
















III. IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL PLANNING

In the minds of many theorists, educational planning still basically

means the planning of formal education. This does not mean, however, that
non-formal education,and in particular literacy and post-literacy programmes,

are not being planned. On the contrary, many national campaigns have
been launched after a thorough analysis of the educational needs and

a detailed programming of activities. In most cases, however, the planning
of formaleducation on the one hand, and literacy programmes on the other,
have been quite different, and what is even more important, they have
most of the time been carried out in complete isolation one from the

other.

Reasons for the lack of coordination at the planning stage

This lack of coordination at the planning stage can be explained
by various reasons. The first is some form of mistrust between the

planners of the two systems. Formal educational administrators tend to

regard the organization of literacy programmes, and generally speaking of
all non-formal education programmes, as something which is more a mixture of

political mobilization, ad hoc measures and local improvizations than
of "real planning". Administrators of literacy campaigns, on their

side, try to keep away from formal educational planning as it is

practised in many countries : namely a quantitative exercise, rather rigid,

centralized, based on a uniform model of training, and with little
/

participation from the persons and groups concerned.

The second reason for this lack of coordination is more technical

and has precisely to do with the fact "that it is not possible to plan

literacy campaigns the same way as one plans the expansion of primary
or secondary education. To begin with, in most cases, the statistical

data on literacy and illiteracy are scarce. Unless a census has

recently been carried out, it is hard to know exactly what is the number
of illiterates, who they are in terms of age, sex, where they are

and whether or not they have already attended some years of primary education.
Before launching campaigns, some countries have asked local authorities

to provide estimates, village by village, on the number of illiterates.

This is a huge task, but very often the estimates remain unprecise.

Data on enrolments, attendance, drop- >uts and even more so achievements

are not always reliable : the same aoult may enrol repeatedly for several
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years and be counted as a different person, although he has dropped out

very quickly or attended very few sessions. It is thus very difficult to

assess how many people have gone through literacy courses. The measurement

of who has achieved literacy is even more difficult. Some countries have

established carefully worked-out li îracy tests and only those persons

who pass these tests are considered as literate ; but in many countries,
it is sufficient to have participated in a literacy programme for a

specific duration to be called literate.

Unlike what is observed in formal education, in literacy, the

programmes, the content, the primers, the opening dates, the number and

the length of the sessions per week, cannot be identical throughout
the country. They are bound to change from one region to another, or

from one local area to another, acc rding to the specific conditions.

Furthermore, administrators of literacy cannot count on a fixed

corps of teachers. Most programmes -ely on a massive use of volunteers :

primary school leavers, pupils and students, regular teachers and

representatives of various local communities or government organizations.
As a consequence, forecasting the number of volunteers and who they will
be, can only be tentative and monitoring the whole system becomes
a difficult issue.

Finally, the success of a campaign depends on the mobilization

and conscientization of the masses. It is the quality and intensity
of this mobilization movement which will determine both the motivation

of illiterates and volunteers to participate in the campaign.

It is all these factors of uncertainty, combined with the

necessity to leave a good deal of flexibility to administrators

working at the local and field level:. , in order for them to adjust
to the specific conditions of the area where they are working,
which determines the specificity of ron-formal education. Consequently, the
distribution of tasks to be carried out in the planning, programming
and implementing of literacy activities is quite different from what is

to be observed in most formal educational systems.'1' At the central

(1) D. Evans, The Planning of Non-Fc mal Education, Paris, Unesco, HEP
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level, planning activities focus mainly on :

(i) fixing the general policy of literacy and post-literacy

programmes and designing the strate:/ to be applied in order to implement
these objectives j

(ii) defining criteria for allocation of resources between

different regions and areas j

(iii) organizing the trainirg of regional personnel ;

(iv) designing the strategy and methodology for monitoring and

evaluating the implementation of the programme. Many planning and

programming activities have been decentralized to the regional and
local levels : this includes,in many instances, the development or

local adaptation of the curriculum and the distribution or even the

production of learning materials, the mobilization of resources and

articulation with other programmes at the local level, including formal

education, the selection and training of staff (supervisors and

volunteers), and last but not least, the mobilization of learners ana

resource contributors. Pt the field level, where the activity really
takes place, agents cf literacy are responsible for organizing the

activities, making use of all available resources and stimulating
learners' motivation and community involvement.

In this distribution of activities between different levels, there

is much room for reflecting on the £art of the formal educational planner

and probably many lessons could be drawn from the non-formal planning

experience, particularly when cne observes that, in spite of several
official declarations in favour of decentralization, formal systems
continue to be extremely centralized.

Suggestions for a better coordination of planning activities

More specifically, what suggestions could be made with regard to improv

ing the co-ordination of planning activities in the formal and nonformal

systems. Probably one of the first suggestions would be that educational plan
ners in charge of the two systems, form 1 (primary education) and non-formal

(literacy and post-literacy), work together in preparing a general diagnosis
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of the educational system in fixing complementary objectives and in co-ordinating
strategies of action. In many respects literacy programmes are trying to remedy
the defects and failures of the formal school system. A common analysis
of why the formal system has failed - sometimes so dramatically in some regions
- could lead to a better understanding of what kind of measures should be

taken in both formal and nonformal education in order to change the present
situation. As a second suggestion we have already mentioned the necessity
to decentralize the administrative structure and give more autonomy to the
local administrators. They are the one: who should be in charge of :

(i) co-ordinating and stimulating the sharing and pooling of
resources ;

(ii) facilitating contacts between teachers and agents in the two

systems;

(iii) motivating learners and encouraging them to continue their

education;

(iv) co-operating with representa.ives from other ministries or

local non-governmental organizations in the planning and
conduct of activities.

It is the carrying out of all these tasks which will make articulation

between the two systems of education a reality. One cannot expect, however,
local administrators to undertake all this without efficient support from
the national level. Many initiatives may become, or have already been, dis¬
couraged because of a lack of understanding and obstacles created by the
administrative structure.

Therefore a third suggestion coult be that the national level takes the

initiative :

(i) to make the necessary con tac4: ; with other ministries and organizations,
in order to facilitate the cc-operation at local level ;

(ii) to alter whatever regulation may exist, or issue new regulations
which would make the flow of participants and pupils possible
from one programme to another, from one form of education to another;

(iii) to reform teacher training pi grammes (their content

should make more room for teaching/learning strategies
for adults) to modify norms of admission in order to

facilitate the admission and training of nonformal and

literacy agents;

(iv) finally, to give more flexibility to local administration, with
regard to the organization of education at the local level;

timetable, calendar year, etc
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Annex 1

ADJUSTED* GROSS ENROLMENT RATES IN PRIMARY EDUCATION

Region / Year 1960 1970 1982

The world 81.9 84.8 94.3

Developed countries 105.9 106.3 107.0

Developing countries 72.2 77.8 91.5

Africà 44.1 56.6 80.7

North Amer' 11' .4 119.0

Latin America and

the Caribbean 73.1 92.4 104.7

Asia 79.4 80.3 90.3

Europe-USSR 103.0 103.8 105.0

Oceania 101.5 103.4 100.9

Arab States (1) 49.3 63.6 83.2

(1) Statistics for the Arab States are also included in the figures for Africa and Asia

Source: Etude statistique sommaire sur l'éducation dans le monde de 1960 à 1982, Unesco, Paris 1984

* The term "adjusted" means that the populations used for calculating these rates were obtained taking into
consideration the teaching structure in each country.



Annex 2

Moyennes_non_gonderees_C2S_taux_de_rétenti°n sçoLaire
PH_l£922DS_pour_íes_cohortes_entrées dans~L7ënsêTgnëment '£llií2ÍI2.vêrs~T98Õ7

1 Groupes de
1 pays et
1 régions

1 Nombre
1 de
1 pays

1 X de a cohorte
1

qui atteint la classe: i

1 1 ! 2 I 3 1 4 I

1 AFRIQUE 1 38
I I
I 100 |

I
86 |

1
82 | 74 |1 Etats arabes 1 "6 I 10Õ I 92 I 90 1 84 |1 Pays francophones 1 16 I 100 I 88 I 84 I 75 I1 Pays anglophones I 12 I 100 I 88 I 84 I 79 I1 Pays lusophones I 4 I 100 I

I I

69 I
|

55 1
|

42 I

1 amerique_latine I 21
1 1
1 100 |

1

85 |
I

1
80 |

|

74 |

1 asie_et_oçeanie 1 30 1 100 I 92 I
1

89 | 87
1 Etats arabes 1 ~9 I 10Õ I 96 1 95 1 94
1 Autres pays d'Asie 1 16 I 100 I 89 1 85 1 82 l
1 Océanie I 5 I 100 I

I I
93 1 91 I 90 I

1 EUROPE I 19 I 100 |
I I

1
98 |

1
97 I

!
96 |

Source, Evolution de la déperdit sn scolaire dans l'enseignement du
premier degré dans le monde entre 1970 et 1980, Unesco, Paris, 1984



Annex 3

EVOLUTION OF THE PERCENTAGE OF GNP
SPENT ON EDUCATION IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA, 1970 - 1978

REGION OR GROUP 1970 1974 1976 1978
OF COUNTRIES (1) (2) (3) (4)

Sub-Saharan Africa 3.57 3.52 3.64 4.11 (4.39) a/
West Africa 3.39 3.54 3.79 4.39 (4.46) a/
East Africa 3.79 3.48 3.42 3.77 (3.93) a/
Former French

colonies 3.51 3.69 4.02 4.67 (4.81) a/
Former British

colonies 3.92 3.53 3.70 4.04

Source; Col. 1: Un .sco Statistical Yearbook 1980, Table 4.1.
Cols. 2,3,4: own calculations using Unesco Statistical
Yearbook data from total public current expenditures on
education and IMF International Financial Statistics for
GNP (except for the Central African Republic, Chad,
People's Republic of Congo, Guinea, Mali, Niger, Somalia,
for which World Bank data were used).

Note ; All the percentages have been calculated by computing an
unweighted arithmetic average of country ratios.

aj Numbers in parentheses are percentages excluding
countries Í >r which no data were available for precet ng
years and countries for which data did not come from .he
same source as in preceding years.

Source, J.C. Eicher, Educational Costing and Financing in Developing
Countries, World Bank Staff Working Papers Number 655, The World
Bank ï Washington, D.C., U.S.A., 1984




