using the 4 

operations (consistent with the grade and performance 
level) and identify simple equivalent fractions; select 
and use a variety of tools to measure and compare 

length, weight and capacity/volume; understand the 
relationships between different units of time, e.g. 

seconds, minutes, hours, days, weeks, months, and 
years; retrieve multiple pieces of information from 

data displays to solve problems; recognize and name 
2-dimensional shapes by their simple attributes; and 
apply the concept of equivalence by finding a missing 
value in a number sentence.” (Expanded definition, 

GAML, 2019, p. 29).

 
As discussed earlier, children operating in SEA-PLM 
Band 6 and above appear to have a mathematical 

proficiency that meets 
or exceeds this ‘end of 
primary’ indicator. 

Figure 2.23 shows how 
Myanmar performed 
against the SDG indicators. 
About 12% of students 
were at or above SDG 
4.1.1b compared with 
the regional average of 
35%. It implies that 88% 
of Myanmar students do 
not meet the Sustainable 
Development Goal for end 
of primary. 

Figure 2.23 Myanmar mathematics performance against SDG 4.1.1 compared with SEA-PLM average
Figure 2.24 Myanmar and SEA-PLM average mathematics mean scale score across major categories

2.3.2 SEA-PLM 2019 mathematics results  
 across gender, SES, and school location

Figure 2.24 and Figure 2.25 show the SEA-PLM 2019 
Myanmar mathematics mean scale scores compared 
with the regional averages across the categories 
of Boys/Girls and Urban/Rural schools. Myanmar 
mainly performed below the regional average. The 
largest significant division within categories was 
between rural schools and urban schools for both 
Myanmar and the region in general. For Myanmar the 
difference is 11 scale score points, which equates to 
nearly one band in favour of urban schools. Clearly 
this is an issue that needs addressing not just in 
Myanmar, but in the region as a whole.

An important point is that urban schools in Myanmar 
performed at roughly the mean level of the entire 
region. This indicates that the education system is 
working relatively well for urban schools, but is in 
need of improvement in rural areas of the country.

Similarly, students with SES in the top quarter are 
performing more than a band higher than the 
bottom quarter: students with a disadvantaged 
background may not be receiving the support  
they need. 

Finally, it is pleasing to note that there was no 
difference between the mathematics performance of 
girls and boys (288) in Myanmar.

0%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

80%

90%

100%

Myanmar

Pe
rc

en
t

Band 6 or above 
(at or above SDG 4.1.1b)

Band 4 or 5
(at or above SDG 4.1.1a 
but below SDG 4.1.1b)

At or below and 3
(below SDG 4.1.1a)

35%

35%

30%

51%

12%

37%

SEA-PLM average

300

280

270

Six
Country
Average

Percentiles

Band 9 &
 above

Band 2 &
 below

Band 4
Band 5

Band 3

260

250

5

20

30 SES Bottom Qtr

SES 2nd Qtr

Girls / SES 3rd

Rural Boys

Urban / SES Top Qtr

40

50

60

70

80

95

290

310

330

350

360

340

320

90

10

SES Bottom Qtr

SES 3rd Qtr

Myanmar
Percentiles

SES Top Qtr / Urban

Rural
Girls / Boys / National
SES 2nd Qtr

5

10

20

30
40

50

60

70

80

90

95

Band 6
Band 7

Band 8

End of Primary 
SDG4.1.1b Indicator

SEA-PLM 
2019 Mean

End of Lower Primary 
SDG4.1.1a Indicator



SEA-PLM 2019 - Myanmar National Report 3332

2.3.1 SEA-PLM 2019 mathematics   
 alignment with the SDGs

SEA-PLM 2019 mathematical proficiency measures 
can be used to report against the UNESCO Institute 
of Statistics Sustainable Development Goals (in 
particular the education target SDG 4.1) through 
SEA-PLM alignment with indicators SDG 4.1.1a and 
SDG 4.1.1b.

The process of alignment between the SDG 
indicators and SEA-PLM band levels has been 
undertaken using qualitative alignment of 
proficiency descriptors. Ideally an alignment to the 
SDG indicators would also include an empirical 
linking process which has not yet been conducted 
by SEA-PLM. Further analysis is therefore required 
to ensure a more nuanced understanding of student 
performance against global indicators. However, the 
preliminary results indicate where there is evidence 
of gaps in student mathematics proficiency as 
defined by global SDG standards.

The SDG 4.1.1a indicator defines minimum proficiency 
in mathematics for ‘end of lower primary’ as:

“Students can read, write and compare whole numbers 
up to 100. They can add and subtract numbers within 

twenty and solve application problems involving 
numbers within twenty. Students can recognize simple 
shapes and their elements. They can read simple data 

displays. They possess foundational knowledge of 
spatial orientation and can appraise the relative size  
of real-world objects.” (Expanded definition, GAML, 

2019, p. 25)

There are not very many SEA-PLM items at the lower 
end of the scale, so any conclusions drawn must be 
tentative. Children operating in SEA-PLM Band 4 and 
above appear to have a mathematical proficiency 
that meets or exceeds this ‘end of lower primary’ 
indicator. Children in Band 3 or below have not yet 
met this standard, even after having attended at 
least 5 years at school. 

The SDG 4.1.1b indicator defines minimum 
proficiency in mathematics for ‘end of primary’ as: 

“Students can add and subtract whole numbers within 
1,000 and demonstrate fluency with multiplication facts 

up to 10 x 10 and related division facts; solve simple 
real-world problems with whole numbers using the 4 

operations (consistent with the grade and performance 
level) and identify simple equivalent fractions; select 
and use a variety of tools to measure and compare 

length, weight and capacity/volume; understand the 
relationships between different units of time, e.g. 

seconds, minutes, hours, days, weeks, months, and 
years; retrieve multiple pieces of information from 

data displays to solve problems; recognize and name 
2-dimensional shapes by their simple attributes; and 
apply the concept of equivalence by finding a missing 
value in a number sentence.” (Expanded definition, 

GAML, 2019, p. 29).

 
As discussed earlier, children operating in SEA-PLM 
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2.3.2 SEA-PLM 2019 mathematics results  
 across gender, SES, and school location

Figure 2.24 and Figure 2.25 show the SEA-PLM 2019 
Myanmar mathematics mean scale scores compared 
with the regional averages across the categories 
of Boys/Girls and Urban/Rural schools. Myanmar 
mainly performed below the regional average. The 
largest significant division within categories was 
between rural schools and urban schools for both 
Myanmar and the region in general. For Myanmar the 
difference is 11 scale score points, which equates to 
nearly one band in favour of urban schools. Clearly 
this is an issue that needs addressing not just in 
Myanmar, but in the region as a whole.

An important point is that urban schools in Myanmar 
performed at roughly the mean level of the entire 
region. This indicates that the education system is 
working relatively well for urban schools, but is in 
need of improvement in rural areas of the country.

Similarly, students with SES in the top quarter are 
performing more than a band higher than the 
bottom quarter: students with a disadvantaged 
background may not be receiving the support  
they need. 

Finally, it is pleasing to note that there was no 
difference between the mathematics performance of 
girls and boys (288) in Myanmar.
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2.3.3 Student performance by item  
 characteristics

Items are classified according to various 
characteristics including content (topic) strand, 
mathematical process used and item response 
format. Each item also has an item descriptor: a 
statement written by the test developers during 
item development about what skill the item intends 
to assess. Table A2.5 in Appendix 2 shows the item 
descriptors for the SEA-PLM mathematics items. 

Looking at item characteristics in more detail, there 
are a number of specific observations that can be 
made about Myanmar student performance and 
how to improve it in each case. 

On average, Myanmar students found Chance 
and Data items around 11% more difficult than 
the regional average. A notable exception was 
an item (M18Y070) requiring students solve a 
problem involving a many-to-one pictograph with an 
unknown key: for this, Myanmar students performed 
slightly better than the regional average. Conversely, 
an item (M18Y027) where students had to read a 
value from a bar chart in which the vertical scale was 
in increments of 2, was answered correctly by 40% 
of Myanmar students compared with the regional 
average for this item of 63%. The most common 
mistake (made by about 39% of Myanmar students) 
was to count the number of grid lines rather than 
reading the scale, giving an answer of half the true 
value.

By contrast, the Chance and Data item that 
Myanmar students found easiest (63% answering 
correctly) was M15Y067T01. This involved identifying 
the category with the largest amount in a bar chart, 
where amounts (heights of bars) were presented in 
descending order. The regional average for this item 
was 75% correct.

For about two-thirds of the Measurement 
and Geometry items, the number of Myanmar 
students answering correctly was between 4% 
and 22% lower than the regional average. On the 
positive side, the remaining one-third of items was 
answered correctly by a percentage of Myanmar 
students approximately in line with the regional 
average. The item (M15Y161T01) where Myanmar 
students underperformed by the largest percentage 
(39% compared with the region’s 61%), involved 
interpolating a scale on a jug. This is an interesting 
finding when coupled with the observation made 
above, about the item in Chance and Data involving 
reading a scale on a bar chart. Items where 
Myanmar students performed better than the 
regional average include M15Y092T01 and M18Y025. 
The former involves identifying which angle is 
largest in a practical context; the latter involves 
understanding that 8 halves of fruit are equivalent to 
4 wholes.

Myanmar students underperformed the regional 
average on all 19 items from the Number and 
Algebra strand. The largest difference compared 
with the regional average (26% versus 52%) was 
for item M15Y179T01. This involved counting by 4’s 
crossing the 100’s boundary. In giving the next three 
numbers in the pattern, 38% of students simply 
reverted to counting by 1.

An item where there was no difference in 
performance (81% correct for both Myanmar 
students and the regional average) was M18Y021, 
a very easy item requiring students to add two 
single digit numbers (in context). The item that 
Myanmar students found most difficult (with only 
5% answering correctly) effectively involved adding 
three lots of one-half, but set in a worded problem. 

There were two item response types used in the 
SEA-PLM 2019 test: One-third of all items were in 
Constructed Response format (requiring students 
to write an answer); and two-thirds of the items 
were in Multiple Choice format (with four options). 
The ten most difficult items for Myanmar students 
were constructed response. The same 10 items were 
also the most difficult across the region. Looking 
from eth other end of the scale, the 11 easiest items 
for Myanmar students were Multiple Choice. It 
appears that all students find items where they need 
to write an answer more difficult than those where 
they need to select an answer from given options. 
One way for students to practise short answer items 
is to use Multiple Choice items but not to look at 
the options until they have worked out an answer. 
There are two caveats: this won’t always work (e.g. 
if the question asks “Which one of these statements 
is wrong…” then you need to read the statements to 
be able to answer the question); secondly, this is not 
suggested as a method of answering Multiple Choice 
items under test conditions, where looking at the 
options can be helpful (e.g. in eliminating obviously 
incorrect options).

Looking at mathematical process, it appears that 
Myanmar students can to a certain degree: Apply 
mathematics by making calculations; Translate by 
formulating mathematical problems; and Interpret 
solutions (including communicating an answer or 
deciding on the reasonableness of a result). Of these 
three processes, the students found Translate the 
most difficult. The SEA-PLM Assessment Framework 
explains the Translate process as: “Part of the action 
that needs to be taken to solve the given problem 

Figure 2.25  Myanmar and SEA-PLM average mathematics mean scale score across main categories
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involves reformulating it in mathematical language 
in a form that can lead to a mathematical solution.” 
So, the original problem is set in a context described 
by words and/or pictures: Myanmar Grade 5 
students found this process difficult, with translate 
items ranging from 5% to 65% of students answering 
them correctly, at an average of 30%. This compares 
with Interpret (46%) and Apply (47%).

All students can improve their mathematical literacy. 
A suggestion for doing so is for teachers to place 
more emphasis on using mathematics in authentic 
situations where appropriate; and to promote 
reasoning and communicating skills by getting 
students to explain the reasoning they used in 
solving a problem in front of the class.

It might be useful when discussing real world 
problems with students for teachers to:

• check that students can read and understand 
the words used in the problem

• get students to think aloud about the 
mathematical aspects of the problem 

• ask students what methods they might use in 
a problem (drawing diagrams or restating the 
problem in their own words might help

• ask students what the “answer” (result of a 
calculation) means, and whether it is reasonable 
in the context of the problem.
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2.3.3 Student performance by item  
 characteristics
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students found this process difficult, with translate 
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students to explain the reasoning they used in 
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It might be useful when discussing real world 
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• ask students what methods they might use in 
a problem (drawing diagrams or restating the 
problem in their own words might help
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calculation) means, and whether it is reasonable 
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2.3.4 Spread of item difficulty and   
 student ability

As part of the analysis performed on the Myanmar 
data, some items that did not perform well were 
removed from further analysis and the remaining 
items were calibrated onto a scale of difficulty and 
ordered from easiest (lowest scale score) to hardest 
(highest scale score). Students were placed on the 
same scale according to their measured ability. 

Figure 2.26 shows an item-person map that visually 
illustrates the SEA-PLM 2019 mathematics scale. 
The shaded region on the right contains the items, 
numbered 1 to 60; items higher up the page are 
relatively more difficult; items lower down the 
page are easier. The X’s represent a group of 5 or 6 
students. The positions of the X’s indicates the ability 
of the (group of) students. The higher the position 
the better the student performed on SEA-PLM 2019 
mathematics. Ideally the spread of items should 
match the spread of students in this map. This 
arrangement gives the most accurate measurement 
of students for a given total number of items.

SEA-PLM is intended to be relevant to students at 
varying stages of learning of mathematics. Similar 
to reading and writing, participating students may 
have proficiency levels which may be below or 
above the average Grade 5 level. The SEA-PLM 2019 
assessment contained items which covered a wide 
range of difficulty to suit the weakest students and 
also contained difficult items to allow the most able 
students to demonstrate what they are capable of. 
Overall for Myanmar students, it can be seen that 
there needed to be more easy items to suit those 
performing lower down the scale; and the top three 
items were too difficult for most students. The bulk 
of the items, however, were reasonably placed to 
give accurate measurement of the mathematical 
abilities of most Grade 5 Myanmar students. We 
briefly look at the different regions of the scale.

The easiest item (numbered 36 in Figure 2.26, at the 
bottom) was a measurement and geometry item 
which asked students to identify a rectangle. 82% 
of Myanmar students answered the item correctly, 
compared with an average of 81% across the region. 

The next easiest item (46) was a number and algebra 
item that involved adding two single-digit numbers. 
81% of Myanmar students answered the item 
correctly, the same percentage as across the region.

In all, there are four items that were answered 
correctly by at least 80% of Myanmar students, 
three of which were from the measurement and 
geometry strand. After that there is a large gap: for 
future cycles of SEA-PLM it might be possible to fill 
this gap with items with facilities (percent correct) in 
the range 67% to 80% to enable better targeting of 
student ability to item difficulty towards the bottom 
of the scale for countries such as Myanmar.

The most difficult item (24) was answered correctly 
by only 2% of Myanmar students compared with 
11% of students across the region. This was a chance 
and data item that requires students to calculate the 
total in a frequency distribution in the form of a dot 
plot. 

Item 6 was answered correctly by 5% of Myanmar 
students; it dealt with adding fractions with the same 
denominator, in context. 

Item 2 involved finding the next value in an addition 
pattern using decimals, in context. It was answered 
correctly by 8% of Myanmar students.

An item around the middle of the scale (and thus 
more typical of most students) is number 25, 
answered correctly by 53% of Myanmar students 
(regional average: 59%). This item required students 
to add a three-digit and four-digit together.

Figure 2.26: Item-person map showing Myanmar mathematics results 
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2.3.5 Key findings for proficiency  
 in mathematical literacy

An understanding of mathematics is important 
for a person’s educational success and his or her 
preparedness for life. Students’ need a broad set 
of mathematical knowledge and skills and be able 
to make use of these to solve problems in daily 
life. They need to be able to deal with the kinds of 
challenges they meet in a variety of contexts, and to 
be able to participate in the civic life of their country 
at the end of their schooling. Inequalities from within 
the population may point to inequity in opportunity 
for some segments of the population. 

Overall, the SEA-PLM results show Myanmar’s 
performance on the test was lower than the regional 
average: Myanmar’s mathematics mean score 
was 288 compared to the regional average of 300. 
Averages, however, hide the fact that there is a large 
spread of abilities in mathematics among Grade 5 
students in Myanmar. 

• A significant finding of the SEA-PLM mathematics 
literacy assessment is that about 12% of 
students in Myanmar are well on the way to 
being able to attain the necessary levels of 
mathematical proficiency required for their 
future needs. These students meet or exceed 
international expectations for mathematical 
proficiency for the end of primary school. 

• Lagging behind a little are the 51% of students 
who are performing at around Grade 3 or 4 level 
in mathematics. They have met the expectations 
for the end of lower primary, but are not yet at 
the standard for end of primary school.

• The remaining 37% of students are still 
performing at the level expected of a Grade 1 
or 2 student. After five years of schooling they 
are struggling, for example, to understand place 
value, basic arithmetic, simple graphs and scales 
of measurement. There are different causes of 
this situation, including specific problems such 
as low reading ability affecting mathematics 
performance (especially with mathematics 
items set in a context); and inequalities within 
the Myanmar population pointing to possible 
inequity in opportunity for some segments of the 
population (in, for example, access to classroom 
resources or lack of adequate professional 
development for teachers).

Similar to the situation with reading literacy, the 
SEA-PLM mathematics literacy results highlight the 
need for programs and interventions to provide 
intensive support for low-performing students in 
Myanmar. These programs and interventions to 
support students (and teachers) need to be planned 
for and implemented as early as possible in a 
student’s education. It should be understood that 
learning occurs throughout life: with appropriate 
supports in place, every person can build on the 
skills they already have to reach a desired standard 
and achieve their goals. They can grow, regardless 
of their current level or age. The challenge for 
educational policy makers is to decide what supports 
are needed and how they should be delivered.

One important consideration is that delivering 
curricula to students who are not yet at a level of 
ability to be able to engage with it, such as delivering 
Grade 5 curricula to students who are performing 
at a level typical of Grade 1 students, will severely 
limit those students’ learning. On the other hand, 
students who are performing well above the 
typical level of their grade need to have curricula 
and teaching adapted to their level of ability as 
well. Therefore, systematic monitoring of student 
outcomes that informs curricula and teaching is 
critical to ensure that students’ learning needs are 
being met. Additionally, teachers must be able 
to recognise and respond to the needs of their 
students and they may need further professional 
development in order to be able to do so. An 
important first step in addressing these needs is 
to understand what students know and can do in 
mathematics, so that teachers can then effectively 
support students to progress from one level of 
proficiency to the next.

In summary, the solution to the problem of bringing 
students up to internationally expected levels will 
include early intervention to give students the 
additional support they need. For those students 
already in Grade 5, additional support and intensive 
remediation can still ensure that they reach the level 
of mathematical literacy that will see them capable 
of meeting their future needs.

3.1 Introduction

When investigating student outcomes, it is important 
to understand the various contexts in which student 
learning takes place. This section outlines selected 
findings using data captured from the parent, 
student, teacher and school questionnaires that 
were administered in SEA-PLM 2019 and have 
relevance for teaching and learning outcomes for 
Myanmar.

3.1.1 Student gender 

Across the SEA-PLM population of students and 
in Myanmar, just under half of all students were 
female. Figure 3.1 shows that in both Myanmar and 
the SEA-PLM population, female students tended 
to achieve significantly higher scores in reading and 
writing than male students. For Myanmar students, 
there was no significant difference in mathematics 
achievement across gender. 

3  CONTEXTUAL FACTORS 
INFLUENCING TEACHING AND 
LEARNING OUTCOMES IN MYANMAR

Figure 3.1. Achievement by gender
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Figure 3.2 Number of sampled students with special education needs, by gender

3.2 Home background and  
 achievement 

Socio-economic background can be defined as 
construct combining educational, occupational 
and wealth influences. The influence of students’ 
socio-economic background is believed to influence 
student achievement in a variety of learning 
areas. In SEA-PLM, across the student and parent 
questionnaires, data was captured on the highest 
level of participating students’ level of education of 
their parents, broad information about the nature 
of the occupations of their parents, and a series 
of questions relating to the home resources of the 
family, which encompassed home possessions, the 
number of meals a child had per day, the quality 
of household walls, the lighting type, the presence 
of utilities such as electricity and water, and the 
number of books in the household. Data from these 
questions were combined to form a socio-economic 
background index for SEA-PLM 2019.

3.1.2 Student disability

The vast majority of sampled students in Myanmar 
(98.6%) did not have any special education needs. 
Of the 82 sampled students with a special education 
need, 58 had an intellectual disability, 14 had a 
functional disability and the remaining 10 students 
had limited assessment language experience. Figure 
3.2 displays the number of students with special 
education needs, by gender.

The following three tables (3.1 to 3.3) show a 
general pattern of increasing achievement based 
on quartiles of the SES index. The bottom quartile 
represents percentiles less than 25, the second 
quartile represents percentiles between 25 and less 
than 50, the third quartile represents percentiles 
between 50 and less than 75 and top quartile 
represents percentiles greater than or equal to 75. 
Students belonging to the bottom quartile of SES 
in Myanmar had the lowest levels of achievement, 
whereas students in Myanmar belonging to 
the top quartile of SES had the highest levels of 
achievement. This pattern was consistent across 
all three domains. These results are in line with 
previous results from the region highlighting equity 
issues in schooling, where students from more 
disadvantaged upbringings are performing at lower 
levels than their peers.

Table 3.1. Reading achievement by SES quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of SES

2nd qtr of 
SES 3rd qtr of SES Top qtr of 

SES

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 287 (1.1) 288 (1.0) 292 (0.7) 301 (1.2) 14* (0.8)

SEA-PLM 
average 290 (0.5) 296 (0.4) 301 (0.4) 312 (0.5) 22* (0.3)

Table 3.2. Writing achievement by SES quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of SES

2nd qtr of 
SES 3rd qtr of SES Top qtr of 

SES

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 295 (1.3) 295 (1.3) 298 (1.2) 306 (1.0) 10* (0.8)

SEA-PLM 
average 291 (0.5) 297 (0.5) 301 (0.4) 311 (0.5) 20* (0.4)

Table 3.3. Mathematics achievement by SES quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of SES

2nd qtr of 
SES 3rd qtr of SES Top qtr of 

SES

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 283 (0.9) 284 (0.8) 288 (0.7) 297 (0.9) 13* (0.6)

SEA-PLM 
average 291 (0.5) 296 (0.4) 301 (0.4) 312 (0.5) 21* (0.3)

Table 3.1 to Table 3.3 shows a general pattern 
of increasing achievement based on quartiles of 
the SES index. Students belonging to the bottom 
quartile of SES had the lowest levels of achievement, 
whereas students belonging to the top quartile of 
SES had the highest levels of achievement. This 

pattern was consistent across all three domains. 
These results are in line with previous results from 
the region and internationally highlighting equity 
issues in schooling, where students from more 
disadvantaged upbringings are performing at lower 
levels than their peers.
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Figure 3.2 Number of sampled students with special education needs, by gender

3.2 Home background and  
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level of participating students’ level of education of 
their parents, broad information about the nature 
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family, which encompassed home possessions, the 
number of meals a child had per day, the quality 
of household walls, the lighting type, the presence 
of utilities such as electricity and water, and the 
number of books in the household. Data from these 
questions were combined to form a socio-economic 
background index for SEA-PLM 2019.
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in Myanmar had the lowest levels of achievement, 
whereas students in Myanmar belonging to 
the top quartile of SES had the highest levels of 
achievement. This pattern was consistent across 
all three domains. These results are in line with 
previous results from the region highlighting equity 
issues in schooling, where students from more 
disadvantaged upbringings are performing at lower 
levels than their peers.
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SES 3rd qtr of SES Top qtr of 

SES

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 287 (1.1) 288 (1.0) 292 (0.7) 301 (1.2) 14* (0.8)

SEA-PLM 
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Mean 
score S.E. Mean 
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score S.E. Mean 
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Myanmar 295 (1.3) 295 (1.3) 298 (1.2) 306 (1.0) 10* (0.8)
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average 291 (0.5) 297 (0.5) 301 (0.4) 311 (0.5) 20* (0.4)
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score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.
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SEA-PLM 
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Table 3.1 to Table 3.3 shows a general pattern 
of increasing achievement based on quartiles of 
the SES index. Students belonging to the bottom 
quartile of SES had the lowest levels of achievement, 
whereas students belonging to the top quartile of 
SES had the highest levels of achievement. This 

pattern was consistent across all three domains. 
These results are in line with previous results from 
the region and internationally highlighting equity 
issues in schooling, where students from more 
disadvantaged upbringings are performing at lower 
levels than their peers.
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3.2.1 Parental/guardian involvement  
 in child’s schooling 

In the SEA-PLM student questionnaire, students 
were asked a series of six questions of how often the 
following activities related to parental involvement in 
their child’s schooling at home occurs (e.g. whether 
their parents/guardians check if they do their 
homework). 

Figure 3.3 shows the proportion of students who 
reported that their parents were involved daily 
or almost daily in each of the activities. Students 
in Myanmar were most likely to report that their 

parents motivated them to succeed in school 
(48%) compared to the SEA-PLM population (47%). 
Almost 29% of students in Myanmar reported that 
their parents helped them with their homework. 
This is slightly higher than the SEA-PLM population 
(27%). While a lower proportion of students in 
Myanmar reported that their parents check if they 
do their homework (34%) compared to the SEA-
PLM population (36%). About one-third of students 
in Myanmar and across the SEA-PLM population 
reported that their parents ask them about what 
they are learning in school. 

Figure 3.3. Percentages of students by parental engagement

Table 3.4. Reading achievement by parental engagement quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country
Bottom qtr 
of parental 

engagement

2nd qtr of 
parental 

engagement

3rd qtr of 
parental 

engagement

Top qtr of 
parental 

engagement

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 286 (1.1) 287 (1.0) 293 (1.1) 301 (0.9) 15* (0.7)

SEA-PLM 
average 294 (0.5) 296 (0.5) 303 (0.4) 308 (0.4) 14* (0.3)

Table 3.5. Writing achievement by parental engagement quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country
Bottom qtr 
of parental 

engagement

2nd qtr of 
parental 

engagement

3rd qtr of 
parental 

engagement

Top qtr of 
parental 

engagement

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 296 (1.3) 294 (1.2) 299 (1.4) 306 (1.0) 11* (0.8)

SEA-PLM 
average 294 (0.6) 295 (0.6) 304 (0.5) 309 (0.5) 15* (0.4)

Table 3.6. Mathematics achievement by parental engagement quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country
Bottom qtr 
of parental 

engagement

2nd qtr of 
parental 

engagement

3rd qtr of 
parental 

engagement

Top qtr of 
parental 

engagement

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 283 (0.9) 284 (0.8) 289 (0.9) 296 (0.8) 14* (0.6)

SEA-PLM 
average 294 (0.5) 297 (0.5) 303 (0.4) 307 (0.4) 14* (0.3)A scale based on the responses to these items were 

derived (mean of 50, SD of 10). The following three 
tables (Table 3.4) show the mean achievement 
based on quartiles of parental involvement in their 
child’s schooling (for each of the three achievement 
domains). The differences in achievement between 
students in Myanmar from families whose parents 
are highly involved in their schooling compared 
with students in Myanmar whose parents were less 
involved was 15 points for reading, 11 points for 
writing, and 14 points for mathematics. 
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average 294 (0.6) 295 (0.6) 304 (0.5) 309 (0.5) 15* (0.4)

Table 3.6. Mathematics achievement by parental engagement quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country
Bottom qtr 
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derived (mean of 50, SD of 10). The following three 
tables (Table 3.4) show the mean achievement 
based on quartiles of parental involvement in their 
child’s schooling (for each of the three achievement 
domains). The differences in achievement between 
students in Myanmar from families whose parents 
are highly involved in their schooling compared 
with students in Myanmar whose parents were less 
involved was 15 points for reading, 11 points for 
writing, and 14 points for mathematics. 
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3.2.2 Student speaking the  
 language of test 

The language background of students has often 
been found to be associated with their educational 
performance (see for example Elley, 1992; Kao, 2004; 
Kao & Thompson, 2003; Stanat & Christinsen, 2006). 
The majority of students in Myanmar spoke the 
language of the test at home (76%) compared to the 
SEA-PLM population (68%). 

Figure 3.4. Average achievement by language spoken at home

Figure 3.4 shows that students who spoke the 
assessment language at home tended to achieve 
significantly higher scores in all domains than 
students who spoke another language. 

3.3 Preparing for school

The ages between birth age and the age of 5 are 
critical for a child’s development. It is well accepted 
that attendance to a quality pre-school educational 
program can have lasting positive effects on 
students’ academic and social-emotional well-
being outcomes (Bakken, Brown, & Downing, 2017; 
Trawick-Smith, 2014). While recognising that types 

of preschool education vary quite considerably, the 
benefits to attendance in developing countries has 
been established in other large-scale assessments 
(EQAP, 2019). It has been suggested that children 
who are economically disadvantaged in comparison 
to their peers can have limited readiness for school 
activities in both quantitative and qualitative ways 
(Brophy, 2006). 

3.3.1 Preschool education 

Parents of students participating in SEA-PLM 
were asked their child’s pre-school attendance. 
In Myanmar, over 60% of students did not attend 
preschool, compared to 26% of students in the 
SEA-PLM population (see Figure 3.5 Percentage of 
students by preschool attendance). 

Figure 3.5. Percentage of students by preschool attendance

Figure 3.6. Average achievement by student preschool attendance

Figure 3.6 Achievement by preschool attendance 
shows that across all domains, students 
who attended preschool had higher levels of 
achievement, compared to those who did not attend 
preschool.
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3.3.2 School readiness 

In recognition that there is a relationship between 
prior abilities and current levels of achievement in 
children, parents were asked to indicate which of 
the following capabilities their children had before 
attending school:

• Recognize most of the letters of the alphabet

• Read some words

• Write letters of the alphabet

• Write some words

• Count by himself/herself up to 10

• Recognize different shapes (e.g., square, triangle, 
circle)

• Write the numbers from 1–10

• Recognize colours

• Recognize his/her name

• Write his/her name

• Do simple addition

The data for this question was organized by whether 
students were perceived as having 10 or more of the 
capabilities compared to those who had less than 
10 capabilities. Figure 3.7 presents proportion of 
students who had 10 or more of these capabilities 
and mathematics, reading and writing achievement 
for those students compared to those who had 
less than 10. On average, students in Myanmar 
who had 10 or more of the capabilities had higher 
achievement in mathematics, reading and writing 
compared to students who had less than 10 of the 
capabilities. This pattern was consistent with the 
SEA-PLM population. 

Figure 3.7. Achievement by student capabilities

3.3.3 Student perceptions of  
 classroom climate

Students were asked how often their teachers came 
to class late, how often their teacher had to wait a 
long time for students to quiet down and how often 
they were absent (they could select from ‘Often’, 
‘Sometimes’, ‘Rarely’ or ‘Never’). Figure 3.8 shows 
that on average across the region, just over half of 

Figure 3.8. Percentages of students in the target population by student perceptions of teachers

students reported that their teacher was late to class 
(sometimes or often), compared to 67% of students 
in Myanmar. Over 62% of students reported that 
their teacher took a long time to settle the class 
down, compared to 49% of students in Myanmar. 
Across the region, 40% of students reported that 
their teacher was absent, compared with 43% of 
students in Myanmar. 
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down, compared to 49% of students in Myanmar. 
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students in Myanmar. 
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3.3.4 Teacher perceptions  
 of classroom climate

Teachers were asked the extent to which a set 
of different issues affected the learning of their 
students. Teachers in Myanmar tended to report a 
higher proportion of students affected by a lack of 
basic knowledge, a lack of interest and absenteeism 
than the SEA-PLM population (see Figure 3.9). 

Figure 3.9 Percentage of students attending schools by teacher report issues affecting students

3.3.5 School principal characteristics 

Figure 3.10 shows the principal characteristics 
for schools across the SEA-PLM population and 
Myanmar. Data are presented as the proportions of 
students attending schools where the principal has 
these characteristics. 

In Myanmar, the majority of students attended 
where the principal was female and were aged  

Figure 3.10 Percentage of students attending schools by principal characteristics

over 45. There was also a higher proportion of 
students in Myanmar attending schools where 
the principal was under 35 than in the SEA-PLM 
population. 

Over 90% of students in Myanmar attended schools 
where the principal had a university degree or 
higher, compared to the SEA-PLM population where 
the proportion was just over two-thirds.
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3.3.4 Teacher perceptions  
 of classroom climate

Teachers were asked the extent to which a set 
of different issues affected the learning of their 
students. Teachers in Myanmar tended to report a 
higher proportion of students affected by a lack of 
basic knowledge, a lack of interest and absenteeism 
than the SEA-PLM population (see Figure 3.9). 

Figure 3.9 Percentage of students attending schools by teacher report issues affecting students
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Figure 3.10 Percentage of students attending schools by principal characteristics
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3.3.6 Type of school and school size 

In the SEA-PLM population, a vast majority of 
students attended public schools instead of 
private schools (on average 95% of students). 
Figure 3.11 shows that over 40% of students in 
Myanmar attended schools with less than 200 
enrolled students, compared to 26% in the SEA-
PLM population. There were similar proportions of 
students in Myanmar and the SEA-PLM population 
attending schools with 200 to 499 enrolled students. 

When the size of the school was divided up into 
quartiles, it was found that achievement scores 
were always the highest in the top quarter (a 
pattern observed for all of reading, writing and 
mathematics). The difference in achievement for 
students attending schools in the bottom quartile 
(representing the smallest schools) and those 
attending schools in the top quartile (representing 
the largest schools) was not significant in Myanmar 
in all three domains. The differences however were 
significant in the SEA-PLM population (refer to Table 
3.7 - Table 3.9).

Figure 3.11 Percentage of students attending schools by school size

Table 3.7. Reading achievement by school size quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of school size

2nd qtr of 
school size

3rd qtr of 
school size

Top qtr of 
school size

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 293 (1.5) 291 (2.1) 289 (2.3) 294 (1.6) 1 (1.1)

SEA-PLM 
average 296 (0.7) 298 (0.8) 300 (0.9) 306 (0.8) 10* (0.5)

Table 3.8. Writing achievement by school size quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of school size

2nd qtr of 
school size

3rd qtr of 
school size

Top qtr of 
school size

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 301 (1.4) 298 (2.1) 295 (2.7) 300 (1.8) -1 (1.1)

SEA-PLM 
average 296 (0.8) 298 (0.9) 301 (1.0) 305 (0.9) 9* (0.6)

Table 3.9. Mathematics achievement by school size quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of school size

2nd qtr of 
school size

3rd qtr of 
school size

Top qtr of 
school size

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 289 (1.1) 288 (1.8) 286 (1.8) 290 (1.2) 1 (0.8)

SEA-PLM 
average 296 (0.7) 298 (0.7) 300 (0.9) 306 (0.8) 10* (0.5)
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3.3.7 School location  

School principals were asked to characterise the 
location of the school (whether the school was 
located in a village, a small town, a town, a city 
or a large city) and these responses were further 
grouped into urban (where the was located in a city 

or a large city) or rural (where the school was located 
in a village, a small town or a town) settings. Figure 
3.12 shows that over 84% of students in Myanmar 
attended a school in a rural area, compared to 81% 
of students in the SEA-PLM population. Figure 3.13 
shows that students attending schools in urban 
areas tended to achieve significantly higher scores  
in all domains.

Figure 3.12 Percentage of students attending schools by locality

3.3.8 Resources in the local area  

School principals were asked to respond yes or 
no to whether their school’s local area contained 
12 different resources (e.g. public libraries, public 
gardens/parks). Figure 3.14 shows the proportion 
of students attending a school where the principal 
reported that these resources were available in 
their school’s local area. A vast majority of students 

in Myanmar attended a school where the principal 
reported religious centres (88%) were available 
in the school’s local area. Students in Myanmar 
were less likely to attend a school where principals 
reported that a theatre or music hall (5%) or 
museum or art gallery (5%) was available in the 
school’s local area.

Figure 3.14 Percentage of students attending schools by principal report school area resources

Figure 3.13  Achievement by school location
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A scale based on the responses to these items were 
derived. The following three tables (Table 3.10 - 
Table 3.12 show the mean achievement based on 
quartiles of resources in local area (for each of the 

Table 3.10. Reading achievement by resource quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of resources

2nd qtr of 
resources

3rd qtr of 
resources

Top qtr of 
resources

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 288 (1.1) 285 (2.3) 293 (1.5) 295 (1.8) 7* (1.1)

SEA-PLM 
average 294 (0.7) 298 (0.9) 301 (0.8) 307 (0.7) 13* (0.5)

Table 3.11. Writing achievement by resource quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of resources

2nd qtr of 
resources

3rd qtr of 
resources

Top qtr of 
resources

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 296 (0.9) 296 (1.5) 300 (1.7) 290 (2.1) 5* (1.2)

SEA-PLM 
average 293 (0.8) 300 (0.9) 302 (1.0) 306 (0.8) 13* (0.6)

Table 3.12. Mathematics achievement by resource quartiles. *Significant differences (p<0.05)

Country Bottom qtr 
of resources

2nd qtr of 
resources

3rd qtr of 
resources

Top qtr of 
resources

Difference in scores 
between students in top qtr. 

& students in bottom qtr.
Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Mean 
score S.E. Mean 

score S.E. Score diff. S.E.

Myanmar 286 (0.9) 284 (2.5) 289 (1.2) 290 (1.3) 5* (0.8)

SEA-PLM 
average 294 (0.8) 299 (0.9) 301 (0.8) 306 (0.7) 12* (0.5)

three achievement domains). Across Myanmar and 
the SEA-PLM population, students attending schools 
with more resources in the local area obtained 
significantly higher scores in all three domains. 

3.3.9 Pre-service training  

Teachers were asked about teacher training they 
had attended, whether during pre-service training, 
during in-service training or both. The majority 
of students in Myanmar attended schools where 
teachers reported that they attended training 
across the majority of topics. In particular, teaching 

Figure 3.15. Percentage of students attending schools by teacher training

methods (98%), differentiated instruction (97%) 
and student assessment (96%) were areas of most 
teachers reported having received training in 
(Figure 3.15). However, fewer than half of students 
in Myanmar attended a school where teachers 
reported receiving training in ICT (48%) and inclusive 
or special needs (47%). 
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with more resources in the local area obtained 
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3.3.10 Resources for learning 

Learning material 
School principals were asked to indicate the number 
of textbooks available for each student (whether 
there were no textbooks available, whether the 
students had one textbook to themselves, or 
whether they had to share other students). Across 
the SEA-PLM population, the majority of students 
(87%) attended schools where they had one 
textbook per student, for both mathematics lessons 
and language lessons. Less than two percent of 
students attended schools where there were no 
textbooks for either subject available. In Myanmar, 
all or almost all of students attended schools 
where they had one textbook per student (100% 
for language textbooks and 99% for mathematics 
textbooks). 

Figure 3.16 Percentage of students attending schools by assessment language support for non-native speakers 

Figure 3.17 Percentage of schools with library

Provisions for test language support
Approximately 30% of students in Myanmar 
attended schools where there were provisions 
made for test language support (Figure 3.16). In the 
majority of these cases, this was free, whereas a 
small proportion were paid for by parents. 

School library
In Myanmar, 88% of students reported attending a 
school with a library, compared to 74% of students 
in the SEA-PLM population (see Figure 3.17). 

57

60

40

20

10

30

50

80

70

0

Pe
rc

en
t

Yes, paid for by parentsYes, for free No

Provisions for test language support
Myanmar
SEA-PLM average

43

29

1
6

71

51

60

70

80

90

40

20

10

30

50

0

Pe
rc

en
t

Percentage schools with library
Myanmar
SEA-PLM average

NoYes

88

74

12

26



SEA-PLM 2019 - Myanmar National Report 5756

3.3.10 Resources for learning 

Learning material 
School principals were asked to indicate the number 
of textbooks available for each student (whether 
there were no textbooks available, whether the 
students had one textbook to themselves, or 
whether they had to share other students). Across 
the SEA-PLM population, the majority of students 
(87%) attended schools where they had one 
textbook per student, for both mathematics lessons 
and language lessons. Less than two percent of 
students attended schools where there were no 
textbooks for either subject available. In Myanmar, 
all or almost all of students attended schools 
where they had one textbook per student (100% 
for language textbooks and 99% for mathematics 
textbooks). 

Figure 3.16 Percentage of students attending schools by assessment language support for non-native speakers 

Figure 3.17 Percentage of schools with library

Provisions for test language support
Approximately 30% of students in Myanmar 
attended schools where there were provisions 
made for test language support (Figure 3.16). In the 
majority of these cases, this was free, whereas a 
small proportion were paid for by parents. 

School library
In Myanmar, 88% of students reported attending a 
school with a library, compared to 74% of students 
in the SEA-PLM population (see Figure 3.17). 
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Global citizenship is a relatively new concept 
and expands the notion of citizenship and civics 
beyond the boundaries of the nation-state, with 
the implication that there are multiple issues that 
connect us. The aim of SDG 4.7 is to “ensure all 
learners acquire knowledge and skills needed 
to promote sustainable development, including 
among others through education for sustainable 
development and sustainable lifestyles, human 
rights, gender equality, promotion of a culture of 
peace and non-violence, global citizenship, and 
appreciation of cultural diversity and of culture’s 
contribution to sustainable development” .

The SEA-PLM 2019 global citizenship questionnaires 
– developed through the assessment framework 
and contextual questionnaires  – fills a gap in 
global citizenship research, providing countries and 
stakeholders with new qualitative and quantitative 
information to help achieve SDG 4.7. All concepts 
and topics covered by the questionnaire were 
defined, designed and trial tested in collaboration 
with participating Southeast Asian countries. The 
SEA-PLM 2019 questionnaires were developed on 
the basis of concepts and topics to support the 
coverage of the domains and sub-domains of the 
SEA-PLM 2019 global citizenship definition which 
was ‘Global citizens appreciate and understand the 
interconnectedness of all life on the planet. They 
act and relate to others with this understanding to 
make the world a more peaceful, equal, safe and 
sustainable place.’ 

Questions were developed against two 
measurement sub-domains identified in the SEA-
PLM 2019 global citizenship framework: attitudes 
and values, relating to positive orientations including 
appreciation of diversity, equality and human rights; 
and behaviours and skills, relating to activities 
that create positive change.  Questions were also 
developed and classified in relation to three content 
sub-domains: systems, issues and dynamics; 
identities; and engagement. 

The descriptive analysis presented in the following 
sections explores children’s and teachers’ responses 
from Myanmar to individual questions compared to 
responses across all six participating countries. The 
discussion explores the data, concepts and findings 
from SEA-PLM 2019’s global citizenship education 
questionnaires. 

4 GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP:  
ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOURS OF 
CHILDREN AND TEACHERS

4 https://indicators.report/targets/4-7/ 
5 SEA-PLM 2019 instruments only focused on measuring attitudes, values and behaviours, and did not include cognitive questions to measure 
knowledge and proficiency.
6 The third measurement sub-domain – cognitive aspects – was not covered through SEA-PLM 2019 instruments, owing to assessment priorities and 
technical considerations.

4.1 Perception of global  
 citizenship education

4.1.1 Children and teacher perceptions  
 of global citizenship topics learned  
 at school

Children were asked about whether specific GC 
related topics were learned in class (Figure 4.1). 
Around 50% of all children identified that they 
learned ‘Some’ to ‘A lot’ in class about almost all 
topics. In the topics related to global and regional 
events, children identified that they learned the 
most about what is happening in countries near 
Myanmar (61%). Children identified that the topic 
they learned the least was how things that happen in 
other countries affect Myanmar with 28% of children 
saying they did not cover anything at all on these 
topics.

In topics related to environmental issues, children 
identified that the topic they learned the most 
was protecting the environment (61%). The 
environmental topic children identified that they 
learned the least was pollution outside of Myanmar 
(45%), with 30% of children saying they did not cover 
anything at all on this topic.

In the topics related to interpersonal considerations, 
children identified the topic they learned the most 
was how to solve disagreements with classmates 
peacefully (67%). 53% of the children said they 
covered solving problems in your community, with 
20% of children saying they did not learn about 
these topics at all. 

Figure 4.1 Percentage of children who perceived the global citizenship topics to be learned at school
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Global citizenship is a relatively new concept 
and expands the notion of citizenship and civics 
beyond the boundaries of the nation-state, with 
the implication that there are multiple issues that 
connect us. The aim of SDG 4.7 is to “ensure all 
learners acquire knowledge and skills needed 
to promote sustainable development, including 
among others through education for sustainable 
development and sustainable lifestyles, human 
rights, gender equality, promotion of a culture of 
peace and non-violence, global citizenship, and 
appreciation of cultural diversity and of culture’s 
contribution to sustainable development” .

The SEA-PLM 2019 global citizenship questionnaires 
– developed through the assessment framework 
and contextual questionnaires  – fills a gap in 
global citizenship research, providing countries and 
stakeholders with new qualitative and quantitative 
information to help achieve SDG 4.7. All concepts 
and topics covered by the questionnaire were 
defined, designed and trial tested in collaboration 
with participating Southeast Asian countries. The 
SEA-PLM 2019 questionnaires were developed on 
the basis of concepts and topics to support the 
coverage of the domains and sub-domains of the 
SEA-PLM 2019 global citizenship definition which 
was ‘Global citizens appreciate and understand the 
interconnectedness of all life on the planet. They 
act and relate to others with this understanding to 
make the world a more peaceful, equal, safe and 
sustainable place.’ 

Questions were developed against two 
measurement sub-domains identified in the SEA-
PLM 2019 global citizenship framework: attitudes 
and values, relating to positive orientations including 
appreciation of diversity, equality and human rights; 
and behaviours and skills, relating to activities 
that create positive change.  Questions were also 
developed and classified in relation to three content 
sub-domains: systems, issues and dynamics; 
identities; and engagement. 

The descriptive analysis presented in the following 
sections explores children’s and teachers’ responses 
from Myanmar to individual questions compared to 
responses across all six participating countries. The 
discussion explores the data, concepts and findings 
from SEA-PLM 2019’s global citizenship education 
questionnaires. 
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ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOURS OF 
CHILDREN AND TEACHERS

4 https://indicators.report/targets/4-7/ 
5 SEA-PLM 2019 instruments only focused on measuring attitudes, values and behaviours, and did not include cognitive questions to measure 
knowledge and proficiency.
6 The third measurement sub-domain – cognitive aspects – was not covered through SEA-PLM 2019 instruments, owing to assessment priorities and 
technical considerations.

4.1 Perception of global  
 citizenship education

4.1.1 Children and teacher perceptions  
 of global citizenship topics learned  
 at school

Children were asked about whether specific GC 
related topics were learned in class (Figure 4.1). 
Around 50% of all children identified that they 
learned ‘Some’ to ‘A lot’ in class about almost all 
topics. In the topics related to global and regional 
events, children identified that they learned the 
most about what is happening in countries near 
Myanmar (61%). Children identified that the topic 
they learned the least was how things that happen in 
other countries affect Myanmar with 28% of children 
saying they did not cover anything at all on these 
topics.

In topics related to environmental issues, children 
identified that the topic they learned the most 
was protecting the environment (61%). The 
environmental topic children identified that they 
learned the least was pollution outside of Myanmar 
(45%), with 30% of children saying they did not cover 
anything at all on this topic.

In the topics related to interpersonal considerations, 
children identified the topic they learned the most 
was how to solve disagreements with classmates 
peacefully (67%). 53% of the children said they 
covered solving problems in your community, with 
20% of children saying they did not learn about 
these topics at all. 
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All Grade 5 teachers in the sample schools were 
asked whether children participate in activities 
related to global citizenship in a typical school year 
(Figure 4.2). Around half of teachers indicated that 
Grade 5 children participated in school activities 

Figure 4.2: Percentage of teachers who reported that global citizenship activities took place in a regular school year

related to environmental sustainability, helping poor 
or underprivileged people or groups, other children 
in their country and improving local facilities. Very 
few reported that children participated in school 
activities related to children in other countries (4%). 

4.1.2 Children and teacher attitudes  
 about global citizenship education

Children were asked how important they thought 
it was to learn about the GC topics presented to 
them (Figure 4.3). For all topics except one, more 
than 75% of children indicated that the topic was 
‘Very important’ and ‘Quite important’. Only 66% of 
children valued learning languages spoken in other 

Figure 4.3: Percentage of children who identified the topics to be important to learn in school

countries, with 19% responding that it was not at all 
important. The topic most valued by children was 
protecting the environment (88%). There were some 
consistencies in the topics that were valued across 
countries. For example, protecting the environment 
was consistently the most-valued topic across all 
countries, and most countries valued learning a 
language spoken in another country the least. 
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(Figure 4.2). Around half of teachers indicated that 
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consistencies in the topics that were valued across 
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Teachers were also asked how important they 
thought certain topics were for Grade 5 children 
to learn at school (Figure 4.4). A large majority of 
teachers valued most topics ‘Very important’ and 
‘Quite important’ (85%+). The most-valued topics 
were how to solve disagreements with classmates 
peacefully and how to protect the environment (both 
98%). The least-valued topics were learning other 

languages in Myanmar (76%) and languages spoken 
in other countries (64%). Between countries there 
were clear differences in the value teachers placed 
on different topics. Understandably, teachers from 
different countries may place different values on 
particular topics, and may have differing priorities. 
However, it seems that all teachers in all countries 
placed the most emphasis on protecting the 
environment. 

4.1.3 Teachers attitudes about children’s  
 global citizenship skills and values 

Teachers were asked how important they thought 
it was for young children to develop skills, values, 
and characteristics related to global citizenship as 
defined in SEA-PLM (Figure 4.5). A large majority of 
teachers (85%+) identified that they highly valued 

almost all of the skills as ‘Very important’ and ‘Quite 
important’, regardless of whether they were about 
social factors, valuing other cultures or wanting to 
make the world better. The most-valued was treating 
people equally (99%). The least-valued was caring 
about problems of people outside their community  
or country (76%). 

Figure 4.5 Percentage of teachers who considered that children’s global citizenship skills, values and characteristics are important
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Teachers were also asked how important they 
thought certain topics were for Grade 5 children 
to learn at school (Figure 4.4). A large majority of 
teachers valued most topics ‘Very important’ and 
‘Quite important’ (85%+). The most-valued topics 
were how to solve disagreements with classmates 
peacefully and how to protect the environment (both 
98%). The least-valued topics were learning other 

languages in Myanmar (76%) and languages spoken 
in other countries (64%). Between countries there 
were clear differences in the value teachers placed 
on different topics. Understandably, teachers from 
different countries may place different values on 
particular topics, and may have differing priorities. 
However, it seems that all teachers in all countries 
placed the most emphasis on protecting the 
environment. 
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Teachers were asked how important they thought 
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defined in SEA-PLM (Figure 4.5). A large majority of 
teachers (85%+) identified that they highly valued 

almost all of the skills as ‘Very important’ and ‘Quite 
important’, regardless of whether they were about 
social factors, valuing other cultures or wanting to 
make the world better. The most-valued was treating 
people equally (99%). The least-valued was caring 
about problems of people outside their community  
or country (76%). 
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4.1.4 Summary of global citizenship  
 education perceptions

There were consistencies in the perceptions of most 
children and teachers about the level at which global 
citizenship topics were being taught and learned 
at school. There were also general consistencies 
between children and teachers in the value they 
placed on topics. For example, when children 
reported a high level of value for a particular issue, 
teachers were likely to declare a similar level of value 
for the same issue.

Environmental issues and local topics related to the 
classroom environment appeared to be the most 
important and valued global citizenship topics and 
concepts learned. This is indicating that children’s 
attitudes may be influenced by topics they are 
exposed to at school. If environmental issues at 

primary level are heavily embedded and explicitly 
covered in the Grade 5 curriculum then children 
and teachers will be more familiar with these topics 
and associated terminology. Other topics that go 
beyond the classroom – such as interpersonal issues 
and global and regional events – may receive less 
attention, and lessons on these may occur more 
naturally, or less explicitly, at primary level.

There was variance in the difference between what 
children said was well covered in the classroom 
and what they valued highly. For example, 34% 
more children valued how things that happen in 
other countries affect Myanmar than indicated 
it was taught. This suggests that children viewed 
these topics as worth learning but have had less 
opportunity to do so or don’t identify those topics in 
the curriculum.

4.2 Perception of global  
 citizenship issues 

4.2.1 Children’s attitudes about  
 societal issues

Children were asked their level of agreement with 
various statements about societal issues (Figure 4.6). 
There was a large amount of agreement (‘Agree’ and 
‘Strongly agree’) that the world is a fair place (85%), 
all ethnic/racial groups should be treated equally 
(84%) and all people in society have to protect the 
environment (88%). There was less agreement that 
you can say what you think about the government, 
with 16% of children disagreeing.

Figure 4.6: Percentage of children who agreed with societal statements
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Figure 4.6: Percentage of children who agreed with societal statements
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4.2.2 Children’s attitudes about  
 environmental sustainability

Children were also asked whether they were 
concerned about specific environmental 
sustainability issues (Figure 4.7). Children expressed 
similar amounts of concern (‘Quite worried’ and 
‘Very worried’) for most issues (65%+). However, in 
comparison with other issues, children were least 
worried about pollution outside Myanmar (64%). 
With 24% of children also indicating that they did not 
cover anything at all on this topic, this could indicate 
that the topics children are concerned about relate 
to their exposure of the topic at school.

Figure 4.7: Percentage of children who were worried about environmental sustainability issues

Data reveals statistical correlations between some 
children’s concerns and learning performance in the 
other domains. Children who met higher proficiency 
levels in reading (0.4), writing (0.4) and mathematics 
(0.3) were more likely to have concerns about 
environmental sustainability issues. The correlations 
may be influenced by the prevalence of coverage of 
the topic at school, as perceived by the children, and 
the emphasis placed on the topic.

4.2.3 Children’s attitudes about national  
 and regional identity

Children were asked their level of agreement with 
various statements about national and regional 
identity (Figure 4.8). The majority of children ‘Agreed’ 
or Strongly agreed’ they feel they belong in their 
country (91%) and that they have a lot in common with 
other children in their country (67%). Around 50% of 
children both agreed they have a lot in common with 
other children in Asia and thought of themselves as 
Asian. 

Figure 4.8: Percentage of children who agreed with identity statements

4.2.4 Summary of perceptions of global  
 citizenship issues

Responses from the questionnaire reinforce the 
conclusions from the SEA-PLM official curriculum 
review by reporting that most of the Grade 5 
children and teachers in most of the countries have 
a better grasp of local issues than of regional and 
global ones. More specifically, the questionnaire 
highlighted that, in all countries, less than 60% of 
Grade 5 children identified themselves as Asian. This 
finding from the children’s perspective is supported 
by the responses of Grade 5 teachers, who generally 
reported having less confidence in cross-national 
attitudes and values compared with local community 
and classroom issues. Findings in this report may 
lead to systems, schools and practitioners reflecting 
on how to better frame regional and global concepts 
at the end of primary level while keeping national 
citizenship values and cultural beliefs as core goals.
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Figure 4.9: Percentage of children who indicated they had participated in school activities related to global citizenship

4.3 Children’s participation in   
 global citizenship activities

4.3.1 School activities related  
 to global citizenship 

Children were asked whether they had participated 
in school activities related to global citizenship 
(Figure 4.9). The majority of children (around 60%) 
reported that they have already participated in some 
school activities that relate to global citizenship 

education. Although, fewest children reported 
having spoken in an organized debate (37%), or 
spoken up in classroom discussions about problems in 
the world (41%). These findings were consistent with 
those in most other participating countries. 
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4.3.2 Future school activities related to  
 global citizenship 

Children were presented with a list of activities 
related to global citizenship that might be offered in 
their school and asked how likely they would be to 
participate in each activity (Figure 4.10). Around 75% 
of children indicated that they were ‘Very likely’ and 
‘Quite likely’ to vote for a class leader, join a group 

Figure 4.10: Percentage of children who indicated they were likely to participate in future school activities related to global citizenship

of children to support an issue they agree with, or 
become a candidate for class leader. Fewer children 
indicated they would speak up in a classroom 
discussion (65%) or speak in an organized debate 
(60%). Across countries, the patterns of response 
were consistent, indicating similarities in the 
activities children were interested in pursuing. 
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4.3.4 Summary of children’s  
 participation in global citizenship  
 activities

The majority of children reported that they have 
already participated in some school activities that 
relate to global citizenship education. Further, more 
children indicated they will or might engage with 
global citizenship activities in the future than were 
currently engaging in those activities, which suggests 
that children would engage more should they be 
given the opportunity. This provides insight into 
the global citizenship activities that children found 
engaging during class time, but also identifies some 
room for improvement in promoting more activities 
related to global citizenship within schools.

Figure 4.11: Percentage of children who were willing to participate in activities related to global citizenship

4.3.3 General activities related to global  
 citizenship 

Children were asked whether they would engage 
in general activities related to global citizenship 
(Figure 4.11). More than 75% of children indicated 
they would engage with most behaviours. However, 
fewer children indicated they would make friends 
with someone from another country (57%). This could 
suggest that the more localised focus on topics is 
also applicable to the activities presented. 

4.4 Teachers’ capability in global   
 citizenship education

4.4.1 Pre-service preparation for global  
 citizenship education

Teachers were asked about how well their pre-
service education programme had prepared them 
to teach global citizenship topics (Figure 4.12). A 
large majority of teachers (80%+) felt they had 
been ‘Very well’ or ‘Quite well’ prepared to teach 
most of the topics. Teachers considered they had 

Figure 4.12: Percentage of teachers who felt prepared to teach global citizenship topics

been most prepared for protecting the environment 
(94%) and children’s rights (95%). In comparison with 
other topics, fewer teachers considered their pre-
service programme had prepared them to teach 
globalization (73%) and global current events (78%). 
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4.4.2 Confidence in teaching global  
 citizenship topics

Teachers were asked how confident they were to 
teach global citizenship topics (Figure 4.13). A large 
majority of teachers (75%+) felt ‘Very confident’ 
and ‘Quite confident’ to teach most of the topics. 
The highest levels of confidence were reported for 

4.4.3 Summary of teachers’ capability in  
 global citizenship education

Most of the teachers indicated they were prepared 
for and felt confident teaching almost all topics listed 
in the questionnaire. Protecting the environment and 
respecting diversity were the topics teachers said they 
were most prepared for during pre-service training, 
and were also the topics teachers felt most confident 
teaching. Grade 5 teachers were consistently less 
prepared for teaching globalization and global 
current events and also felt less confident teaching 
these topic. Across countries, teachers were most 
confident with the topics most covered in pre-service 
training. This may represent a relationship between 
training and confidence. There was also consistency 
across countries in teachers’ perspectives, with 
reasonable similarities in the topics that are valued. 
The information fills an important gap in knowledge 
about how prepared teachers feel to engage with 
such activities in class.

teaching protecting the environment (95%), children’s 
rights (94%), and sustainable development (89%). 
Teachers reported the lowest levels of confidence for 
global current events (78%) and globalization (73%). 

Teachers generally reported feeling less prepared 
and having less confidence in cross-national topics 
compared with local community and classroom 
issues. This was consistent with most of the Grade 
5 children having a better grasp of local issues than 
of regional and global ones. Findings in this report 
may lead to systems, schools and practitioners 
reflecting on how to better frame regional and global 
concepts at the end of primary level while keeping 
national citizenship values and cultural beliefs as 
core goals. At the end of primary level, countries may 
have an interest in schools, teachers and children 
progressively increasing their awareness of regional 
issues and dynamics outside of the local community. 
Activities to support increased awareness may 
be encouraged within existing learning activities 
in fundamental domains (for example, ‘Exploring 
the world’ in reading and mathematics) and/or 
within social and citizenship areas. Further explicit 
development of global citizenship subjects may 
be beneficial in the compulsory curriculum at the 
secondary level and beyond. 73

Figure 4.13: Percentage of teachers who were confident to teach global citizenship topics
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SEA-PLM is the first regionally comparative 
assessment for primary school students which has 
been especially designed for the ASEAN context 
and uniquely targeted to the abilities of students in 
this region.  The results of SEA-PLM go beyond only 
assessing reading and mathematics and expands 
into new fields of understanding student capabilities, 
including in writing and global citizenship. The SEA-
PLM results have also enabled governments to 
report student success against global standards for 
reading and mathematics which has provided new 
insights into how well their education system has 
supported student needs against global expectations 
of performance.  SEA-PLM reveals new information 
on what students can do and importantly how 
ministries of education in the region can respond 
to student learning needs. SEA-PLM results are built 
on the development of a common set of proficiency 
scales. The scales contain information about how 
proficiencies across the different domains develop. 
They also allow the performance of students on the 
assessment to be understood qualitatively, not just as 
numerical scores. 

Understanding what students know and can do and 
how this changes over time and across contexts, 
is central in understanding questions of equity in 
learning outcomes. It makes it possible to understand 
the differences between where sub-groups are 
in their learning which is particularly important 
to creating sound policy that supports and drives 
improvement in educational systems and educational 
outcomes. In Myanmar, the SEA-PLM results show 
that student performance is below their regional 
neighbours and there are significant variations in 
student outcomes within Myanmar, which has in 
turn highlighted an important equity issue.  SEA-
PLM findings provide the basis for vital policy reform 
priorities to ensure all students are able to meet key 
benchmarks in learning outcomes. 

The SEA-PLM assessment was an extensive primary 
level data collection exercise for the Ministry of 
Education. The assessment included 202 schools, 
collecting data from 5,707 students, 5,371 parents, 
432 primary school teachers and 202 school heads. 
All assessments were conducted in Myanmar 
language. The assessments covered student 
proficiencies in reading, writing and mathematics. 
Results are benchmarked across the six participating 
SEA-PLM countries and have also been aligned to the 
global Minimum Proficiency Levels (MPLs) for reading 
and mathematics. 

Primary school students in Myanmar are showing 
concerning results with regards to reading proficiency 
in relation to the SEA-PLM regional average. The 
mean score of all students in the region is 300 and 
Myanmar’s mean score is 291.  Myanmar is below the 
regional average in all percentiles of performance. 
Student reading results were reported against six 
bands of proficiency with Band 6 being the highest.  
Students in this highest band are considered to have 
the minimum set of reading proficiencies expected 
of an end of primary school student as defined by 
the SDG MPLs. Approximately 11% of Myanmar’s 
grade 5 students meet this minimum level of reading 
proficiency, compared to an average of 29% of 
students across the SEA-PLM participating countries. 
Another 16% who are in Band 5 are on track to 
achieve the expected level of achievement for end of 
primary by the end of their primary schooling. The 
54% of students in Bands 3 and 4 are unlikely to be 
able to read at a level expected of a primary school 
student by the time they transition into secondary 
school without target intervention strategies.  
However, after five years of schooling approximately 
19% of grade 5 students are struggling to read any 
more than single words. SEA-PLM has revealed that 
there is a wide range of proficiencies exhibited by 
students at Grade 5 in Myanmar, some students have 
demonstrated high levels of ability, while some have 
only demonstrated the ability to read single, familiar 
words. This disparity makes it difficult to address all 
students’ needs however, reading is a fundamental 
skill that people need in order to meet their goals and 
to fully engage in many areas of life, from education, 
to employment and civic engagement. It is therefore 
essential that specialist early intervention and reading 
remedial programs are implemented.  This will in turn 
require a program of support for teachers to ensure 
they are able to ‘teach at the right level’ as delivering a 
Grade 5 curriculum to a student who has the reading 
capacity of Grade 1 or less will see little results. 

The SEA-PLM writing component of the assessment 
has provided new insights into students’ abilities 
across a range of writing processes including text 
structure and organisation, managing coherence, 
use of vocabulary, and controlling for syntax and 
grammar. The SEA-PLM writing assessment reported 
student results against 8 bands of proficiency. 
Myanmar’s mean score for student writing is 298 
compared to 300 which is the regional average of 
performance. Myanmar students performed close 
to the regional average for SEA-PLM participating 
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countries. However, 42% of Myanmar grade 5 
students are in Band 3 and 4 and have only very 
limited writing skills. Of greater concern are the 25% 
of students who have a writing level consistent with 
Grade 1 and 2 level expectations. These students 
may be functioning at writing levels similar to 
lower primary, such as Grade 2 and below, and 
are likely to find it very difficult to complete their 
primary education and/or to transition to secondary 
school. After at least five years of schooling they are 
struggling to communicate in writing, and present 
limited, unclear ideas. The inequality of student 
performance in writing is an important consideration. 
Boys from low SES rural locations perform significant 
worse than girls in high SES urban areas. Targeted 
support programs that build the writing skills of 
students and address the inequities in performance 
is essential. Providing consistent opportunities for 
students to practice writing and having teachers who 
are skilled in providing feedback to students on how 
to improve their writing skills will ensure students are 
able to build this essential life skill in the 21st Century. 

The SEA-PLM results show that there is a large spread 
of abilities in mathematics among Grade 5 students 
in Myanmar. Overall, Myanmar performed below 
the regional average. Myanmar’s mathematics mean 
score was 288 compared to the regional average 
of 300. The SEA-PLM mathematics scale includes 9 
levels of proficiency. Level 6 in mathematics equates 
to the minimum proficiency level expected of an 
end of primary school student according to the 
SDG MPLs. The majority (12%) of Grade 5 students 
are performing at level 6 or above.  Approximately 
88% of Myanmar Grade 5 students do not yet 
meet international expectations for mathematical 
proficiency for the end of primary and of those, 
approximately 38% of Myanmar Grade 5 students 
are still performing at the level expected of a Grade 
1 or 2 student. After five years of schooling they 
are struggling, for example, to understand place 
value, basic arithmetic, simple graphs and scales 
of measurement. Inequalities from within the 
population may point to inequity in opportunity for 
some segments of the population. An understanding 
of mathematics is important for a person’s 
educational success and his or her preparedness for 
life. The development of early intervention programs 
to provide students with additional support and 
intensive remediation can still ensure that they reach 
the level of mathematical literacy that will see them 
capable of meeting their future needs. 

Inequalities from within the population may point 
to inequity in opportunity for some segments of the 
population and home resources played an important 
part in student outcomes. Home resources were 
closely associated with a student’s success in reading, 
writing and mathematics. Considerable variations 
exist in Myanmar based on home resources.  Where 
students have greater access to written texts and 
varied reading material in the home, these same 
students also have greater opportunities to engage 
in reading and writing practices outside of the school 
environment. Myanmar encouragingly has a higher 
proportion of schools with library facilities (88%) 
than the regional average (74%). The availability of 
basic utilities are also important factors in when 
considering student success as is the distance a 
child has to travel to attend school. Home resources, 
combined with a student’s gender, locality and 
SES is a significant predictor of a student’s success 
in all three domains. Being a girl correlated with 
higher student results, even in low SES and remote 
locations.  Students in higher SES households in 
remote locations, still performed better than students 
in the same location but from lower SES household, 
again highlighting the importance of home factors on 
a child’s learning success. Important home factors, 
outside of home possessions, include the level of 
chores that are expected of children. Students that 
are expected to take care of siblings, the elderly, 
engage in farm work and other economic activities, 
do not perform as well as students in homes where 
these chores are less. Other home influences are 
also found to be important for Myanmar students. 
For example, children who speak the language of 
instruction at home do better than those students 
who do not. In Myanmar 76% of students spoke the 
language of the test at home which is higher than the 
SEA-PLM average (68%). Encouragingly, approximately 
30% of students in Myanmar attended school where 
there provision made for test language support. 

Given the importance of background factors, ensuring 
a child is ready for school is therefore an important 
consideration for determining school success. As part 
of this preparation for school, students commonly 
participate in preschool education to help build some 
of the foundational language and communication 
skills needed to set a child up for schooling success. 
A significant finding of the SEA-PLM assessment is 
that the majority (61%) of Myanmar students had not 
attended at least two years of preschool education.  
The influence of these preparatory years continue 
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SEA-PLM is the first regionally comparative 
assessment for primary school students which has 
been especially designed for the ASEAN context 
and uniquely targeted to the abilities of students in 
this region.  The results of SEA-PLM go beyond only 
assessing reading and mathematics and expands 
into new fields of understanding student capabilities, 
including in writing and global citizenship. The SEA-
PLM results have also enabled governments to 
report student success against global standards for 
reading and mathematics which has provided new 
insights into how well their education system has 
supported student needs against global expectations 
of performance.  SEA-PLM reveals new information 
on what students can do and importantly how 
ministries of education in the region can respond 
to student learning needs. SEA-PLM results are built 
on the development of a common set of proficiency 
scales. The scales contain information about how 
proficiencies across the different domains develop. 
They also allow the performance of students on the 
assessment to be understood qualitatively, not just as 
numerical scores. 

Understanding what students know and can do and 
how this changes over time and across contexts, 
is central in understanding questions of equity in 
learning outcomes. It makes it possible to understand 
the differences between where sub-groups are 
in their learning which is particularly important 
to creating sound policy that supports and drives 
improvement in educational systems and educational 
outcomes. In Myanmar, the SEA-PLM results show 
that student performance is below their regional 
neighbours and there are significant variations in 
student outcomes within Myanmar, which has in 
turn highlighted an important equity issue.  SEA-
PLM findings provide the basis for vital policy reform 
priorities to ensure all students are able to meet key 
benchmarks in learning outcomes. 

The SEA-PLM assessment was an extensive primary 
level data collection exercise for the Ministry of 
Education. The assessment included 202 schools, 
collecting data from 5,707 students, 5,371 parents, 
432 primary school teachers and 202 school heads. 
All assessments were conducted in Myanmar 
language. The assessments covered student 
proficiencies in reading, writing and mathematics. 
Results are benchmarked across the six participating 
SEA-PLM countries and have also been aligned to the 
global Minimum Proficiency Levels (MPLs) for reading 
and mathematics. 

Primary school students in Myanmar are showing 
concerning results with regards to reading proficiency 
in relation to the SEA-PLM regional average. The 
mean score of all students in the region is 300 and 
Myanmar’s mean score is 291.  Myanmar is below the 
regional average in all percentiles of performance. 
Student reading results were reported against six 
bands of proficiency with Band 6 being the highest.  
Students in this highest band are considered to have 
the minimum set of reading proficiencies expected 
of an end of primary school student as defined by 
the SDG MPLs. Approximately 11% of Myanmar’s 
grade 5 students meet this minimum level of reading 
proficiency, compared to an average of 29% of 
students across the SEA-PLM participating countries. 
Another 16% who are in Band 5 are on track to 
achieve the expected level of achievement for end of 
primary by the end of their primary schooling. The 
54% of students in Bands 3 and 4 are unlikely to be 
able to read at a level expected of a primary school 
student by the time they transition into secondary 
school without target intervention strategies.  
However, after five years of schooling approximately 
19% of grade 5 students are struggling to read any 
more than single words. SEA-PLM has revealed that 
there is a wide range of proficiencies exhibited by 
students at Grade 5 in Myanmar, some students have 
demonstrated high levels of ability, while some have 
only demonstrated the ability to read single, familiar 
words. This disparity makes it difficult to address all 
students’ needs however, reading is a fundamental 
skill that people need in order to meet their goals and 
to fully engage in many areas of life, from education, 
to employment and civic engagement. It is therefore 
essential that specialist early intervention and reading 
remedial programs are implemented.  This will in turn 
require a program of support for teachers to ensure 
they are able to ‘teach at the right level’ as delivering a 
Grade 5 curriculum to a student who has the reading 
capacity of Grade 1 or less will see little results. 

The SEA-PLM writing component of the assessment 
has provided new insights into students’ abilities 
across a range of writing processes including text 
structure and organisation, managing coherence, 
use of vocabulary, and controlling for syntax and 
grammar. The SEA-PLM writing assessment reported 
student results against 8 bands of proficiency. 
Myanmar’s mean score for student writing is 298 
compared to 300 which is the regional average of 
performance. Myanmar students performed close 
to the regional average for SEA-PLM participating 
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countries. However, 42% of Myanmar grade 5 
students are in Band 3 and 4 and have only very 
limited writing skills. Of greater concern are the 25% 
of students who have a writing level consistent with 
Grade 1 and 2 level expectations. These students 
may be functioning at writing levels similar to 
lower primary, such as Grade 2 and below, and 
are likely to find it very difficult to complete their 
primary education and/or to transition to secondary 
school. After at least five years of schooling they are 
struggling to communicate in writing, and present 
limited, unclear ideas. The inequality of student 
performance in writing is an important consideration. 
Boys from low SES rural locations perform significant 
worse than girls in high SES urban areas. Targeted 
support programs that build the writing skills of 
students and address the inequities in performance 
is essential. Providing consistent opportunities for 
students to practice writing and having teachers who 
are skilled in providing feedback to students on how 
to improve their writing skills will ensure students are 
able to build this essential life skill in the 21st Century. 

The SEA-PLM results show that there is a large spread 
of abilities in mathematics among Grade 5 students 
in Myanmar. Overall, Myanmar performed below 
the regional average. Myanmar’s mathematics mean 
score was 288 compared to the regional average 
of 300. The SEA-PLM mathematics scale includes 9 
levels of proficiency. Level 6 in mathematics equates 
to the minimum proficiency level expected of an 
end of primary school student according to the 
SDG MPLs. The majority (12%) of Grade 5 students 
are performing at level 6 or above.  Approximately 
88% of Myanmar Grade 5 students do not yet 
meet international expectations for mathematical 
proficiency for the end of primary and of those, 
approximately 38% of Myanmar Grade 5 students 
are still performing at the level expected of a Grade 
1 or 2 student. After five years of schooling they 
are struggling, for example, to understand place 
value, basic arithmetic, simple graphs and scales 
of measurement. Inequalities from within the 
population may point to inequity in opportunity for 
some segments of the population. An understanding 
of mathematics is important for a person’s 
educational success and his or her preparedness for 
life. The development of early intervention programs 
to provide students with additional support and 
intensive remediation can still ensure that they reach 
the level of mathematical literacy that will see them 
capable of meeting their future needs. 

Inequalities from within the population may point 
to inequity in opportunity for some segments of the 
population and home resources played an important 
part in student outcomes. Home resources were 
closely associated with a student’s success in reading, 
writing and mathematics. Considerable variations 
exist in Myanmar based on home resources.  Where 
students have greater access to written texts and 
varied reading material in the home, these same 
students also have greater opportunities to engage 
in reading and writing practices outside of the school 
environment. Myanmar encouragingly has a higher 
proportion of schools with library facilities (88%) 
than the regional average (74%). The availability of 
basic utilities are also important factors in when 
considering student success as is the distance a 
child has to travel to attend school. Home resources, 
combined with a student’s gender, locality and 
SES is a significant predictor of a student’s success 
in all three domains. Being a girl correlated with 
higher student results, even in low SES and remote 
locations.  Students in higher SES households in 
remote locations, still performed better than students 
in the same location but from lower SES household, 
again highlighting the importance of home factors on 
a child’s learning success. Important home factors, 
outside of home possessions, include the level of 
chores that are expected of children. Students that 
are expected to take care of siblings, the elderly, 
engage in farm work and other economic activities, 
do not perform as well as students in homes where 
these chores are less. Other home influences are 
also found to be important for Myanmar students. 
For example, children who speak the language of 
instruction at home do better than those students 
who do not. In Myanmar 76% of students spoke the 
language of the test at home which is higher than the 
SEA-PLM average (68%). Encouragingly, approximately 
30% of students in Myanmar attended school where 
there provision made for test language support. 

Given the importance of background factors, ensuring 
a child is ready for school is therefore an important 
consideration for determining school success. As part 
of this preparation for school, students commonly 
participate in preschool education to help build some 
of the foundational language and communication 
skills needed to set a child up for schooling success. 
A significant finding of the SEA-PLM assessment is 
that the majority (61%) of Myanmar students had not 
attended at least two years of preschool education.  
The influence of these preparatory years continue 
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to show in student outcomes five years into their 
primary educations indicates the importance of 
investing early into student’s education, ensuring all 
students have access to at least 2 years of pre-school 
attendance. Students who had attended preschool 
education consistently do better than those students 
who do not. This finding supports international 
research that shows attending preschool education 
can have significant positive influences on learning 
outcomes, however, it is important to recognise that 
those students assessed by SEA-PLM who attended 
preschool education facilities were also more likely to 
come from higher income, urban based households.  

Whilst the effects of attending preschool education 
may be compounded by a student’s home resources 
and the language that a child speaks at home, an 
important distinction of the SEA-PLM assessment is 
that it also collected information from 5,371 parents 
on what their child could do when they first entered 
school. Children who could demonstrate a solid 
grasp of key foundational skills upon entering school 
consistently outperformed those students who 
did not. This highlights the importance of creating 
an environment in the early years of school which 
replicates that of a literate home environment, 
and focuses on building core foundational skills of 
language, vocabulary and communication. With such 
variations in the home environments of students and 
the important influences that these environments 
have on a child’s success in school, the school 
environment therefore becomes critical in mitigating 
some of these inequities.  

School contexts varied considerably across the 
country.  The size of the school, the classroom 
environment, and particularly the availability of 
basic classroom and school resources all played an 
important part in determining a student’s success. 
Larger and better resourced schools showed better 
student results and student’s consistently performed 
better when provided with their own learning 
resources. However, these were not the only factors 
at play.  Teachers reported that almost a third (31%) 
of students in Myanmar reported being hungry 
in class, 22 percent lacking sleep and 45 percent 
reported being in poor health.  Teachers were an 
important consideration of the study. Myanmar 
reports a comparatively high level of teachers who 
have attended training across the majority of topics 
assessed in SEA-PLM, including teacher preparedness 
to teach core subjects. Myanmar teachers reported 

having received a higher than the regional average 
level of training, during their pre-service studies, 
on how to teach students the fundamentals of 
reading, writing and mathematics in the language 
of instruction, as well as student assessment and 
differentiated instruction.  However, less than a 
half (47%) of the teachers had received any training 
on supporting students with special needs. Whilst 
teachers reported a high level of enthusiasm for 
teaching and participating in their school activities, 
SEA-PLM results indicated that teachers in Myanmar 
were regularly late to class or were completely 
absent. 

The background factors of students, their parents, 
teachers and schools, all play an important part in 
determining a student’s schooling success and COVID 
is expected to magnify the existing divide in learning 
outcomes for students from different socio-cultural 
and geographic backgrounds. The compounding 
factors of a child’s socio-economic background, 
language differentiation between home and school, 
school location, student gender, school facilities, 
availability of teaching and learning resources, 
teacher backgrounds, a teacher’s presence in the 
classroom, and student health are each important 
influences, yet each of these factors can become 
cumulative in a student’s schooling journey, in turn 
increasing inequity of leaning opportunities and 
learning outcomes. SEA-PLM 2019 fills a gap in 
global citizenship research, providing countries and 
stakeholders with new qualitative and quantitative 
information to help achieve SDG 4.7. 

Environmental issues (such as protecting the 
environment and environmental sustainability) and 
local topics related to the classroom environment 
(such as solving disagreements with classmates and 
solving problems in the community) appeared to be 
the most important and valued global citizenship 
topics and concepts learned at primary school in 
Myanmar. This suggests that children’s attitudes 
to factors related to global citizenship may be 
influenced by topics they are exposed to at school. 
Student’s concept of identity are also highlighted in 
the SEA-PLM results.  Importantly less than almost 
half of Myanmar students identified themselves as 
Asian. However, student’s understanding of cross-
national attitudes and values was less compared to 
the local community and classroom issues. Teacher 
preparation on these topics are important, as 
student’s exposure to Global Citizenship topics in 

class was affected by the level of teacher confidence 
in the topic. The information fills an important gap 
in knowledge about how prepared teachers feel to 
engage with such activities in class and how systems, 
schools and practitioners might incorporate regional 
and global concepts at the end of primary and into 
early secondary school that move beyond the local 
community.

5.1 Policy recommendations

The SEA-PLM results in reading, writing and 
mathematics highlight the need for programs and 
interventions to provide intensive support for low-
performing students in Myanmar. It is very important 
that programs and interventions that seek to support 
students and their teachers are planned for as early 
in a student’s education as possible.  Delivering 
even the very best Grade 5 curricula to students 
who are performing at a Grade 1 level will see little 
improvements in student engagement, confidence 
and outcomes. For these students, additional 
support and intensive remediation can still ensure 
that they reach the level of proficiency that will 
see them capable of meeting their future needs. 
Similarly, students who are performing well above 
Grade 5 standards will need appropriately developed 
extension programs to ensure they continue to grow 
and build on their already strong skills. Therefore, 
systematic monitoring of student outcomes that 
informs curricula and teaching is critical to ensure 
that students’ learning needs are being met. At 
the same time, adjusting curricula and teaching 
practices to ensure they are more in line with student 
capabilities is equally as important. 

A first step in addressing these needs is to 
understand what students know and can do, so that 
teachers can then effectively support students to 
progress from one level of proficiency to the next. 
SEA-PLM has also shown that background factors 
relating to home and school play a significant part in 
a student’s schooling success.  Students in Myanmar 
show significant variations in the equity of student 
backgrounds which has a considerable influence on 
student outcomes.  Students from better resourced 
homes and those attending schools in better 
neighbourhoods perform better across all three of 
the cognitive domains of SEA-PLM. These results 
reinforce findings from other international studies 
of student learning, including the importance of 
parental involvement in schooling, early childhood 

education, home learning environments and ensuring 
all students have access to a basic level of learning 
materials and facilities. Whilst socioeconomic factors 
may not be something that can be easily changed for 
many students, there are other related factors which, 
if understood and recognised, can be addressed at a 
system and policy level, as well as through changed 
practices at the school and home level. 

Based on the results, a series of six recommendations 
are proposed here. 

Recommendation 1: Prioritize early learning in 
disadvantaged contexts. 

• Trial new approaches to early learning for children 
who do not speak the language of instruction 
at home which incorporate a strong level of 
community and parental involvement. 

Recommendation 2: Guarantee a solid start in 
primary education through on-time enrolment 
and progression for all children, especially the 
disadvantaged. 

• Trial new programs of support for students in 
ethnic minority areas. 

• Integrate student assessment into the School 
Quality Assurance Framework for Myanmar.

Recommendation 3: Ensure explicit and 
progressive learning standards in the curriculum 
of basic education, including in digital and 
blended learning options. 

• Map national curriculum expectations for 
primary school against the Global Proficiency 
Framework to identify potential curriculum gaps 
and strengths, so that expectations of student 
performance for end of primary can be clearly 
identified and measured. 

• Map national curriculum expectations against 
the SEA-PLM scales for reading, writing and 
mathematics to identify connections and 
divergences in the Myanmar curriculum 
compared with other SEA-PLM participating 
countries. 
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to show in student outcomes five years into their 
primary educations indicates the importance of 
investing early into student’s education, ensuring all 
students have access to at least 2 years of pre-school 
attendance. Students who had attended preschool 
education consistently do better than those students 
who do not. This finding supports international 
research that shows attending preschool education 
can have significant positive influences on learning 
outcomes, however, it is important to recognise that 
those students assessed by SEA-PLM who attended 
preschool education facilities were also more likely to 
come from higher income, urban based households.  

Whilst the effects of attending preschool education 
may be compounded by a student’s home resources 
and the language that a child speaks at home, an 
important distinction of the SEA-PLM assessment is 
that it also collected information from 5,371 parents 
on what their child could do when they first entered 
school. Children who could demonstrate a solid 
grasp of key foundational skills upon entering school 
consistently outperformed those students who 
did not. This highlights the importance of creating 
an environment in the early years of school which 
replicates that of a literate home environment, 
and focuses on building core foundational skills of 
language, vocabulary and communication. With such 
variations in the home environments of students and 
the important influences that these environments 
have on a child’s success in school, the school 
environment therefore becomes critical in mitigating 
some of these inequities.  

School contexts varied considerably across the 
country.  The size of the school, the classroom 
environment, and particularly the availability of 
basic classroom and school resources all played an 
important part in determining a student’s success. 
Larger and better resourced schools showed better 
student results and student’s consistently performed 
better when provided with their own learning 
resources. However, these were not the only factors 
at play.  Teachers reported that almost a third (31%) 
of students in Myanmar reported being hungry 
in class, 22 percent lacking sleep and 45 percent 
reported being in poor health.  Teachers were an 
important consideration of the study. Myanmar 
reports a comparatively high level of teachers who 
have attended training across the majority of topics 
assessed in SEA-PLM, including teacher preparedness 
to teach core subjects. Myanmar teachers reported 

having received a higher than the regional average 
level of training, during their pre-service studies, 
on how to teach students the fundamentals of 
reading, writing and mathematics in the language 
of instruction, as well as student assessment and 
differentiated instruction.  However, less than a 
half (47%) of the teachers had received any training 
on supporting students with special needs. Whilst 
teachers reported a high level of enthusiasm for 
teaching and participating in their school activities, 
SEA-PLM results indicated that teachers in Myanmar 
were regularly late to class or were completely 
absent. 

The background factors of students, their parents, 
teachers and schools, all play an important part in 
determining a student’s schooling success and COVID 
is expected to magnify the existing divide in learning 
outcomes for students from different socio-cultural 
and geographic backgrounds. The compounding 
factors of a child’s socio-economic background, 
language differentiation between home and school, 
school location, student gender, school facilities, 
availability of teaching and learning resources, 
teacher backgrounds, a teacher’s presence in the 
classroom, and student health are each important 
influences, yet each of these factors can become 
cumulative in a student’s schooling journey, in turn 
increasing inequity of leaning opportunities and 
learning outcomes. SEA-PLM 2019 fills a gap in 
global citizenship research, providing countries and 
stakeholders with new qualitative and quantitative 
information to help achieve SDG 4.7. 

Environmental issues (such as protecting the 
environment and environmental sustainability) and 
local topics related to the classroom environment 
(such as solving disagreements with classmates and 
solving problems in the community) appeared to be 
the most important and valued global citizenship 
topics and concepts learned at primary school in 
Myanmar. This suggests that children’s attitudes 
to factors related to global citizenship may be 
influenced by topics they are exposed to at school. 
Student’s concept of identity are also highlighted in 
the SEA-PLM results.  Importantly less than almost 
half of Myanmar students identified themselves as 
Asian. However, student’s understanding of cross-
national attitudes and values was less compared to 
the local community and classroom issues. Teacher 
preparation on these topics are important, as 
student’s exposure to Global Citizenship topics in 

class was affected by the level of teacher confidence 
in the topic. The information fills an important gap 
in knowledge about how prepared teachers feel to 
engage with such activities in class and how systems, 
schools and practitioners might incorporate regional 
and global concepts at the end of primary and into 
early secondary school that move beyond the local 
community.

5.1 Policy recommendations

The SEA-PLM results in reading, writing and 
mathematics highlight the need for programs and 
interventions to provide intensive support for low-
performing students in Myanmar. It is very important 
that programs and interventions that seek to support 
students and their teachers are planned for as early 
in a student’s education as possible.  Delivering 
even the very best Grade 5 curricula to students 
who are performing at a Grade 1 level will see little 
improvements in student engagement, confidence 
and outcomes. For these students, additional 
support and intensive remediation can still ensure 
that they reach the level of proficiency that will 
see them capable of meeting their future needs. 
Similarly, students who are performing well above 
Grade 5 standards will need appropriately developed 
extension programs to ensure they continue to grow 
and build on their already strong skills. Therefore, 
systematic monitoring of student outcomes that 
informs curricula and teaching is critical to ensure 
that students’ learning needs are being met. At 
the same time, adjusting curricula and teaching 
practices to ensure they are more in line with student 
capabilities is equally as important. 

A first step in addressing these needs is to 
understand what students know and can do, so that 
teachers can then effectively support students to 
progress from one level of proficiency to the next. 
SEA-PLM has also shown that background factors 
relating to home and school play a significant part in 
a student’s schooling success.  Students in Myanmar 
show significant variations in the equity of student 
backgrounds which has a considerable influence on 
student outcomes.  Students from better resourced 
homes and those attending schools in better 
neighbourhoods perform better across all three of 
the cognitive domains of SEA-PLM. These results 
reinforce findings from other international studies 
of student learning, including the importance of 
parental involvement in schooling, early childhood 

education, home learning environments and ensuring 
all students have access to a basic level of learning 
materials and facilities. Whilst socioeconomic factors 
may not be something that can be easily changed for 
many students, there are other related factors which, 
if understood and recognised, can be addressed at a 
system and policy level, as well as through changed 
practices at the school and home level. 

Based on the results, a series of six recommendations 
are proposed here. 

Recommendation 1: Prioritize early learning in 
disadvantaged contexts. 

• Trial new approaches to early learning for children 
who do not speak the language of instruction 
at home which incorporate a strong level of 
community and parental involvement. 

Recommendation 2: Guarantee a solid start in 
primary education through on-time enrolment 
and progression for all children, especially the 
disadvantaged. 

• Trial new programs of support for students in 
ethnic minority areas. 

• Integrate student assessment into the School 
Quality Assurance Framework for Myanmar.

Recommendation 3: Ensure explicit and 
progressive learning standards in the curriculum 
of basic education, including in digital and 
blended learning options. 

• Map national curriculum expectations for 
primary school against the Global Proficiency 
Framework to identify potential curriculum gaps 
and strengths, so that expectations of student 
performance for end of primary can be clearly 
identified and measured. 

• Map national curriculum expectations against 
the SEA-PLM scales for reading, writing and 
mathematics to identify connections and 
divergences in the Myanmar curriculum 
compared with other SEA-PLM participating 
countries. 
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Recommendation 4: Support motivated and 
experienced teachers with conducive teaching 
and positive school environments 

• Develop an experimental blended learning model 
approach to online learning that places teaching 
over technology that could work at home or in the 
school setting. 

• Review the Myanmar Teacher Competency 
Standards Framework in light of the findings of 
SEA-PLM.

• Incorporate subject content related to global 
sustainability in pre-service teacher education 
programs. 

• Review national teaching and learning policy to 
include digital teaching and learning, and student 
recruitment and placement policy. 
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• Support professional programs for teachers 
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Recommendation 6: Support strategies to build 
a more resilient education system in face of 
crisis and student remoteness, including the 
opportunities and challenges arising from the 
COVID-19 pandemic 

• Due to the impact of COVID, support better 
access to teacher education and schooling 
activities which be delivered on line and develop 
a sustainable educational system that encourages 
the innovative use of digital technology in 
teaching and learning practices, especially in the 
primary school sector. 

• Support a strengthened student and teacher 
mental health well-being strategy. 

Addressing the learning gap for many marginalised 
and disadvantaged children in Myanmar is a complex 
challenge.  Any single response will not be enough.  
Rather, a systematic reform agenda is needed which 
considers the whole child, their backgrounds, their 
teachers, their classroom, school and community, all 
of which are interdependent factors in addressing the 
learning gap in Myanmar.  The findings from the SEA-
PLM 2019 assessment provide a broad understanding 
of the multi-faceted influences that contribute to a 
child’s success at school. Any policy reform initiative 
must therefore be equally as comprehensive if real 
progress in learning outcomes for all children in the 
Myanmar is expected.
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APPENDIX 1: 
ANNEXES RELATED TO CHAPTER 1
A1.1 Number of responses and weighted response rates for Myanmar 

Explicit 
Stratum

Number of 
Sampled 
Schools

Number of 
Excluded 
Schools

Schools with 
less than 

50% Student 
Response 

Rate

Participating 
Sampled 
Schools

Number of 
Participating 

Classes

Number of 
Participating 

Students

Number 
of Non 

Participating 
Students

Weighted 
School 

Response 
Rate - 

Sampled 
Schools only

Weighted 
School 

Response 
Rate - 

Sampled and 
Replacement 

Schools

Weighted 
Class 

Response 
Rate

Weighted 
Student 

Response 
Rate

Weighted 
Overall 

Response 
rate - 

Sampled 
Schools only

Weighted 
Overall 

Response 
rate - 

Sampled and 
Replacement 

Schools

Ayarwaddy 27 0 0 27 27 596 6 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bago (East) 14 0 0 14 14 419 10 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bago (West) 7 0 0 7 7 106 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Chin 2 0 0 2 2 61 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Kachin 7 0 0 7 7 223 5 1 1 1 1 1 1

Kayah 1 0 0 1 1 9 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Kayin 7 0 0 7 7 253 8 1 1 1 1 1 1

Magwe 17 0 0 17 17 342 6 1 1 1 1 1 1

Mandalay 23 0 0 23 23 691 8 1 1 1 1 1 1

Mon 9 0 0 9 9 299 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Naypyitaw 4 0 0 4 4 150 3 1 1 1 1 1 1

Rakhine 12 0 1 11 11 266 35 1 1 1 1 1 1

Sagaing 23 0 0 23 23 561 6 1 1 1 1 1 1

Shan (East) 2 0 0 2 2 51 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Shan (North) 7 1 0 6 6 259 3 1 1 1 1 1 1

Shan (South) 10 0 0 10 10 220 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Taninthayi 7 0 0 7 7 226 6 1 1 1 1 1 1

Yangon 24 0 0 24 24 952 21 1 1 1 1 1 1

TOTAL 203 1 1 201 201 5694 119 1 1 1 1 1 1
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APPENDIX 2: 
ANNEXES RELATED TO CHAPTER 2
A2.1 Described proficiency scale for reading literacy

Band Description of what students can typically do

Band 6 & above (317 
and above) 

11%

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.

Band 5

(304 to less than 
317)

16%

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.

Band 4

(289 to less than 
304)

28%

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.

Band 3

(274 to less than 
289)

26%

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.

Band 2 & below

(less than 274)

19%

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.

A2.2 Item descriptors for reading items

Item Number Item Code Description
1 R15Y001T03 Identifies a paraphrase of a character’s utterance in a non-prominent location in a narrative text

2 R15Y001T04 Selects relevant evidence from a narrative text to explain a character’s reaction

3 R15Y001T08 Identifies a paraphrase of a character’s utterance in a anon-prominent location in a narrative text

4 R15Y001T09 Interprets the meaning of onomatopoeia used in a narrative text

5 R15Y002T03 Locates a prominent detail in a persuasive text

6 R15Y002T04 Identifies an image that matches explicitly stated information in a section of a persuasive text

7 R15Y002T05 Selects and writes evidence form a persuasive text to support a correct interpretation

8 R15Y002T09 Identifies the referent of a pronoun in context in a persuasive text

9 R15Y003T01 Locates and writes a detail from a persuasive text

10 R15Y003T05 Interprets explicit information form a persuasive text to identify a paraphrase of that information

11 R15Y003T06 Identifies the main purpose of a persuasive text

12 R15Y004T01 Identifies the writer of a short transactional text by interpreting textual conventions

13 R15Y004T02 Locates a prominent detail in a short transactional text

14 R15Y004T04 Locates a prominent instruction in a short transactional text

15 R15Y004T06 Infers and writes an idea not explicitly stated in a short transactional text

16 R15Y005T02 Identifies the purpose of a persuasive text

17 R15Y005T04 Applies information from a persuasive text to a hypothetical scenario

18 R15Y005T06 Identifies which section of a persuasive text contains given detail

19 R15Y007T01
Links information given across the beginning of a narrative text to interpret a characteristic of the 
main character

20 R15Y007T04 Infers the reason for an event not explicitly stated in a narrative text

21 R15Y007T05 Infers a result implied by events described in a narrative text

22 R15Y007T07 Identifies the moral of a narrative text 

23 R15Y008T02 Interprets the meaning of a symbol used on a map in a descriptive text

24 R15Y008T03 Interprets the meaning of a phrase used in context in a descriptive text

25 R15Y008T04 Matches information in a table with a map in a descriptive text

26 R15Y008T07 Interprets explicitly stated information from the first paragraph of a descriptive text

27 R15Y010T01 Locates a prominent detail in a short instructional text

28 R15Y010T02 Locates a detail in a short instructional text

29 R15Y010T04 Identifies the type of information given in a section of a short instructional text

30 R15Y010T05 Infers the meaning of a direction given in a short instructional text 

31 R15Y011T01 Locates prominent information at the beginning of a narrative text

32 R15Y011T04 Identifies the reason for a character’s reaction in a narrative text

33 R15Y011T05 Locates a key detail not in a prominent position in a narrative text

34 R15Y011T08 Evaluates a character’s disposition using details across a narrative text

35 R15Y012T01 Identifies the general type of content in a descriptive text

36 R15Y012T02 Reads across a table in a descriptive text and interprets an embedded idea

37 R15Y012T03 Locates synonymous information in a table in a descriptive text

38 R15Y012T04 Compares information within table in a descriptive text

39 R15Y012T05 Locates and writes a specific detail from a table in a descriptive text

40 R15Y012T07 Locates a detail in a table in a descriptive text

41 R15Y012T08 Interprets information from a descriptive text to identify a paraphrase of that information

42 R15Y015T02 Locates a key detail in a prominent location in a narrative text

43 R15Y015T04
Interprets a character’s emotional state from explicit information in the opening paragraph of a 
narrative text

44 R15Y015T05 Locates a detail in a non-prominent position in the middle of a narrative text

45 R15Y015T08 Identifies the implied meaning of the ending of a narrative text

46 R15Y030T01 Selects a word that matches an image

47 R15Y033T01 Selects a word that matches an image

48 R15Y041T01 Selects a word that matches an image

49 R15Y042T01 Selects a word that matches an image

50 R15Y044T01 Selects a word that matches an image

51 R15Y053T01 Selects a word that matches an image
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A2.3. Described proficiency scale for writing literacy 

Band Description of what students can typically do

Band 8 and above

(346 and above)

0%

Write cohesive texts with detailed ideas and a good range of appropriate vocabulary 

Students in this band can produce texts that draw on a wider world context, with relevant, detailed and 
sometimes imaginative ideas. They can write texts with an introduction, body and conclusion in which ideas 
are well related and easy to follow. For example, they can provide a clear overall description of a detailed 
image. These students can write using a good range of appropriate vocabulary, including polite register, and 
with a degree of sophistication.

Band 7

(338 to less than 
346)

1%

Write clear, detailed texts in various contexts with adequate vocabulary

Students in this band can produce texts that relate to wider world, local and personal contexts, expressing 
ideas that go beyond mere description to include some persuasive or evaluative aspects. Ideas are well 
related and easy to follow, using sentences that are varied in structure and often correctly formed. Students 
can produce some complex sentences but these may contain errors. When writing about a personal context, 
for example about a favourite activity, they can use vocabulary that goes beyond the basic, to produce some 
interesting descriptive elements.

Band 6

(327 to less than 
338)

4%

Write simple texts for a range of purposes with above basic vocabulary

Students in this band can produce texts that relate to local and personal contexts, presenting simple writing 
with some supporting details. Students in this band produce sequenced writing, which a reader can follow 
easily, but they are still learning to use linguistic devices to create cohesion within their texts. At this level 
student vocabulary is basic and beyond; it may be adequate to convey the detail of a message, for example, 
in a short, formal, note.

Band 5

(316 to less than 
327)

13%

Write non-cohesive basic texts for a range of purposes, using simple vocabulary

Students in this band can write texts such as notes, descriptions and narratives, in a range of contexts. 
They can communicate ideas in simple writing, obviously related to the task, with some attempt at detail. 
Their ideas are generally expressed in a logical sequence that is relatively easy to follow but may not be 
adequately linked with connecting words, or may lack an introduction or conclusion. A description of a 
detailed image, for example, may describe a range of elements in the picture with some detail, but not 
comprise an integrated whole. Sentence forms are generally simple and may be repetitive or may be more 
complex but contain errors. Students in this band can use vocabulary that is sufficient to convey a range of 
concepts, but lacks precision or clarity.

Band 4

(306 to less than 
316)

21%

Produce limited writing, conveying simple ideas with basic vocabulary

Students in this band can produce limited writing related to the task, presenting simple ideas, but lacking 
elaboration or detail. In a task such as writing basic instructions, they can present a process clearly, using 
three or four well-formed but simple sentences, and use the correct form of language for instructions. Basic 
vocabulary may limit the student’s ability to convey detail at this level.

Band 3

(296 to less than 
306)

21%

Produce very limited writing, with simple, insufficient ideas and limited vocabulary

Students in this band can produce limited writing relating to personal or local contexts. Ideas may be very 
simple, irrelevant or incomplete. They may be disjointed so that the text is difficult to follow. In writing a 
simple story, for example, there may be some sense of sequence but it is not consistent or always clear. 
These students can produce simple or repetitive sentences that use repetition of pronouns or nouns to link 
ideas. Basic vocabulary at this level is inadequate to convey a good description, or may be repetitive. 

Band 2

(287 to less than 
296)

14%

Produce very limited writing, with fragmented ideas and inadequate vocabulary

Students in this band can write in a limited way. Ideas can be unclear, irrelevant, limited or consist of 
fragments only. These students may be able to write one simple correct sentence, or produce incomplete 
sentences or sentences containing many errors. Sentence structure is likely to be repetitive. At this level 
student vocabulary is basic and inadequate to convey a clear message, or is very repetitive. 

Band 1 and below

(less than 287)

25%

Limited ability to present ideas in writing 

Students in this band may be able to produce a few sentences with very limited content. When trying 
to describe a picture, for example, they may focus on only a few isolated features or produce extremely 
general ideas. The limited range of vocabulary accessed by students in this band would be inadequate to 
describe a picture. Words used are likely to be basic and repetitive.

A2.4 Described proficiency scale for mathematical literacy

Band Description of what students can typically do
Band 9 and above

 (347 and above)

0%

There are too few items to comprehensively describe what students operating above Band 8 can do. 
However, they can reason about triangles to find an unknown side length using information about the 
perimeter. They can solve problems using frequency distributions.

Band 8

 (334 to less than 
347)

0%

Think multiplicatively, convert between units

At Band 8, students can solve problems by adding fractions with the same denominator, and by dividing 
a decimal number by a 1-digit number. They can continue a pattern involving decimals. They can convert 
from fractions of hours to minutes and they can calculate the difference between lengths involving metric 
conversion. They can solve problems using many-to-one pictographs.

Band 7

 (321 to less than 
334)

3%

Apply fractions and percentages, and analyse data representations

Students at Band 7 can calculate a percentage and a simple fraction of a number.  
They can identify the rotation of a design by half a turn. Students can find the missing value in a table using 
a given total and calculate a missing percentage value on a pie chart.

Band 6

 (308 to less than 
321)

9%

Perform mathematical operations, including with fractions, and interpret tables and graphs

At Band 6, students can convert a fraction in tenths to its decimal equivalent. They have a firm grasp of 
place value and rounding in numbers up to 5-digits. Students can solve problems involving measuring 
devices requiring conversion of metric units of length and capacity. They can calculate the mass of objects 
using a balance. Students can add 30 minutes to a given time. They can visualise 3-dimensional objects 
from 2-dimensional representations and interpret a simple map using directional language. Students can 
interpret a frequency table and a line graph showing growth over time.

Band 5

 (295 to less than 
308)

22%

Fluently solve arithmetic problems

Students at Band 5 can add 4-digit numbers and subtract 2-digit numbers in context and they can identify a 
5-digit number given in words. Students can continue simple counting and shape patterns. They can model 
scenarios with multiplication and division. They understand the process of taking half of a quantity. They can 
interpolate capacity from a marked cylinder and can compare angles to a right angle. They can estimate the 
mass of an object. Students can read numbers from a table and sum them. They understand the structure 
of a bar graph showing amounts over time.

Band 4

 (282 to less than 
295)

29%

Apply number properties and units of measurement

At Band 4, students can find half of a 1-digit even number and understand place value in 5-digit numbers. 
They can solve a problem involving capacity that does not involve conversion of units. They can apply their 
knowledge of the number of minutes in an hour.  
Students can read a value from a bar graph.

Band 3

 (269 to less than 
282)

24%

Understand place value and scales of measurement

Students at Band 3 can order 2-digit numbers. They can read length and mass measurements from scales 
requiring some interpolation. Students can recognize simple shapes and compare angles. They can interpret 
a simple bar graph.

Band 2 and below

 (less than 269)

14%

There are too few items to describe what students operating below Band 3 can do. Some students might be 
able to add single digit numbers together, others might only be able to count a small collection of objects or 
recognise numbers.
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A2.3. Described proficiency scale for writing literacy 

Band Description of what students can typically do

Band 8 and above

(346 and above)

0%

Write cohesive texts with detailed ideas and a good range of appropriate vocabulary 

Students in this band can produce texts that draw on a wider world context, with relevant, detailed and 
sometimes imaginative ideas. They can write texts with an introduction, body and conclusion in which ideas 
are well related and easy to follow. For example, they can provide a clear overall description of a detailed 
image. These students can write using a good range of appropriate vocabulary, including polite register, and 
with a degree of sophistication.

Band 7

(338 to less than 
346)

1%

Write clear, detailed texts in various contexts with adequate vocabulary

Students in this band can produce texts that relate to wider world, local and personal contexts, expressing 
ideas that go beyond mere description to include some persuasive or evaluative aspects. Ideas are well 
related and easy to follow, using sentences that are varied in structure and often correctly formed. Students 
can produce some complex sentences but these may contain errors. When writing about a personal context, 
for example about a favourite activity, they can use vocabulary that goes beyond the basic, to produce some 
interesting descriptive elements.

Band 6

(327 to less than 
338)

4%

Write simple texts for a range of purposes with above basic vocabulary

Students in this band can produce texts that relate to local and personal contexts, presenting simple writing 
with some supporting details. Students in this band produce sequenced writing, which a reader can follow 
easily, but they are still learning to use linguistic devices to create cohesion within their texts. At this level 
student vocabulary is basic and beyond; it may be adequate to convey the detail of a message, for example, 
in a short, formal, note.

Band 5

(316 to less than 
327)

13%

Write non-cohesive basic texts for a range of purposes, using simple vocabulary

Students in this band can write texts such as notes, descriptions and narratives, in a range of contexts. 
They can communicate ideas in simple writing, obviously related to the task, with some attempt at detail. 
Their ideas are generally expressed in a logical sequence that is relatively easy to follow but may not be 
adequately linked with connecting words, or may lack an introduction or conclusion. A description of a 
detailed image, for example, may describe a range of elements in the picture with some detail, but not 
comprise an integrated whole. Sentence forms are generally simple and may be repetitive or may be more 
complex but contain errors. Students in this band can use vocabulary that is sufficient to convey a range of 
concepts, but lacks precision or clarity.

Band 4

(306 to less than 
316)

21%

Produce limited writing, conveying simple ideas with basic vocabulary
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elaboration or detail. In a task such as writing basic instructions, they can present a process clearly, using 
three or four well-formed but simple sentences, and use the correct form of language for instructions. Basic 
vocabulary may limit the student’s ability to convey detail at this level.
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21%

Produce very limited writing, with simple, insufficient ideas and limited vocabulary

Students in this band can produce limited writing relating to personal or local contexts. Ideas may be very 
simple, irrelevant or incomplete. They may be disjointed so that the text is difficult to follow. In writing a 
simple story, for example, there may be some sense of sequence but it is not consistent or always clear. 
These students can produce simple or repetitive sentences that use repetition of pronouns or nouns to link 
ideas. Basic vocabulary at this level is inadequate to convey a good description, or may be repetitive. 
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(287 to less than 
296)

14%
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fragments only. These students may be able to write one simple correct sentence, or produce incomplete 
sentences or sentences containing many errors. Sentence structure is likely to be repetitive. At this level 
student vocabulary is basic and inadequate to convey a clear message, or is very repetitive. 
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(less than 287)

25%
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Students in this band may be able to produce a few sentences with very limited content. When trying 
to describe a picture, for example, they may focus on only a few isolated features or produce extremely 
general ideas. The limited range of vocabulary accessed by students in this band would be inadequate to 
describe a picture. Words used are likely to be basic and repetitive.
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Band 9 and above

 (347 and above)
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There are too few items to comprehensively describe what students operating above Band 8 can do. 
However, they can reason about triangles to find an unknown side length using information about the 
perimeter. They can solve problems using frequency distributions.

Band 8

 (334 to less than 
347)

0%

Think multiplicatively, convert between units

At Band 8, students can solve problems by adding fractions with the same denominator, and by dividing 
a decimal number by a 1-digit number. They can continue a pattern involving decimals. They can convert 
from fractions of hours to minutes and they can calculate the difference between lengths involving metric 
conversion. They can solve problems using many-to-one pictographs.
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 (321 to less than 
334)

3%

Apply fractions and percentages, and analyse data representations

Students at Band 7 can calculate a percentage and a simple fraction of a number.  
They can identify the rotation of a design by half a turn. Students can find the missing value in a table using 
a given total and calculate a missing percentage value on a pie chart.

Band 6

 (308 to less than 
321)

9%

Perform mathematical operations, including with fractions, and interpret tables and graphs

At Band 6, students can convert a fraction in tenths to its decimal equivalent. They have a firm grasp of 
place value and rounding in numbers up to 5-digits. Students can solve problems involving measuring 
devices requiring conversion of metric units of length and capacity. They can calculate the mass of objects 
using a balance. Students can add 30 minutes to a given time. They can visualise 3-dimensional objects 
from 2-dimensional representations and interpret a simple map using directional language. Students can 
interpret a frequency table and a line graph showing growth over time.

Band 5

 (295 to less than 
308)

22%

Fluently solve arithmetic problems

Students at Band 5 can add 4-digit numbers and subtract 2-digit numbers in context and they can identify a 
5-digit number given in words. Students can continue simple counting and shape patterns. They can model 
scenarios with multiplication and division. They understand the process of taking half of a quantity. They can 
interpolate capacity from a marked cylinder and can compare angles to a right angle. They can estimate the 
mass of an object. Students can read numbers from a table and sum them. They understand the structure 
of a bar graph showing amounts over time.

Band 4

 (282 to less than 
295)

29%

Apply number properties and units of measurement

At Band 4, students can find half of a 1-digit even number and understand place value in 5-digit numbers. 
They can solve a problem involving capacity that does not involve conversion of units. They can apply their 
knowledge of the number of minutes in an hour.  
Students can read a value from a bar graph.

Band 3

 (269 to less than 
282)

24%

Understand place value and scales of measurement

Students at Band 3 can order 2-digit numbers. They can read length and mass measurements from scales 
requiring some interpolation. Students can recognize simple shapes and compare angles. They can interpret 
a simple bar graph.

Band 2 and below

 (less than 269)

14%

There are too few items to describe what students operating below Band 3 can do. Some students might be 
able to add single digit numbers together, others might only be able to count a small collection of objects or 
recognise numbers.
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A2.5 Item descriptors for mathematics items 

Item Number Item Code Description
1  M15Y014T01 Calculates the difference between lengths involving conversion, in context

2 M15Y017T02 Finds the next value in an addition pattern, in context

3 M15Y019T01 Solves a problem involving the addition of 1- and 2-digit numbers from a table

4 M15Y022T01 Finds the perimeter of square, in context

6 M15Y030T01 Adds fractions with same denominator, in context

7 M15Y031T01 Rounds a 5-digit number to the nearest thousand

8 M15Y043T01 Finds a percentage of a number, in context

9 M15Y044T01 Calculates a simple fraction of a number

10 M15Y048T01 Recognises the place value of a specified digit in a 5-digit number

11 M15Y054T01 Divides a length given as a decimal number by a 1-digit number, in context

13 M15Y067T01 Interprets a simple bar graph

14 M15Y069T01 Calculates a missing percentage value on a simple pie chart

15 M15Y073T01 Determines the category with the lowest value on a bar graph

16 M15Y080T01 Finds the missing value in a table using the given total

17 M15Y083T01 Interprets a many-to-one pictograph to determine an unknown value

19 M15Y092T01 Identifies the greatest angle from an image

20 M15Y100T01 Finds the equal side lengths of an isosceles triangle given the third side

22 M15Y107T01 Estimate the mass of an object

23 M15Y109T01 Solves a problem involving adding 30 minutes to a given time

24 M15Y152T03D Calculates the total in a frequency distribution on a pictograph

25 M15Y153T04 Adds 3-digit and 4-digit numbers in context

26 M15Y156T01 Finds the difference between lengths on a centimetre scale with millimetre markings

28 M15Y159T02 Calculates the mass of one item on a balance when the total mass is given

29 M15Y160T01 Determines the number of cubes in a stack from a 2-dimensional representation

30 M15Y161T01 Reads a measuring cylinder with a partly unmarked scale

31 M15Y165T01 Solves a problem involving capacity

32 M15Y166T01 Solves a problem involving capacity with no unit conversion, in context

33 M15Y170T01 Interprets a line graph showing growth over time

34 M15Y171T01 Identifies the rotation of a design by half a turn

35 M15Y173T01 Identifies the calculation that corresponds to a division situation

36 M15Y178T01 Identifies a triangle

37 M15Y179T01 Continues a skip counting number pattern

39 M18Y003 Calculates a difference using values retrieved from a frequency table

40 M18Y004 Uses a ruler to measure the length of an object to the nearest mm

41 M18Y005 Subtracts 2-digit numbers in context

42 M18Y009 Determines the largest 3-digit number that can be made using a choice of 6 digits

43 M18Y011 Converts hours to minutes

44 M18Y015 Identifies the most appropriate unit of measurement for the mass of a small item

45 M18Y018 Reads a mass on a scale with unmarked intervals between each whole value

46 M18Y021 Adds 1-digit numbers in context

47 M18Y022 Calculates the number of minutes until a time shown on a digital clock

48 M18Y023 Finds half of a 1-digit number

49 M18Y024 Orders 1-digit and 2-digit numbers from smallest to largest

50 M18Y025 Identifies a rectangle

51 M18Y026 Interprets a simple map using directional language

52 M18Y027 Interprets a bar chart

53 M18Y028 Completes a simple number sequence increasing by 2

54 M18Y051 Calculates the number of whole items given the number after each is divided in half

55 M18Y053 Selects the number sentence that represents a multiplication scenario

56 M18Y061 Recognises an angle that is smaller than a right angle in a real life context

57 M18Y066 Identifies the next two shapes in a pattern

58 M18Y067 Identifies the 5-digit numeral given in words

59 M18Y070 Solves a problem involving a many-to-one pictograph with an unknown key

60 M18Y071 Converts a simple fraction in tenths to its decimal equivalent
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