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Annex 1. Terms of Reference 
a. INTRODUCTION 

Given that the main factor contributing to unequal access to education and student drop-out, in 
Cambodia, is poverty, the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sport (MoEYS) has created scholarship 
programmes for primary (grades 4-6) and secondary students. These programmes aim to tackle the 
issue of equity in education access nationwide by providing scholarships to students. 

These Terms of Reference (TOR) set out the purpose, objectives, methodology and operational 
modalities for an institutional consultancy to evaluate the Government of Cambodia's scholarship 
programmes for primary and secondary school levels requested in the National Social Protection 
Policy Framework 2016-2025 Action Plan. The evaluation conclusions and recommendations will 
inform the new Education Strategic Plan (ESP). This independent country-led evaluation is expected 
to begin in July and to be completed by December 2018. 

b. BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF OBJECT OF THE EVALUATION 

Cambodia has made important progress in increasing access to early childhood and primary 
education, but still faces major challenges, including: 

• Many school age children are still out of school. The number of children out of school between 
ages 6 and 11 as of 2012 were 249,728 (female: 126,926), approximately 13.2 per cent of 
children in this age group; and those out of school between ages 12 and 14 as of 2012 were 
107,401 (male: 61,597), approximately 11.4 per cent of children in this age group.1 

• The student drop-out rate is still high at primary level, particularly in the early grades; and even 
higher at secondary level (early grade: 4.6 per cent (female: 3.8 per cent); secondary: 17 per 
cent (female: 15.5 per cent) in school year2015/16).2  The grade 1 drop-out rate is high at 4.8 
per cent, together with grade 5, at similar level, and grade 6which is the highest, at 6.8 per 
cent.3 

• There is high primary repetition, particularly in lower grades, with grade 1 being at 11.7 per 
cent nationally (female: 9.9 per cent and male: 13.2 per cent) – for 2015/16. 

• Primary completion rates are following a concerning decreasing trend in the last few years 
from 89.7 per cent in 2011/12 to 79.87 per cent (female: 83.22 / male: 76.71) in 2015/16.4 

• Although improving, the transition rate from primary to secondary is low, at 76.8 per cent, an 
increase of 2.3 per cent (79.2 per cent for girls, an increase of 1.5 per cent from the prior 
year).5 Enrolment in secondary education is low at 59.2 per cent (school year 2017/18), with 
a 1.2 per cent increase from the prior year.6 

                                                

1 Cambodia Socio-Economic Survey (CSES), 2012. 
2 National Education Congress Report, March 2017. 
3 Education Statistics and Indicators, 2016-2017, MoEYS, March 2017. 
4 National Education Congress Report, March 2017 
5 National Education Congress Report, March 2018. 
6 National Education Congress Report, March 2018 
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Although Cambodia has made remarkable progress in the reduction of poverty7, the main factor 
contributing to unequal access to education, as well as student drop-out, is poverty.8  Other external 
factors that contribute to student drop-out include migration; demand for children to engage in 
household chores or child labor to support family needs; and a perceived low return on education 
versus early labor market entry. 

As laid out in the National Social Protection Policy Framework 2016-2025, the Royal Government of 
Cambodia has several programmes aimed at improving equity in access and retention of children in 
primary and secondary education. 

Primary Education Scholarship: The primary education scholarship programme for grades 4 to 6 is 
one such programme, started by the government initially with Global Partnership for Education (GPE) 
support in school year 2014/15. The programme is implemented by MoEYS' Primary Education 
Department, within the Directorate General of Education. In this programme, each beneficiary 
receives US$ 60 per year through three payment tranches.  In the school year 2017/18, the 
programme benefited 86,126 students (approximately 4.25 per cent of the total number of students 
enrolled), of which 52 per cent of the beneficiaries were female. MoEYS is currently considering the 
opportunity to expand the scope of the programme to children in grades 1 to 3. Before MoEYS 
commits to programme expansion, however, it first wishes to evaluate the programme's 
implementation, and make necessary equity-orientated adjustments. Equity orientated adjustments 
could be related to not only targeting of beneficiaries, but also timely payment of scholarships to 
reduce the out-of-pocket expenditure by families on children's schooling at the start of the year. 

Secondary Education Scholarship: Another programme is the scholarship programme for poor 
students in secondary education that was launched in the school year 2003/04 in lower secondary 
education under the name 'Priority Activity Program 12' (PAP 12). This programme focuses on 
students in lower secondary education (grades 7 to 9), and in upper secondary education (grades 10 
to 12). In school year 2017/18, MoEYS scholarships at the lower secondary level benefited 72,071 
students across 809 schools (approximately 22 per cent of the total number of students enrolled), of 
which 60 per cent of the beneficiaries were female. MoEYS's upper-secondary scholarship 
programme benefitted 10, 782 students across 120 schools in school year 2017/18 (approximately 
1.85 per cent of the total number of students enrolled), of which 60 per cent of the beneficiaries were 
female. Each upper secondary scholarship is valued at US$ 90 per year and is paid in three tranches. 

For more detailed background on the MoEYS primary and secondary education scholarships 
programmes please see Annex I. 

As part of these initiatives, poor families receive a conditional cash transfer provided their children 
enrol in school, pass school tests and have an 80 per cent school attendance record. Priority for 
scholarships is given to girls if there is gender disparity, and the academic performance of poor 
students is also taken into consideration. With new enabling legislation introduced in 2015, the 
scholarship scheme was expanded to reach many lower secondary students. The legislation targets 
poor students, ID-Poor cardholders or populations with similar living standards. The secondary 
scholarship programme is entirely funded through programme budget through MoEYS, and 
administered by the General Secondary Education Department, under the Directorate General of 
Education. 

Equity in education is one of the two core policy objectives of the ESP.9 A wide range of approaches 
are included in the strategy to address this issue. The mid-term review of the ESP10 reinforced 
                                                

7 World Bank estimates: in 2014, the poverty rate was 13.5 per cent compared to 47.8 per cent in 2007; the bank also 
estimates that about 90 per cent of the poor in Cambodia live in the countryside, and that around 4.5 million people are 
near-poor 
8 Cambodia Economic Association (CEA) Study on Scholarships, 2014. 
9 Policy 1: Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all. 
10 Midterm Review Report of the ESP 2014-2018 and projections to 2020, November. 2016 
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programmes and activities related to equity and inclusion issues in all education sub-sectors. The 
2016 Rapid Education Situation Analysis, the results of which informed the mid-term review of the 
ESP, recommends more attention to education equity, and calls for an intensification of efforts to 
reach out-of-school children. The analysis also suggests the need to improve the targeting of 
scholarships to reinforce their impact. Furthermore, the 2017 education Joint Sector Review, 
conducted by MoEYS and development partners, recommends close monitoring and systematic 
reporting on the educational performance of weaker provinces, ensuring that additional support is 
provided, and a re-balance of scholarships and other programmes to improve education equity. 

Besides the implementation of the government-funded scholarship programme, there  is also 
cooperation with some partners on scholarship programmes including the Japan Fund for  Poverty 
Reduction; the Basic Education and Teacher Training; Cambodia's Education Sector Support Project 
of the World Bank; the Enhancing Education Quality Project of the Asian Development  Bank; and 
the Second Education Sector Support Project by World Bank's Global Partnership for Education for 
exchanges of experience and provision of budgets. 

c. PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF WORK 

The primary purpose of this independent country-led evaluation is to foster learning and improvement 
within the MoEYS scholarship programmes for primary, and lower and upper secondary levels 
(formative}. With the continued commitment of MoEYS to the scholarship programme, the evaluation 
will therefore assess both programme design and implementation mechanisms, assess its 
programmatic functionality; its effectiveness and efficiency; beneficiary and stakeholder perceptions 
on retention and learning (summative). In addition, the evaluation will analyse what adjustments are 
required moving forward to enhance the equity dimensions of the programme (formative/forward 
looking). 

The main focus, however, will be on the primary scholarship programme with a secondary focus on 
the transition from primary to secondary education, keeping the questions of equity, gender equality 
and human rights as a key cross-cutting theme in data collection and analysis. The evaluation will not 
be able to assess attribution, but contribution of the scholarship programmes to household's 
investment in education and school transition will be considered. 

This evaluation is expected to produce credible, reliable and useful evidence from the current 
scholarship programmes - on what is working, what is not working, how and why-to inform the 
preparation and implementation of an equity-focused primary scholarship framework11, which is 
already included in the medium-term review of the ESP, and the modifications to the design and  
implementation  mechanisms of the primary and lower secondary scholarship  programmes,  as well 
as possible modifications to the institutional governance mechanisms for scholarship management. 

In addition, MoEYS is currently considering the opportunity to expand the scope of the programme to 
children in grades 1 to 3.12 Before MoEYS commits to programme expansion, however, it first wishes 
to evaluate the programme's implementation, and make necessary equity-orientated adjustments. 
These adjustments could be related not only to targeting of scholarship recipients, but also to timely 
payment of scholarships to reduce the out-of-pocket expenditure by families on children's schooling 
at the start of the year as well as to the conditionalities of attendance and school performance. 

The primary users of the evaluation include MoEYS (all technical departments and sub-national 
administrators), the Ministry of Economy and Finance (MEF), provincial and district offices of 
education (POEs and DOEs), school directors, school support committees, teachers, UNICEF 
                                                

11 Enhancing equity of the primary scholarship programme, including the preparation of a primary scholarship framework, 
is an agreed results area under the recently approved Variable Part of the new Global Partnership for Education  (GPE) 
programme. 
12 MoEYS and European Union (2018), Draft Annex 1 to Financing Agreement No 039-902, Technical and Administrative 
Provisions (p. 42). 
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Cambodia, notably the Education Section (primary duty bearers). Other stakeholders include parents 
and their children (primary rights holders}; partners contributing to the scholarship programmes (EU 
and the Global Partnership for Education), NGOs, UNICEF's Regional Office for East Asia and the 
Pacific (EAPRO) and UNICEF Headquarters (i.e., Programme Division) (secondary duty bearers). 

The objectives of the evaluation include the following: 

• Reconstruct the theory of change of the scholarship programmes (in the inception phase) and 
review to what extent the programmes have been implemented as part of the ESP 2014-2018; 

• Analyse the extent to which the primary and secondary scholarship programmes have met 
their objectives, including the identification of enabling factors, barriers and bottlenecks; 

• Assess the strengths and weaknesses of the scholarship programmes (primary and 
secondary) and their cost-effectiveness; 

• Understand scholarship recipients' use and perception of the scholarship programmes; and 

• Document lessons learned, good practices and innovations as well as provide 
recommendations on how the scholarship programmes can be strengthened. 

The evaluation will be retrospective and will cover the primary and secondary scholarship programme 
from 2014 through 2018 (up to the completion of the data collection}, but it will be forward-looking in 
providing conclusions and recommendations. 

The evaluation will assess the National Scholarship Programme in the context of the current 
Education Strategic Plan; the National Strategic Development Plan; the National Social Protection 
Strategy for the Poor and Vulnerable and other strategies (i.e., the Decentralization and De-
concentration process). 

The scholarship programme is implemented nationwide and thus, the evaluation will need to develop 
a sampling strategy to identify representative populations using schools as unit of measurement. 
Schools will be selected purposively using a maximum variation sample. The sampling criteria and 
specific schools will be confirmed in the Inception Report. 

The evaluation will be conducted in a participatory manner, involving duty bearers and right holders 
in all steps of the evaluation. The primary interviewees will be scholarship beneficiaries, families of 
children in primary and secondary levels of education, and those potential beneficiaries that are not 
currently enrolled in school for socio-economic reasons. However, the evaluation must put an 
emphasis on children who benefited from the scholarship. 

d. EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND QUESTIONS 

Evaluation evidence will be assessed using the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee's (DAC) criteria13 of relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact. Relevance of the planning, design and 
implementation of the scholarship programmes (primary and secondary education) to relevant 
policies and strategies as well as equity, gender equality and human rights considerations, including: 

• To what degree are the objectives of the scholarship programmes relevant to the ESP, the 
National Social Protection Policy Framework, the Decentralisation and De-concentration 
process, the National Strategic Development Plan, and other relevant policies and strategies? 

• To what extent has the selection of beneficiaries complemented the targeting of other 

                                                

13 http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatinqdevelopmentassistance.htm 
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• social programmes to reach to the worst-off and most vulnerable children? Have there been 
any gaps in relation to targeting and coverage of the scholarships? 

• How adequate has the size (value) and regularity of the scholarship been to achieve the 
scholarship programme objectives? Has the allocated funding reflected the level of needs of 
scholarship recipients and the operating needs? 

• To what extent have equity, gender equality and human rights goals and processes been 
incorporated into the planning of the scholarship programme? Has the scholarship been 
designed to provide for equal participation by all relevant groups (i.e., girls and boys)? 

• To what degree has the scholarship programme included processes and mechanisms to 
support the effective design and implementation of the programme and elicit feedback from 
scholarship recipients? 

Effectiveness of the scholarship programmes, including better retention in the school system (reduced 
drop-out, improved promotion and completion rates, improved attendance), and learning outcomes, 
considering: 

• To what extent have the expected objectives of the scholarship programmes been achieved 
or likely to be achieved in terms of reduced drop-out, improved promotion and completion 
rates, improved attendance and to some extent learning outcomes? 

• How effectively have the scholarship programmes identified children who are not-in-school for 
socio-economic reasons and brought them back, and maintained them into the school 
system?  Has the scholarship promoted equal access by girls and boys to primary and 
secondary education? 

• How well have the programmes targeting mechanisms, such as ID-Poor or other targeting 
mechanisms being used to target potential scholarship recipients? Are these targeting 
mechanisms effective in reaching the most vulnerable children? 

• What have been the risks to achieving the scholarship programmes’ objectives?  Have been 
risks managed appropriately (i.e., in the transfer of funds)? 

• How satisfied have the parents and their children been of the scholarship programmes? 

Efficiency in the use of the resources to deliver the scholarship programmes, including: 

• How timely and effectively has the scholarship delivery process been managed? In answering 
this question considers the time and resources used at each stage of the scholarship delivery 
process (incl. the current use of the banking system for scholarship payments and other 
payment options)? 

• How effective have the current governance arrangements been, including staffing resources 
and roles and responsibilities of partners in the delivery and monitoring of the programmes? 

• How cost-effective have the scholarship programmes provided to be (incl. size of the award)? 

• Are there other feasibly ways to implement the scholarship programmes that would be more 
cost-efficient? 

Impact of the results achieved (positive and negative changes, intended and unintended results), 
considering: 

• To what degree and how have the scholarship programmes contributed to influence 
households' investment decisions regarding education? 
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• To what extent have the scholarship programmes contributed to student transition from 
primary to secondary education? 

• Are there any unintended results either positive or negative associated with the 
implementation of scholarship programmes? 

Sustainability of the scholarship programmes and scalability, including: 

• To what extent does MoEYS have ownership, capacity and resources and maintain the 
scholarship programmes after external funding ceases? 

• To what extent can the primary scholarship be expanded to include grades 1 -3? How should 
the scholarship programme be scaled-up? What would be reasonable as a scholarship size? 

Cross-cutting considerations: 

• To what extent are age, gender, ethnicity, etc. disaggregated data collected and monitored? 
How can the current programme performance indicators and monitoring and evaluation 
framework (incl. MIS) be strengthened? 

e. EVALUATION APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

Based on the objectives of the evaluation, this section indicates a possible approach, methods, and 
processes for the evaluation.14 Methodological rigor will be given significant consideration in the 
assessment of the proposals. Hence institutions are invited to interrogate the approach and 
methodology proffered in the TOR and improve on it, or propose an approach they deem more 
appropriate, which should be guided by the UNICEF's revised Evaluation Policy (2018)15, the United 
Nations Evaluation Group   (UNEG) Norms and Standards for Evaluation (2016)16, UN SWAP 
Evaluation Performance Indicator, UNEG Guidance on Integrating Human Rights and Gender 
Equality in Evaluation (2014)17, UNICEF Procedure  for Ethical  Standards  and  Research,  Evaluation  
and  Data  Collection  and Analysis (2015)18 and  UNICEF• Adapted UNEG Evaluation Report 
Standards (2017).19 

It is expected that the evaluation will employ both a theory-based (re-constructing the theory of 
change) and a mixed-methods approach. Key background document, together with a contact list of 
all relevant informants will be provided to the selected institution once a contractual agreement has 
been made. 

At a minimum, the evaluation will draw on the following methods: 

• Desk review of background documents and other relevant data, including strategy documents, 
monitoring reports, evaluation reports, management responses and other documents judged 
relevant; 

• Literature search and review, statistical analysis of secondary quantitative data (i.e., EMIS, 
Cambodia-Socio Economic Survey, Commune Database, ID-Poor, and Cambodia 
Demographic and Heath Survey), review of material on the environment in which the 
scholarship programmes operate, and recent development plans and strategies; 

                                                

14 The proposed methodology is just indicative and based on internal experience in conducting similar evaluations. 
15 UNICEF's revised Evaluation Policy: https://www.unicef.org/about/execboard/files/2018-14-Revised  Eval-ODS..EN.pdf 
16 UNEG Norms: http://www.uneval.org/documenUdetail/21. UNEG Standards: http://www.uneval.org/documenUdetail/22 
17 http://www.uneval.org/documenUdetail/1616 
18 https://www.unicef.org/supply/files/ATTACHMENT  IV-UNICEF  Procedure  for  Ethical Standards.PDF 
19 https://www.unicef.org/evaldatabase/files/UNICEF  adapted reporting standards updated June 2017  FINAL(1 }.pdf 
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• Key informant interviews with MoEYS, MEF, POE and DOE directors, staff responsible for the 
scholarship programmes, school directors, teachers, school support committees, and other 
implementing partners; 

• Focus group discussions with parents and their children (beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries); 

• Case studies of children who benefiting from the scholarship in primary and secondary 
education; 

• Cost-effectiveness analysis of the scholarship programmes; and 

• Structured surveys of scholarship recipients to gather quantitative data of the support 
provided, utilisation of the scholarship, estimation of expenditure needs, benefits of the 
scholarship, etc. 

The data collected should be disaggregated by age, gender, etc. where relevant. Sampling of key 
informant interviews and focus group discussions should be done in consultation with UNICEF. 

There are several limitations to the evaluation which can hinder the process, notably: (i) baseline data 
have not been collected prior to nationwide roll-out of the scholarship programmes, or the quality of 
available data may not be satisfactory; (ii) interviewing government counterparts may depend on their 
availability; and (iii) the rainy season may hamper the data collection process. Other potential 
limitations should be discussed in the proposal. 

The evaluation should include the following steps: 

Step 1: Desk review of relevant background documents and literature search. The evaluation 
consulting firm will review key background documents to understand the scholarship programmes 
since 2014 to date and literature search of secondary data to understand the context in which the 
scholarship programmes operates. 

Step 2: Preparation of Inception Report that includes evaluation methodology and tools. The 
methodology should be prepared to cover all the intended objectives of the evaluation. The evaluation 
methodology design will be finalized in agreement with the Reference Group (see below) and the 
Inception Report should be prepared based on the Evaluation Norms and Standards of UNEG and 
submitted to the evaluation manager for approval. This will include the reconstruction of the theory of 
change. 

Step 3: Data collection. The application of mixed-methods (qualitative and quantitative) is expected, 
which should be human rights based, including child rights based and equity and gender sensitive, 
as noted above. 

Step 4: Data analysis. Collected data should be analysed by using relevant analysis methods that 
should be dearly described in the report. 

Step 5: Sharing preliminary findings. The consulting institution will share preliminary findings with the 
Reference Group. While feedback will be taken into consideration and incorporated into the draft 
report, the consultants are encouraged to guard against validity threats, such as personal bias. 

Step 6: Draft report. The consultant prepares a draft report, with conclusions, lessons learned, and 
recommendations drawn from the data. The report structure should follow UNICEF's evaluation report 
guidance. 

Step 7: Finalization of the evaluation report. The consultant will present the final draft evaluation 
conclusions and recommendations to the Reference Group and other key stakeholders in a multi-
stakeholder workshop, using a PowerPoint presentation and other methodologies for presenting in a 
participatory manner. Recommendation of the evaluation should also be presented and prioritised. 
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Comments and feedback on the findings and recommendations should be incorporated to finalise the 
report. 

Good practices not covered therein are also to be followed.  Any sensitive issues or concerns should 
be raised with the evaluation manager as soon as they are identified. 

f. MANAGEMENT AND COORDINATION 

The evaluation will be conducted by an independent evaluation firm who will be mainly responsible 
for the overall evaluation, including designing the evaluation methodology, developing tools, guiding 
national researchers/enumerators  

in data collection (as necessary), analysing data, drafting Inception Report and final reports with 
recommendations. The consulting firm will operate under the supervision of UNICEF's Evaluation 
Specialist, who will act as evaluation manager and therefore be responsible for the day-to-day 
oversight and management of the evaluation and for the management of the evaluation budget. The 
evaluation manager will assure the quality and independence of the evaluation and guarantee its 
alignment with UNEG Norms and Standards and Ethical Guidelines and other relevant procedures, 
provide quality assurance checking that the evaluation findings and conclusions are relevant and 
recommendations are implementable, and contribute to the dissemination of the evaluation findings 
and follow-up on the management response. The evaluation manager will work in collaboration with 
MoEYS' Directorate General of Education (Primary Education Department, General Secondary 
Education Department), Directorate of Policy and Planning (Department of Policy and Department of 
M&E), Department of Finance, Ministry of Economy and Finance, as well as UNICEF’s Education and 
Social Inclusion and Governance Sections, who will facilitate access to relevant information and 
informants. Additional quality assurance will be provided by the Regional Education Adviser and the 
Regional Evaluation Adviser. The final report will also be approved by MoEYS and the Country 
Representative at UNICEF Cambodia. 

A Reference Group will be established, bringing together the MoEYS Director General of Education, 
MoEYS Director General of Policy and Planning, MoEYS Director of Finance, Ministry of Economy 
and Finance (General Department of Budget, General Secretariat of National Social Protection 
Council) and UNICEF Education and Social Inclusion and Governance sections. 

g. EVALUATION DELIVERABLES AND TIMELINE 

Evaluation products expected for this exercise are: 

1.    An Inception Report in English of maximum 20 pages, excluding annexes and a summary note 
in preparation for data collection (in both English and Khmer); 

2.    A report of the preliminary evaluation findings from primary data collection (in English), including 
a literature review analysis and a PowerPoint presentation to facilitate a stakeholder consultation 
exercise; 

3.    A draft and final report (in English), including a complete first draft to be reviewed by the Reference 
Group and UNICEF EAPRO, and a penultimate draft of maximum of 40 pages, excluding annexes. 
The executive summary of the report should be translated in Khmer; 

4.    A PowerPoint presentation (in both English and Khmer) to be used to share findings with the 
Reference Group and with government and other stakeholders for use in subsequent dissemination 
events; and 

5.    A four-page executive summary (in both English and Khmer) that is distinct from the executive 
summary in the evaluation report, which is intended for a broader, non-technical and non-UNICEF 
audience. 
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Other interim products are: 

• Minutes of key meetings with the evaluation manager and the Reference Group; 

• Presentation materials for the meetings with the evaluation manager and the Reference 
Group.  

• PowerPoint summaries of work progress and conclusions to that point; 

• Video and photo materials to be collected during the evaluation to enrich presentations and 
the report; and 

• Bi-weekly reports to the evaluation manager to track progress in the implementation of the 
evaluation. 

Outlines and descriptions of each evaluation products are meant to be indicatives, and include: 

• Inception Report:  The Inception Report will be key in confirming a common understanding of 
what is to be evaluated, including additional insights into executing the evaluation. At this 
stage, the consulting firm will refine and confirm evaluation questions, confirm the scope of 
the evaluation, further improve on the methodology proposed in the ToR and their own 
evaluation proposal to improve its rigor, as well as develop and validate evaluation 
instruments.  The  report  will  include,  among  other  elements:  i)  evaluation  purpose  and  
scope, confirmation  of objectives  and the  main themes  of the  evaluation;  ii)  evaluation  
criteria  and questions;  iii) evaluation  methodology  (i.e.,  sampling criteria),  a  description  
of  data  collection  methods  (quantitative  and qualitative) and data sources (incl. a rationale 
for their selection), draft data collection instruments, for example questionnaires,  with  a  data  
collection toolkit  as an  annex,  an evaluation  matrix that identifies  descriptive  and normative 
questions and criteria for evaluating evidence, and a discussion on the limitations of the 
methodology and  mitigation  measures;  iv)  ethical  protocols;  v)  quality  control  procedures;  
vi)  training  plan for national researchers/enumerators (if any); vii) field work plan including 
team composition, logistics, field monitoring, etc.; viii) plans for data analysis (quantitative and 
qualitative), including a discussion on how to enhance the reliability and validity  of evaluation  
conclusions;  ix)  proposed  structure  of the  final report;  x)  evaluation  work  plan  and 
timeline, including a revised work and travel plan; xi) resources requirements (i.e., detailed 
budget allocations tied to evaluation activities, work plan deliverables); xii) annexes (i.e., 
organizing matrix for evaluation questions, data collection toolkit, data analysis framework, an 
evaluation summary  note for external communication  purposes). The inception report will be 
20 pages in length (excluding annexes), or approximately 8,000 words, and will be presented 
at a formal meeting of the Reference Group. 

• A report of preliminary evaluation findings:  This report will present the preliminary evaluation 
findings from primary data collection, comprising the desk-based document review and 
analysis of the scholarship programmes and literature search. The report developed prior to 
the first drafts of the final report should be 10 pages, or about 

• 4,000 words in length (excluding annexes, if any), and should be accompanied by a 
PowerPoint presentation that can be used for validation with key stakeholders. 
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• A draft and final evaluation report: The report will not exceed 40 pages, or 16,000 words, 
including executive summary and excluding annexes;20 

• PowerPoint presentation: Initially prepared and used by the Team Leader in presentations to 
the Reference Group, a standalone PowerPoint will be submitted to the evaluation manager 
as part of the evaluation deliverables. 

• A four-page executive summary for external users will be submitted to the evaluation manager 
as part of the evaluation deliverables. infographics should be developed as part of the 
evaluation summary. 

• Reports will be prepared according to the UNICEF Style Guide and UNICEF Brand Toolkit (to 
be shared with the winning institution) and UNICEF-Adapted UNEG Evaluation Report 
Standards {2017) as per GE ROS guidelines (refer to: footnote 13). All deliverables must be 
in professional level standard English and they must be proof-read by a native English 
speaker. 

• The first draft of the final report will be received by the evaluation manager who will work with 
the evaluation consulting firm on necessary revisions before sending the report to the 
Reference Group for comments.  The evaluation manager will consolidate all comments on a 
response matrix and request the evaluation team to indicate actions taken against each 
comment in the production of the penultimate, and final draft. 

Institutions are invited to reflect on each outline and affect the necessary modifications to enhance 
their coverage and clarity. Having said so, products are expected to conform to the stipulated number 
of pages where that applies. 

The results of the evaluation will be disseminated per the Dissemination Plan and be made available 
to a wider-public on UNICEF Cambodia web-site and unicef.org. 

An estimated budget has been allocated for this evaluation. As reflected in Table 1, the evaluation 
has a timeline of six months from July to December 2018. Adequate effort should be allocated to the 
evaluation to ensure timely submission of all deliverables, approximately 18 weeks on the part of the 
consulting firm. 

Table 1: Proposed evaluation timeline21 

Activity Deliverable Time Estimate Responsible party 

STEP 1 & 2: DESK REVIEW 
AND INCEPTION REPORT 

 3 weeks, 
concurrent (Jul 
to Aug 2018) 

 

1. Inception meeting by Skype 
with the Evaluation Specialist 
and MoEYS 

Meeting minutes Week 1 Evaluation Consulting 
Firm, evaluation 
manager 

                                                

20 UNICEF has instituted the Global Evaluation Report Oversight System (GEROS), a system where final evaluation 
reports are quality assessed by an external firm against UNICEF/UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation reports. The 
evaluation team is expected to reflect on and conform to these standards as they write their report. The team may choose 
to share a self• assessment based on the GEROS with the evaluation manager. 
21 Please note that the timing of the data collection  may change depending on the possibility of carrying out key informant 
interviews and focus group discussions and other contextual factors. 
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Activity Deliverable Time Estimate Responsible party 

2. All relevant documents are 
reviewed and Inception Report 
is submitted that is compliant 
with UNICEF requirements 

Draft Inception Report Week 1-2 Evaluation consulting 
firm 

3. Present draft Inception 
Report to the Reference Group 

PowerPoint 
presentation 

Week 3 Evaluation consulting 
firm, evaluation 
manager, Reference 
Group 

4. Receive Inception Report 
and feedback to evaluation 
consulting 

Evaluation 
commenting matrix 

Week 3 Evaluation manager, 
Reference Group 

5. Submit Inception Report, 
confirm planning for field visit 

Final Inception report Week 3 Evaluation consulting 
firm 

Step 3: Data collection  5 weeks, 
consecutive 
(Aug to Sep 
2018) 

 

1. Pilot data collection tools 
and conduct field-based data 
collection based on the 
methodology described in the 
Inception Report 

 Weeks 4-8 Evaluation consulting 
firm 

STEP 4 AND 5: DATA 
ANALYSIS AND 
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 

 3 weeks, 
consecutive 
(Sep, 2018) 

 

1. Relevant analysis methods 
applied to analyse primary 
and secondary data and 
prepare preliminary literature 
search), evaluation findings 
report and presentation 

Preliminary evaluation 
findings report (incl. 
desk review and 
PowerPoint 
presentation, meeting 
minutes 

Weeks 9-11 Evaluation consulting 
firm, evaluation 
manager, Reference 
Group 

STEP 6 & 7: DRAFT AND 
FINAL REPORT 

 6 weeks, 
consecutive 
(Oct to Dec, 
2018) 

 

1. Prepare and submit first 
draft of evaluation report 

Draft report  Wee 12-13 Evaluation consulting 
firm 
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Activity Deliverable Time Estimate Responsible party 

2. Receive first draft and 
feedback to evaluation 
consulting firm 

Evaluation 
commenting matrix 

Wee 15-17 Evaluation manager, 
Reference Group 

3. Prepare and submit 
penultimate draft of evaluation 
report 

Draft report Week 18-19 Evaluation consulting 
firm 

4. Submit and present final 
report to Reference Group and 
other stakeholders in a multi-
stakeholder workshop and 
prepare presentation and 
other materials 

Final report, executive 
summary, PowerPoint 
presentation, meeting 
minutes 

Week 20 Evaluation consulting 
firm, evaluation 
manager, Reference 
Group 

 

h. EVALUATION TEAM PROFILE 

The evaluation will be conducted by engaging an evaluation consulting firm that should bring together 
one international senior-level evaluation consultant (Team Leader) to lead the evaluation that will be 
supported by at least one international social protection and financial inclusion specialist (Team 
Member/Technical Expert), and one national consultant (Team Member/National Technical Expert). 
The consulting firm should identify a gender-balanced and culturally diverse team, to the extent 
possible. 

The Team Leader should have the following competences: 

• Holding an advanced university degree (master’s or higher) in monitoring and evaluation, 
education, international development, public policy, development economics or similar, 
including knowledge of inclusive education; 

• Having extensive evaluation experience (at least 10 years) with an excellent understanding of 
evaluation principles and methodologies, including capacity in an array of qualitative and 
quantitative evaluation methods, and UNEG Norms and Standards, including previous 
experience supporting country-led evaluation or evaluations jointly conducted with national 
government; 

• Having extensive experience in planning, implementing, managing or monitoring and 
evaluation, preferably in education and/or social cash transfers; 

• Bringing a strong commitment to delivering timely and high-quality results, i.e., credible 
evaluations that are used for improving strategic decisions; 

• Having in-depth knowledge of the UN's human rights, gender equality and equity agendas; 

• Having a good team leadership   and management track   record, as well as excellent   
interpersonal   and communication skills to help ensure that the evaluation is understood and 
used; 

• Specific evaluation experience of scholarship/cash programming is strongly desired, but is 
secondary to a strong mixed-method evaluation background; 
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• Previous experience of working in an East Asian context is desirable, together with 
understanding of the Cambodian context and cultural dynamics; 

• The consultant must be committed and willing to work independently, with limited regular 
supervision; s/he must demonstrate adaptability and flexibility, client orientation, proven 
ethical practice, initiative, concern for accuracy and quality; and 

• S/he must have the ability to concisely and clearly express ideas and concepts in written and 
oral form as well as the ability to communicate with various stakeholders in English. 

The international social protection and financial inclusion Team Member/Technical Specialist: 

• Holding an advanced university degree (Masters-level) in international development, public 
policy or similar; 

• Provide technical input in relation to exploring the use of social protection mechanisms and 
financial services in the Cambodia development context; 

• Provide advice on policy issues arising throughout the evaluation process relating to social 
protection and financing and make recommendations on relevant strategies and management 
action/s to assist MoEYS meet its programme goals and objectives; 

• Identify and discuss programme design issues, inputs, and elements to strengthen the 
recommendations, as well as linkages and collaboration between MoEYS and other 
stakeholders; 

• Support        the       team       leader        in        progressing       evaluation        related        
processes        including drafting/reviewing/revising/finalising relevant sections of the report 
and its associated annexes; 

• Carry out research, as required, to inform data collection; and 

• Given the writing responsibilities, this specialist will have excellent English proficiency with 
very good oral and written communications skills, including the ability to convey messages 
clearly and succinctly in complex environments. S/he will, preferably, have well-developed 
research and analytical skills with a practical focus and exhibits sound judgment, problem 
solving skills, initiative and a results orientation. 

The national education consultant (Team Member/Technical Expert): 

• Holding an advanced university degree (Masters-level) in education, international 
development, public policy or similar; 

• This position   is classified as local given the emphasis on first-hand   local   knowledge, 
understanding, and experiences of the social development issues and trends in Cambodia 
and/or the Mekong region, particularly in relation to the education sector.  S/he will have 
adequate knowledge of Cambodia government policy with understanding of related economic, 
political, social and cultural issues in social development; 

• Hands-on experience in research, collecting and analysing quantitative and qualitative data, 
ideally with some experience in the education sector; 

• Strong expertise in equity, gender equality and human rights-based approaches to evaluation 
and expertise in data presentation and visualisation; 

• Be committed and willing to work in a complex environment and able to produce quality work 
under limited guidance and supervision;  
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• Have good communication, advocacy and people skills and the ability to communicate with 
various stakeholders and to express concisely and clearly ideas and concepts in written and 
oral form; and 

• Excellent Khmer and English communication and report writing skills. 

The consultants must remain in strict adherence with UNEG ethical guidelines and code of conduct. 
The evaluation does not need to go through an ethical review board, however, the consultants should 
clearly identify any potential ethical issues and approaches, as well as the processes for ethical review 
and oversight of the evaluation process in their proposal. 

i. PAYMENT SCHEDULE 

Unless the proposers propose an alternative payment schedule, payments will be as follows: 

• Approved Inception Report: 25 per cent of the contractual amount; 

• Approved preliminary evaluation findings report: 30 per cent of the contractual amount; 

• Approved final report: 30 per cent; and 

• Approved final presentation and other materials: 15 per cent. 

j. PROPOSAL SUBMISSION 

Each proposal will be assessed first on its technical merits and subsequently on its price. In making 
the final decision, UNICEF considers both technical and financial proposals. The assessors first 
review the technical proposals followed by review of the financial proposals of the technically 
compliant firms. The proposal obtaining the highest overall score after adding the scores for the 
technical and financial proposals together, that offers the best value for money, will be recommended 
for award of the contract. 

The technical proposal should include but not be limited to the following: 

a)    Presentation of the Institution, including: 

• Name of the institution; 

• Date and country of registration/incorporation; 

• Summary of corporate structure and business areas; 

• Corporate directions and experience; 

• Location of offices or agents relevant to this proposal; and 

• Number and type of employees. 

b)    Narrative Description of the Institution's Experience and Capacity in the following areas: 

• Evaluation of education and social protection interventions; 

• Summative and formative evaluation of evaluation interventions related to inclusive education 
and cash transfers, ideally implemented through government institutions; 

• Previous assignments in developing countries in general, and related to social inclusion 
programmes, preferably in East Asia; and 

• Previous and current assignments using UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation. 
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c)    Relevant References of the proposer (past and on-going assignments) in the past five years.  
UNICEF may contact references persons for feedback on services provided by the proposers. 

d)    Samples or Links to Samples of Previous Relevant Work listed as reference of the proposer (at 
least three), on 

which the proposed key personnel directly and actively contributed or authored. 

e)    Methodology: It should minimize repeating what is stated in the ToR. There is no minimum or 
maximum length. 

If in doubt, ensure sufficient detail. 

f)      Work Plan, which will include as a minimum requirement the following: 

• General work plan based on the one proposed in the ToR, with comments and proposed 
adjustments, if any; and  

• Detailed timetable by activity (it must be consistent with the general work plan and the financial 
proposal). 

• g)    Evaluation Consulting Team: 

• Summary presentation of proposed experts; 

• Description of support staff (number and profile of research and administrative assistants etc.); 

• Level of effort and time commitment of proposed experts by activity (it must be consistent with 
the financial proposal); and 

• OJ of each expert proposed to carry out the evaluation. 

Please note that the duration of the assignment will be from July to December 2018, and it is foreseen 
that the team members will devote roughly half of their time to the evaluation. The presence of a 
conflict of interest of any kind (e.g., having worked for or partnered with UNICEF Cambodia on the 
design or implementation phase of the scholarship programmes will automatically disqualify 
prospective institution from consideration). 

The financial proposal should include but not be limited to the following: 

a)    Resource Costs: Daily rate multiplied by number of days of the experts involved in the evaluation. 
b)   Conference or Workshop Costs (if any): Indicate nature and breakdown if possible. 

c)   Travel Costs: All travel costs should be included as a lump sum fixed cost.  For all travel costs, 
UNICEF will pay as per the lump sum fixed costs provided in the proposal. A breakdown of the lump 
sum travel costs should be provided in the financial proposal. 

d)   Any Other Costs (if any): Indicate nature and breakdown. 

e)    Recent Financial Audit Report:  Report should have been carried out in the past two years and 
be certified by a reputable audit organization. 

Firms are required to estimate travel costs in the financial proposal. Please note that:  i) travel costs 
shall be calculated based on economy class fare regardless of the length of travel; and ii) costs for 
accommodation, meals and incidentals. shall not exceed applicable daily subsistence allowance 
(DSA) rates, as promulgated by the International Civil Service Commission (ICSC). 
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Annex 2. Evaluation Matrix 
2.1 Evaluation matrix 

Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
Relevance • To what degree 

are the objectives 
of the scholarship 
programmes 
relevant to the 
ESP, the National 
Social Protection 
Policy Framework, 
the 
Decentralisation 
and De-
concentration 
process, the 
National Strategic 
Development 
Plan, and other 
relevant policies 
and strategies? 

Alignment of scholarship 
objectives with key policies 
and strategies 

Programme and policy 
documentation 
MoEYS officials 

The ownership of the scholarship programmes by the MoEYS and 
their alignment with existing initiatives is reasonably clear 
Literature review 
Key informant interview (KII) 
Design study 

• To what extent 
has the selection 
of beneficiaries or 
geographical 
areas 
complemented the 
targeting of other 
social 
programmes to 
reach to the worst-
off and most 
vulnerable 

Perception of 
complementarity of 
selection 
Overlap in MIS lists (if 
feasible) 

MoEYS officials 
District officials 
School directors 
Parents 
MIS 

Selection processes for the scholarships seem largely to be 
complementary at the level of geographic targeting, so school-based 
data collection is less likely here. 
KII 
FGD 
Allocation study 
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Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
children? Have 
there been any 
gaps in relation to 
targeting and 
coverage of the 
scholarships? 

• How adequate 
has the size 
(value) and 
regularity of the 
scholarship been 
to achieve the 
scholarship 
programme 
objectives? Has 
the allocated 
funding reflected 
the level of needs 
of scholarship 
recipients and the 
operating needs? 

Cost per student 
Award size relative to 
poverty line 
Perception of cost 
effectiveness Perception of 
scholarship adequacy in 
relation to need 
Comparison with household 
expenditure and 
educational requirements 
Comparison with 
international benchmarks 

SES 
Parents 
Teachers 
Children 
Literature review 

Both size and regularity are likely to be issues for recipients. The 
most pertinent comparisons will be with education expenditure 
requirements and international benchmarks. Questions on timeliness 
are addressed below. 
Secondary data analysis 
KII 
FGD 
Literature review 
Transfer size study 

• To what extent 
have equity, 
gender equality 
and human rights 
goals and 
processes been 
incorporated into 
the planning of the 
scholarship 
programme? Has 
the scholarship 
been designed to 
provide for equal 
participation by all 
relevant groups 

Incorporation of equity into 
design and process 

Programme documentation 
MoEYS officials 

The scholarship design is explicitly targeted on poor students, 
though there are questions around the way that targeting and 
conditionality are implemented, explored below, that will generate 
some information on this question at school-level. 
Literature review 
KII 
Design study 
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Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
(i.e., girls and 
boys)? 

• To what degree 
has the 
scholarship 
programme 
included 
processes and 
mechanisms to 
support the 
effective design 
and 
implementation of 
the programme 
and elicit feedback 
from scholarship 
recipients? 

Existence of mechanisms 
to support effective 
implementation and elicit 
feedback 

MoEYS officials 
Recipients 

KII 
FGD 
Design study 

Effectiveness • To what extent 
have the expected 
objectives of the 
scholarship 
programmes been 
achieved or likely 
to be achieved in 
terms of reduced 
drop-out, 
improved 
promotion and 
completion rates, 
improved 
attendance and to 
some extent 
learning 
outcomes? 

Perception of contribution 
to change 

World Bank evaluation 
Experts 
School directors 
Teachers 
Parents 
Children 

The World Bank evaluation provides rigorous evidence on impacts of 
the poverty-targeted (and merit-targeted) scholarships from 2009 on 
education outcomes and labour market participation. We propose 
not to attempt to duplicate this analysis but instead to focus more 
substantively on collecting qualitative stories of impact. 
KII 
Case studies 
Effectiveness and impact study 

• How effectively 
have the 

Proportion of scholarship 
recipients who were OOS 

Programme MIS (?) The targeting question is covered below. For this question, we 
should explore whether we can track scholarship recipients (by 
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Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
scholarship 
programmes 
identified children 
who are not-in-
school for socio-
economic reasons 
and brought them 
back, and 
maintained them 
into the school 
system? Has the 
scholarship 
promoted equal 
access by girls 
and boys to 
primary and 
secondary 
education? How 
have the 
conditionalities 
attached to 
scholarship receipt 
affected this in 
practice at primary 
and secondary 
school? 

for socio-economic reasons 
and are maintained; 
Gender ratio in attendance 
Perception of contribution 
of scholarship to above 

School directors 
Teachers 
Parents 
Children 
Community respondents 

gender) through the MIS to see whether they are maintained in 
schools, probably requiring visits to schools to see whether previous 
recipients can be identified. (EMIS will not help because there are no 
student identifiers.) This should be complemented by an analysis of 
the impact of conditionalities at school level and asking how funds 
given under SIG to visit dropouts or potential dropouts were used. 
Quantitative analysis of MIS 
KII 
FGD 
Allocation and selection study 

• How well have 
the design and 
implementation of 
the programmes’ 
geographic 
allocation and 
student targeting 
mechanisms, such 
as ID-Poor or 
other targeting 
mechanisms being 

Proportion of schools 
amongst poorest areas 
Perception of targeting 
effectiveness and 
outcomes at school levels 

Programme MIS/ID-Poor 
database 
MoEYS officials 
Experts 
School Directors 
Parents of recipients and 
non-recipients 

The two aspects to the targeting question will be treated separately, 
in both cases looking at design and implementation as distinct 
processes: Geographic targeting allocation i.e. the selection of 
districts and schools) and complementarity with other scholarships 
will be assessed using evidence from secondary sources on the 
distribution of poverty and educational marginalisation, and evidence 
from officials on targeting implementation. We can explore phone 
surveys of all province offices to examine their processes. Selection 
of students will be examined through qualitative data collection in 
schools on processes and perceived outcomes. 
Quantitative analysis 
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Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
used to target 
potential 
scholarship 
recipients? Are 
these targeting 
mechanisms 
effective in 
reaching the most 
vulnerable 
children? 

KII 
FGD 
Allocation and selection study 

• What have been 
the risks to 
achieving the 
scholarship 
programmes' 
objectives? Have 
been risks 
managed 
appropriately (i.e., 
in the transfer of 
funds)? 

Documented risks 
Perception of risk 

Programme documentation 
MoEYS officials (and 
provincial and district 
officials as relevant) 

This question will derive to a large degree from the general answers 
and an examination of the fund flow process. 
Literature review 
KII 
Design study 

• How satisfied 
have the parents 
and their children 
been with the 
scholarship 
programmes? 

Parental and children 
satisfaction 

Parents of recipients 
Recipient children 

This question will be addressed through qualitative case studies of 
students receiving scholarships and their families. 
Case studies 
FGD 
Effectiveness and impact study 

Efficiency • How timely and 
effectively has the 
scholarship 
delivery process 
been managed, 
including the 
timeliness and 
frequency of 
payments to 

Timeliness and 
effectiveness of different 
delivery stages 

Programme documentation 
MIS 
MoEYS officials 
Provincial treasury and 
education officials 
District officials 
School principals 
Experts 

This question will be addressed through a special study on fund flow 
from provincial treasuries to students via districts and or schools. 
This will incorporate some measure of the risk inherent in the 
process. It will also assess potential complementarities with the 
school improvement fund flows, and whether part of the challenge is 
the slow selection of recipients by schools. We will obtain lists of the 
varieties of ways in which payments are made from the scholarship 
offices and then follow up with a phone survey of all provinces and 
visits to specific provinces. 
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Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
recipients? What 
are the 
consequences of 
late payments for 
recipients? 

Literature review 
KII 
Fund flow study 

• How effective 
have the current 
governance 
arrangements 
been, including 
staffing resources 
and roles and 
responsibilities of 
partners in the 
delivery and 
monitoring of the 
programmes? 

Perception of effectiveness 
of governance 
arrangements 

MoEYS officials 
Province, district officials 
School directors 
Experts 

We assume that ‘partners’ here means sub-national delivery 
partners in government (e.g. provincial officials, school committees). 
This has not been identified as a major challenge during inception or 
in other evaluations. 
KII 
Design study 

• How cost-
effective have the 
scholarship 
programmes 
provided to be 
(incl. size of the 
award)? 

  We propose to drop this question and cover the transfer size 
question above as this is repetitive. 

• Are there other 
feasibly ways to 
implement the 
scholarship 
programmes that 
would be more 
cost-efficient? 

Literature on scholarships Review alternative 
possibilities 

We will draft this on the basis of all the available evidence. 
Literature review and interviews  
Design study 

Impact • To what degree 
and how have the 
scholarship 
programmes 
contributed to 

Household investment on 
education 
Perception of contribution 
of scholarship 

Parents 
Children 
Teachers 
School directors 

This question will be answered through a set of structured qualitative 
case studies on the impact and effectiveness of the scholarships. 
Case studies 
FGDs 
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Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
influence 
households' 
investment 
decisions 
regarding 
education? What 
do households 
spend the 
scholarships on 
and who spends 
it? 

KII 
Effectiveness and impact study 

• To what extent 
have the 
scholarship 
programmes 
contributed to 
student transition 
from primary to 
secondary 
education? How 
can the 
coordination 
between primary 
and secondary 
scholarships be 
improved to 
increase this 
impact? 

Transition rates 
Perception of contribution 

EMIS 
Parents 
Children 
Teachers 
School directors 
MoEYS and provincial 
officials. 

This question will be answered through a set of structured qualitative 
case studies on the impact and effectiveness of the scholarships, to 
which will be added a study of coordination mechanisms that will 
occur through an examination of the management practices of both 
scholarship programmes 
Case studies 
FGDs 
KII 
Primary and secondary coordination study and Effectiveness and 
impact study 

• Are there any 
unintended results 
either positive or 
negative 
associated with 
the 
implementation of 

Unintended consequences Parents 
Children 
Teachers 
School directors 
Experts 

This question will have answered through a set of structured 
qualitative case studies on the impact and effectiveness of the 
scholarships. 
Case studies 
FGDs 
KII 
Effectiveness and impact study 
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Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
scholarship 
programmes? 

Sustainability • To what extent 
does MoEYS have 
ownership, 
capacity and 
resources and 
maintain the 
scholarship 
programmes after 
external funding 
ceases? 

Financing sources for 
scholarship 
Perception of ownership 

Budget documents 
MoEYS officials 

The scholarships are not currently financed by external funding other 
than the general GPE and EU budget support (while other 
scholarships are funded by other partners). This question is 
therefore best undertaken in light of the overall functioning of the 
sector. 
Document review and analysis 
KII 
Design study 

• To what extent 
can the primary 
scholarship be 
expanded to 
include grades 1 -
3? How should the 
scholarship 
programme be 
scaled-up? What 
would be 
reasonable as a 
scholarship size? 

Evaluation studies Findings above This will be answered drawing on the answers to other questions, 
not with direct data collection or analysis. The recent suggestion that 
labelling plays an important part in scholarship effectiveness (i.e. 
simply calling scholarship merit-based can improve outcomes) will 
be pertinent. 
Design and transfer size studies 

Cross-cutting • To what extent 
are age, gender, 
ethnicity, etc. 
disaggregated 
data collected and 
monitored? How 
can the current 
programme 
performance 
indicators and 
monitoring and 
evaluation 

Monitoring data MIS 
Experts 
MoEYS officials 

This question will be answered through a study of existing data and 
interviews with officials who collect and use them it is related to the 
broader questions about EMIS in Cambodia. 
Analysis 
KII 
Design study 
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Evaluation questions in the TOR Indicator Data source Data collection methods and notes 
framework (incl. 
MIS) be 
strengthened? 

2.2 Comparison of evaluation matrix questions with TOR questions 

The table below compares the matrix questions with the TOR questions. In the evaluation matrix column, as above, the questions added have been 
underlined, and the question deleted has been struck through. 

Evaluation questions in the matrix TOR questions 
Relevance • To what degree are the objectives of the scholarship programmes 

relevant to the ESP, the National Social Protection Policy Framework, the 
Decentralisation and De-concentration process, the National Strategic 
Development Plan, and other relevant policies and strategies? 

• To what degree are the objectives of the scholarship programmes 
relevant to the ESP, the National Social Protection Policy 
Framework, the Decentralisation and De-concentration process, 
the National Strategic Development Plan, and other relevant 
policies and strategies? 

• To what extent has the selection of beneficiaries or geographical areas 
complemented the targeting of other social programmes to reach to the 
worst-off and most vulnerable children? Have there been any gaps in 
relation to targeting and coverage of the scholarships? 

• To what extent has the selection of beneficiaries complemented 
the targeting of other social programmes to reach to the worst-off 
and most vulnerable children? Have there been any gaps in 
relation to targeting and coverage of the scholarships? 

• How adequate has the size (value) and regularity of the scholarship been 
to achieve the scholarship programme objectives? Has the allocated 
funding reflected the level of needs of scholarship recipients and the 
operating needs? 

• How adequate has the size (value) and regularity of the 
scholarship been to achieve the scholarship programme 
objectives? Has the allocated funding reflected the level of needs 
of scholarship recipients and the operating needs? 

• To what extent have equity, gender equality and human rights goals and 
processes been incorporated into the planning of the scholarship 
programme? Has the scholarship been designed to provide for equal 
participation by all relevant groups (i.e., girls and boys)? 

• To what extent have equity, gender equality and human rights 
goals and processes been incorporated into the planning of the 
scholarship programme? Has the scholarship been designed to 
provide for equal participation by all relevant groups (i.e., girls and 
boys)? 

• To what degree has the scholarship programme included processes and 
mechanisms to support the effective design and implementation of the 
programme and elicit feedback from scholarship recipients? 

• To what degree has the scholarship programme included 
processes and mechanisms to support the effective design and 
implementation of the programme and elicit feedback from 
scholarship recipients? 

Effectiveness • To what extent have the expected objectives of the scholarship 
programmes been achieved or likely to be achieved in terms of reduced 

• To what extent have the expected objectives of the scholarship 
programmes been achieved or likely to be achieved in terms of 
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Evaluation questions in the matrix TOR questions 
drop-out, improved promotion and completion rates, improved attendance 
and to some extent learning outcomes? 

reduced drop-out, improved promotion and completion rates, 
improved attendance and to some extent learning outcomes? 

• How effectively have the scholarship programmes identified children who 
are not-in-school for socio-economic reasons and brought them back, and 
maintained them into the school system? Has the scholarship promoted 
equal access by girls and boys to primary and secondary education? How 
have the conditionalities attached to scholarship receipt affected this in 
practice at primary and secondary school? 

• How effectively have the scholarship programmes identified 
children who are not-in-school for socio-economic reasons and 
brought them back, and maintained them into the school system?  
Has the scholarship promoted equal access by girls and boys to 
primary and secondary education? 

• How well have the design and implementation of the programmes’ 
geographic allocation and student targeting mechanisms, such as ID-Poor 
or other targeting mechanisms being used to target potential scholarship 
recipients? Are these targeting mechanisms effective in reaching the most 
vulnerable children? 

• How well have the programmes targeting mechanisms, such as 
ID-Poor or other targeting mechanisms being used to target 
potential scholarship recipients? Are these targeting mechanisms 
effective in reaching the most vulnerable children? 

• What have been the risks to achieving the scholarship programmes' 
objectives? Have been risks managed appropriately (i.e., in the transfer of 
funds)? 

• What have been the risks to achieving the scholarship 
programmes’ objectives?  Have  been risks  managed 
appropriately (i.e., in the transfer of funds)? 

• How satisfied have the parents and their children been with the 
scholarship programmes? 

• How satisfied have the parents and their children been of the 
scholarship programmes? 

Efficiency • How timely and effectively has the scholarship delivery process been 
managed, including the timeliness and frequency of payments to 
recipients? What are the consequences of late payments for recipients? 

• How  timely  and  effectively  has the scholarship  delivery  
process  been managed? In  answering this  question consider 
the time and resources used at each stage of the scholarship 
delivery process (incl. the current use of the banking system for 
scholarship payments and other payment options)? 

• How effective have the current governance arrangements been, 
including staffing resources and roles and responsibilities of partners in the 
delivery and monitoring of the programmes? 

• How effective  have the  current  governance  arrangements  
been, including  staffing  resources  and  roles and responsibilities 
of partners in the delivery and monitoring of the programmes? 

• How cost-effective have the scholarship programmes provided to be 
(incl. size of the award)? 

• How cost-effective have the scholarship programmes provided to 
be (incl. size of the award)? 

• Are there other feasibly ways to implement the scholarship programmes 
that would be more cost-efficient? 

• Are there other feasibly ways to implement the scholarship 
programmes that would be more cost-efficient? 

Impact • To what degree and how have the scholarship programmes contributed 
to influence households' investment decisions regarding education? What 
do households spend the scholarships on and who spends it? 

• To what  degree and  how have the  scholarship  programmes  
contributed  to influence  households' investment decisions 
regarding education? 
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Evaluation questions in the matrix TOR questions 
• To what extent have the scholarship programmes contributed to student 
transition from primary to secondary education? How can the coordination 
between primary and secondary scholarships be improved to increase this 
impact? 

• To what extent have the scholarship  programmes contributed  to 
student transition from primary to secondary education? 

• Are there any unintended results either positive or negative associated 
with the implementation of scholarship programmes? 

• Are there any unintended results either positive or negative 
associated with the implementation of scholarship programmes? 

Sustainability • To what extent does MoEYS have ownership, capacity and resources 
and maintain the scholarship programmes after external funding ceases? 

• To what extent does MoEYS have ownership, capacity and 
resources and maintain the scholarship programmes after 
external funding ceases? 

• To what extent can the primary scholarship be expanded to include 
grades 1 -3? How should the scholarship programme be scaled-up? What 
would be reasonable as a scholarship size? 

• To what  extent  can the primary scholarship  be expanded to 
include  grades 1  -3? How  should  the scholarship programme 
be scaled-up? What would be reasonable as an scholarship size? 

Cross-cutting • To what extent are age, gender, ethnicity, etc. disaggregated data 
collected and monitored? How can the current programme performance 
indicators and monitoring and evaluation framework (incl. MIS) be 
strengthened? 

• To what extent are age, gender, ethnicity, etc. disaggregated data 
collected and monitored? How can the current programme 
performance indicators and monitoring and evaluation framework 
(incl. MIS) be strengthened? 
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Annex 3. Scholarship Programmes 
3.1 Description of the scholarship programmes 

The scope of this evaluation is the operation between 2015 and 2018 of the upper primary (grades 4-
6) and lower secondary (grades 7-9) scholarships provided in public schools in Cambodia, through 
government funding. Scholarships implemented by development partners and school feeding 
programmes are not included in this evaluation directly.  

The primary and secondary scholarships are of great importance for the MoEYS and the government 
more broadly, although they represent a small proportion of the overall education budget (unsurprising 
in comparison with teacher salaries).22 This importance is clear from interviews with stakeholders in 
the MoEYS and MEF, where participants confirm this. It is also present in the key policy documents. 
The Education Strategic Plan 2014-2018 has ‘revising the sub-decree on scholarships for primary 
schools’ as its first policy action for primary education. Scholarships are also a key part of the National 
Social Protection Framework (2017)23, in which they are one of six programmes so far implemented 
as part of the social assistance pillar. Interviewees suggest that setting long-term arrangements for 
cash transfers including scholarships is an important priority for this mandate24, and the development 
of an equity-focused scholarship framework is part of this. 

The scholarships have been an important part of UNICEF’s Country Programme in Cambodia (2016-
2018), and are specifically important for programme component 2.1 on Inclusive Quality Education. 
Key Performance Indicator 2.1.2 refers to government spending on scholarships. Interviewees 
confirm the importance of scholarships to UNICEF, who are also funding the equity-focused 
scholarship framework through the CDPF. 

The table below summarises key aspects of the existing scholarship programmes as found on the 
key documents (Anukret 34, Prakas 2457 and the scholarship manuals).  

Table 1: Key characteristics of scholarship programmes 

Characteristics Primary Scholarship Secondary scholarship 
Policy context Education Strategic Plan (ESP) 2014-

2018 
National Social Protection Policy 
Framework (2016-25) 

Education Strategic Plan (ESP) 2014-
2018  
National Social Protection Policy 
Framework (2016-25) 

Legislative context Anukret 34 on The Provision of 
Scholarship for Poor Students at 
Primary and General Secondary 
Education (March 2015); Prakas 2457 
(2015) 

Established by the Sub Decree Anukret 
66 (2003), more recently updated by the 
Anukret 34 (July 2015). At this point 
Anukret 66 was deemed null and void in 
any ways it contradicted the more 
recent decree. Prakas 2457 (2015) 

Financing Previously multiple orgs, post 2015 
national budget (PB) 
~Riels 23,162m in FY17/18 

National budget (PB) 

                                                

22 We will explore further the overall allocation of resources to scholarships during the evaluation. 
23 MEF, ‘National Social Protection Policy Framework 2016-2025’ (Phnom Penh, Cambodia: Ministry of Economy and 
Finance, 2017). 
24 ‘Mandate’ is used in Cambodia to refer to the term of an elected government. The recent mandate started in July 2018. 
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Characteristics Primary Scholarship Secondary scholarship 
Implementation Primary Education Department, 

MoEYS 
Secondary Education Department, 
MoEYS 

Stated objective To increase enrolment and learning 
levels, ensure equity in access to 
education.   

“To increase study attendance, reduce 
students’ dropout rate and increase 
completion rate in lower and upper 
secondary education through provision 
of allowances to respond to students’ 
study needs.”25 

Coverage (2017/18)1 G 4-6, nationwide: 86,126 students (52 
per cent female). 4,611 schools 

G7-9, nationwide: 71,669 students (60 
per cent female). 809 schools 

Targeting criteria1 Province level: Selected provinces are 
determined by proportion of hhs that are 
below a certain level/possessing 
IDPoor1/IDPoor2 cards or the presence 
of significant ethnic minority groups. 
District level: Unclear 
School level: Unclear 
Student level: Intent to select girls and 
ethnic minorities where possible. 
Students from poor families prioritised  

School selected centrally on the basis 
of poverty and education indicators 
each receive 30 scholarships, 18 of 
which are for girls. 
Student level: Certain portions are 
secured for girls (60 per cent of the 
total) and ethnic minorities (15 per cent 
of the total). Students from poor families 
prioritised 

Student selection2 Done by school-based management 
committees 
Means of verification: IDpoor card + 
poverty scorecard  

Done by school-based management 
committees 
Means of verification: IDpoor card + 
poverty scorecard  

Delivery Three times a year, in equal tranches 
Funds are transferred from provincial 
treasury to school bank accounts 

Three times a year, in equal tranches 
Funds are transferred from provincial 
treasury to school bank accounts  

Transfer amount per 
beneficiary3 

Riels 240,000 ~ USD 60 per academic 
year 

G7-9: Riels 240,000 ~ USD 60 per 
academic year 

Other costs Admin costs for selection, 
disbursement, student support and 
monitoring.  

Same as primary. 

Conditionalities Attendance (80 per cent or higher), 
pass with the average academic score  

Attendance (80 per cent or higher), 
passing tests.  

Monitoring/governance Not particularly robust, different small 
progs, funded by different agencies 

Prakas + Handbook details how to do 
this:  

Evaluations4 Dept of Policy (2017)26 
Filmer & Shady (2009)27 
Barrera-Osorio et al (2018)28 

Dept of Policy (2017) 29 

                                                

25 As per the GSED Guidelines for the Secondary Scholarship programme. 
26 Sam Or Angkearoat and Kang Sophanna, ‘The Effectiveness and Efficiency of Scholarship Program at Primary School 
and Secondary School’ (Phnom Penh, Cambodia: Department of Policy, MoEYS, 2017). 
27 Deon Filmer and Norbert Schady, ‘Are There Dininishing Returns to Transfer Size in Conditional Cash Transfers?’ 
(Development Research Group, The World Bank, 4 May 2009). 
28 Felipe Barrera-Osorio, Andreas De Barros, and Deon P. Filmer, ‘Long-Term Impacts of Alternative Approaches to 
Increase Schooling : Evidence from a Scholarship Program in Cambodia’ (The World Bank, 23 August 2018), 
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/838871535033752683/Long-term-impacts-of-alternative-approaches-to-
increase-schooling-evidence-from-a-scholarship-program-in-Cambodia. 
29 Angkearoat and Sophanna, ‘The Effectiveness and Efficiency of Scholarship Program at Primary School and Secondary 
School’. 
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Characteristics Primary Scholarship Secondary scholarship 
Notes: 
1. Unclear how uniformly this is applied. Means of verification are unclear 
2. There are plans to extend primary scholarships to G1-3 as a pilot in 7 provinces. Data comes from primary and 

secondary scholarship departments 
3. The amount is not inflation adjusted. The value in Riels is stated in Prakas No. 2457 
4. The World Bank evaluations were done on an earlier cohort starting G6 

Many details around processes such as targeting, student selection, enforcement of conditionalities 
etc are unavailable or unclear in the published documents. In practice, our data makes clear that there 
is a substantial variation in the operation of the scholarships between primary and secondary 
scholarships and in different provinces. Duty bearers at provincial, district and especially school level 
have substantial autonomy in different operational practices, including: 

• The selection of (for primary) districts, schools and (for both) students; 
• The way in which payments are made to schools; 
• The process for monitoring and removing students who do not meet conditions; 
• Monitoring, complaint and feedback processes. 

3.2 Stakeholders of the scholarships 

The following groups are key stakeholders in the scholarship programmes.  

• Children who receive or received scholarships and their parents are ‘primary rights holders’. 
Changes to the scholarships will affect the services they receive. 

• School directors, teachers and other members of scholarship committees are ‘direct duty 
bearers’. They provide scholarship-related services directly to primary rights holders. Changes 
to the scholarship programmes will likely require them to change the services they provide. 

• Children (and their parents) who are within the scholarships’ intended group of recipients but 
do not receive scholarships are also considered primary rights holders. By this we mean 
children from poor households who are at risk of dropping out of primary or lower secondary 
school who have not been selected because of targeting ‘inaccuracy’ (e.g. they had migrated 
at the time of selection or are in schools not allocated scholarships). Changes to the 
scholarships could also affect these children and their parents. 

• At sub-national level, the provincial and district offices of education and related scholarship 
committees are duty bearers responsible for allocation of schools and scholarships, 
overseeing fund transfer, and monitoring. Evaluation findings will be relevant to their 
scholarship related activities. The provincial treasuries are also duty bearers in that they are 
responsible for transferring funds to schools, provincial offices of education or districts. 

• At national level, the MoEYS Primary and General Secondary Education Departments, and 
particularly the scholarship units within them, are primary duty-holders. They are responsible 
for changes to scholarships’ design and implementation. The MEF budget and 
macroeconomic policy departments are also duty bearers in agreeing and then disbursing the 
budget for scholarships and setting the overall social protection policy framework. 

• Outside government, several development partners play roles in the scholarship programmes 
through the provision of financial or technical assistance to the government and therefore also 
bear a duty. These include parties to the Capacity Development Partnership Fund (CDPF), 
and most significantly UNICEF, the European Union (EU), Sida, USAID, the World Bank, the 
GPE, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and JICA. These partners have views on the 
evaluation (many have been consulted already) and will be in a position to contribute to and 
use findings. 
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3.3 Theory of change to be used in the evaluation 

There is no explicit official theory of change or results frameworks for the scholarship programmes, 
but their objectives and processes are set out in several documents (e.g. the ESP, Social Protection 
Framework, Anukret, Prakas, manuals and reviews). We therefore built a theory of change on the 
basis of these documents and interviews conducted, and on the basis of the conceptual frameworks 
set out in our inception report and the international literature on scholarship programmes. 

The 2015 Anukret and Prakas indicate that the objectives of the scholarships are “for poor students 
who have difficulties in life to equitably receive education service at primary and secondary 
education”. The National Social Protection Policy Framework also discuss scholarships in the same 
light i.e. as instruments for providing social assistance to the poor to encourage school attendance30. 
This suggests that the scholarships are primarily intended to improve access to education, although 
the Education Strategic Plan31 and some stakeholders also discuss their role in improving the learning 
levels of these students, particularly in secondary school.  

We propose therefore that the current scholarships are best seen as attempts to improve poor 
students’ regular attendance of schools, which in turn should contribute to better transition 
and improved learning for scholarship recipients. Of course, as the conceptual frameworks above 
make clear, regular attendance will likely only contribute to improved learning if the other proximate 
determinants of learning are adequately in place. Of these, the scholarships could contribute to 
learner preparedness over and above attendance if i) the scholarships are spent on nutrition or 
educational materials, or ii) the process of handing over the scholarships to parents encourages them 
to focus more determinedly on their children’s education. These two potential impacts of scholarships 
could also contribute to better attendance. 

Improving attendance is an important goal in itself, even if this doesn’t lead to improvement in learning. 
There are other benefits to regular school attendance that do not include improved learning, such as 
safety, socialisation and building networks. 

Scholarships are likely to improve students’ attendance and transition where the principal barriers to 
regular attendance were i) inability to afford direct costs of education such as textbooks, transport or 
(de facto required) extra tuition, ii) high opportunity costs of study because of good job opportunities, 
iii) children lacking the support to progress in school, and iv) parents or children not putting a high 
value on education. If the value of the scholarships is sufficient to ease a household budget constraint 
caused by i) and ii), this is likely to cause a child who would otherwise not regularly be in school and 
therefore likely not progress to attend regularly and progress. If the value of the scholarship is too 
small or the household budget constraint too large, the scholarship is unlikely to achieve this. 

Moreover, as UNICEF’s out of school children initiative framework shows, there are many other 
barriers to regular attendance and transition that scholarships are unlikely to affect. Scholarships will 
therefore only be successful in the assumption that other demand-side barriers (such as early 
marriage) are not binding, and that sufficient supply side factors are in place (schools of attractive 
quality are accessible), with a legislative environment to support this.  

In Figure 1 below, the scholarship activities, expected outcomes and impacts are in green boxes, and 
assumptions in grey. We would like to draw attention to two key points: 

• The assumptions required for scholarships to affect learning or certainly labour force 
participation are substantial, and as the section on context above indicates, unlikely to be met, 
especially for students who face significant demand- and supply-side barriers to attendance, 

                                                

30 MEF, ‘National Social Protection Policy Framework 2016-2025’. 
31 MoEYS, ‘Education Strategic Plan 2014-2018’ (Phnom Penh, Cambodia: Department of Policy, MoEYS, March 2014). 
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attend low quality schools, and face labour markets with limited skill-based jobs and some 
discrimination. 

• There are significant feedback loops at work. For instance, children who attend more are likely 
to learn more, and this will encourage them to attend more. These feedback loops make the 
impact of the scholarships quite difficult to predict for any single child but suggest they could 
be quite significant if this sort of loop is established. 

In other words, if appropriately targeted households receive scholarships of an appropriate amount 
at the right time of year to cover direct and opportunity costs of education, then they will spend more 
on education related inputs and provide more attention to their children’s education. If this happens, 
then at-risk students will attend school more regularly, and be better prepared to learn (through e.g. 
better nourishment). If this happens, and there are adequate supply-side inputs to learning (such as 
qualified teachers, appropriate curriculum and materials and school inputs), then these students will 
learn more and progress. If this happens, and they have access to fair labour markets that value skills 
and qualifications, then they are more likely to be employed in a good job. 

The theory of change is general for scholarship programmes but there are some important differences 
between the allocation process for primary and secondary scholarship programmes.  

• Primary scholarships are allocated based on numbers in the ESP, with scholarships allocated 
to provinces, districts and schools on the basis of education and poverty indicators. These are 
adjusted with some flexibility based on need. 

• Secondary scholarships are allocated in a fixed number to provinces based on the decree, 
and each school has 30 scholarships of which 18 must be given to girls. This is more rigid and 
the GSED sends the proposed secondary lists to the Minister for approval each year. 

We used the theory of change primarily in the evaluation study that assesses the scholarships’ 
effectiveness and impact. This took the form of a theory-based approach to the evaluation of 
effectiveness and impact. The theory of change here informs the evaluation matrix and data collection 
requirements – in that data were collected along the specific logical pathways and feedback loops 
that align receipt of scholarships with improved attendance. For instance, the theory of change 
indicates that recipients will spend money on educational and nutritional inputs, which will lead to 
better prepared students who attend school more regularly and learn more. The theory-basis of our 
evaluation of impact means we asked questions along this logical pathway. 

The remaining studies on design and implementation issues were informed by the theory of change 
in the sense that the theory of change spells out what the scholarships are trying to do and what the 
risks are, but were designed much more practically to check specific implementation processes and 
design parameters and not on a theory-basis. For instance, the theory of change informed the study 
on transfer size by directing attention to the opportunity costs for students of different ages, genders 
and locations and the non-fee direct costs of education as a means of calibrating the value of the 
transfer.
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Figure 1: Reconstructed theory of change 
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Annex 4. Description of the Context 

4.1 Economic growth 

Cambodia has experienced robust economic growth and steady progress reducing poverty 
since the end of conflicts and integration into international markets. High GDP growth was sustained 
at an average rate of 7.7 per cent between 1995 and 2017, making it the sixth fastest growing 
economy in the world over that period.32 Over the past five years Cambodia has consistently been 
among the two fastest growing economies in ASEAN.33 High growth rates are forecast to continue 
over the medium term; in 2019 growth is forecast to rise from 6.9 per cent to 7 per cent.34 

Cambodia’s economy was traditionally dependent on agriculture, but this has shifted.  In 2000, 
agriculture employed 74 per cent of Cambodian workers; by 2010 this had reduced to 54 per cent 
and as of 2018 it is estimated at one-quarter35. Correspondingly, agriculture contributes 26 per cent 
of GDP. The Royal Government of Cambodia’s National Strategic Development Plan 2014-18 
emphasised the role of industry and SMEs as a key driver of future growth, and in recent years the 
importance of manufacturing has grown, accounting for 31 per cent of GDP in 2016 and 
representing the highest growth rate for value added in industry in southeast Asia.36 This has been 
due in part to the establishment of export-oriented textile and footwear factories, which have 
experienced 16 per cent growth, but also increasingly to electrical parts, automobile components, 
bicycles, milled rice, and rubber. 37 

Cambodia is also taking advantage of its fast developing tourism sector. Arrivals hit 3 million 
during the first half of 201838, representing a 13.6 percent increase on the previous year. The 
government’s efforts to attract Chinese tourist are paying off, as Chinese tourism in 2018 increased 
80 per cent on the previous year. Tourism now contributes 28 per cent of GDP and 26 per cent of 
employment39. Overall, services are the biggest sector in the economy and account for 38 percent of 
total GDP40.  

Significantly, oil deposits found beneath Cambodia’s territorial waters and the prospective exploration 
of mineral resources (bauxite, gold, iron and gems) have the potential to reshape Cambodia’s 
economy.41 

Foreign direct investment continues to increase, particularly in manufacturing (especially the 
textile, apparel and footwear industries), agroprocessing, and construction. Over the last decade, 
Cambodia ranked among the countries that attracted the most FDI in relation to is size worldwide, 

                                                

32 World Bank, ‘Cambodia Economic Update November 2018: Recent Economic Developments and Outlook.’ 
(Washington D.C: The World Bank, 2018). 
33 ADB, ‘Cambodia: Economy’, Text, Asian Development Bank, 19 March 2018, 
https://www.adb.org/countries/cambodia/economy. 
34 Ibid.; World Bank, ‘Cambodia Overview’, accessed 5 April 2019, 
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/cambodia/overview. 
35 ILOSTAT, ‘Employment in Agriculture ( per cent of Total Employment) (Modeled ILO Estimate) | Data’, 2018, 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/sl.agr.empl.zs. 
36 ADB, ‘Cambodia’. 
37 Ibid. 
38 Page 13, World Bank, ‘Cambodia Economic Update November 2018: Recent Economic Developments and Outlook.’ 
39 World Bank, ‘East Asia and Pacific Economic Update’ (Washington D.C: The World Bank, October 2017). 
40 Trading Economics, ‘Cambodia GDP Annual Growth Rate | 2019 | Data | Chart | Calendar | Forecast’, accessed 5 April 
2019, https://tradingeconomics.com/cambodia/gdp-growth-annual. 
41 Ibid. 
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averaging an FDI inflow of 7.8 per cent of GDP between 2000 and 2016.42 Currently, around 90 per 
cent of (non-financial sector) inflows originate from China. 43 Cambodia appears set to lose the duty- 
and quota-free export access to the EU market it enjoys under the Everything But Arms scheme, 
which the EU is in the process of revoking; the EU accounts for over a third of Cambodia’s key exports 
and losing EBA preferences is likely to slow export growth and impact negatively on the labour market.  

Doing business in Cambodia remains difficult. Cambodia ranks 183rd out of 190 economies 
globally on ease of starting a business and last out of 25 economies in the East Asia and Pacific 
region. Consequently there is a high degree of informality among Cambodia’s SMEs, who often 
choose not to register their business and do not pay taxes. 

4.2 Employment  

The majority of Cambodia’s working age population is in the informal economy or engaged in 
vulnerable forms of employment. Self-employment and unpaid family work represented 59 per cent 
of employment as of 201344. Moreover, Cambodians work long hours: the average worker in 
Cambodia works 47 hours per week, and the majority (53 per cent) of the population work more than 
48 hours.45 

Cambodia has high labour force participation and low unemployment, but substantial youth 
unemployment and economic emigration. While its unemployment rate of just 0.2 per cent far 
outperforms Cambodia’s ASEAN neighbours, this likely reflects economic necessity rather than high 
demand for labour. 46 Cambodia has a domestic labour force of 8.3 million (of a population of around 
16 million), but there more than a million Cambodians working abroad (of which about three-quarters 
in Thailand). 47 

Cambodia suffers from a skills gap. Due in no small part to the low proportion of young people 
completing secondary education (30 per cent), the skills held by entrants into the labour market do 
match the requirements of Cambodian employers. A 2013 ILO survey found that more than half of 
Cambodian employers reported that employees did not perform at the required level48. This most 
commonly affected companies working in international markets and in the rubber sector, in garments 
and in accommodation. Another survey found that more than 4 out of every 10 young workers lacked 
sufficient education to perform well at their jobs. According to the ILO, establishments needed office 
workers with a better knowledge of foreign languages, better capacity to communicate with, and deal 
with, clients, and better knowledge of information technology (IT). For skilled workers, craft workers, 
and machine operators, the main need was for more manual dexterity and better preparation on job-
related tasks49. 

                                                

42 Page 18, World Bank, ‘Cambodia Economic Update November 2018: Recent Economic Developments and Outlook.’ 
43 Page 3, Ibid. 
44 ADB, ‘Cambodia Addressing The Skills Gap: Employment Diagnostic Study’, Report (Asian Development Bank; 
International Labour Organisation, 16 November 2015), http://www.ilo.org/asia/publications/WCMS_425375/lang--
en/index.htm. 
45 Max Roser, ‘Working Hours’, Our World in Data, 4 March 2013, https://ourworldindata.org/working-hours. 
46 ADB, ‘Cambodia Addressing The Skills Gap’. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Michele Bruni, Likana Luch, and Somean Kuoch, ‘Skills Shortages and Skills Gaps in the Cambodian Labour Market: 
Evidence from Employer Skills Needs Survey’, Working paper (ILO, 1 December 2013), 
http://www.ilo.org/asia/publications/WCMS_231862/lang--en/index.htm. 
49 Ibid. 
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4.3 Poverty  

Cambodia has experienced broad-based poverty reductions over recent years, but the rate of 
reduction is slowing. Cambodia’s economic development has contributed substantially to bringing 
millions of poor Cambodians out of extreme poverty. The latest substantive poverty analyses reveal 
enormous strides forward in a very short timeframe. The ADB reports a reduction from 31 per cent of 
the population living on less than $1.25 a day (the international poverty line) in 2007 to 10 per cent of 
Cambodia’s 14.68 million people in 2011. The World Bank reports an even greater reduction, from 48 
per cent in 2007 to 13.5 per cent in 2014. As of 2011, the wealth of the poorest household had grown 
to that of the average household in 2004.50 

Millions of Cambodians remain close to the poverty line. Despite broad-based poverty reductions 
and World Bank’s reclassification of Cambodia as a lower middle income country, the per capita depth 
of poverty reduction is not as substantial. While Cambodia has achieved the Millennium Development 
Goal (MDG) of halving poverty in 2009, the vast majority of families who escaped poverty did so by a 
small margin. The poverty rate is extremely sensitive to where the poverty line is drawn, and around 
4.5 million people remain near-poor, vulnerable to falling back into poverty when exposed to economic 
and other external shocks51.  As of 2011 41 per cent of the population still lived on less than $2 per 
day, and 72 per cent lived on less than $3 per day.52 While GNI per capita per capita has increased 
drastically, from $933 in 1990 and $1,347 in 2000 to $3,413 in 2017, this remains far behind 
neighbours Myanmar ($5,567) and Lao PDR ($6,070)53. 

Proportional inequality has reduced but acute disparities exist.  Between 2007 and 2011 the 
Gini coefficient of inequality fell by a quarter54. The Palma measure also shows that gap in relative 
consumption between the richest 10 per cent and poorest 40 per cent fell from a factor of 1.7 to 1.5.  
However, the gap in absolute terms has increased and the variations in poverty levels reveal severe 
inequities along lines including gender, disability and location.  

Cambodia’s population is highly rural (84 per cent) and there are substantial variations in 
poverty in Cambodia along urban-rural and regional lines. Much of Cambodia’s recent poverty 
reduction occurred among its majority rural population. Nevertheless, rural areas remain, in the main, 
much poorer than urban areas. The Multidimensional Poverty Index reveals that at a national level 12 
per cent of Cambodia’s population experiences severe poverty. However, among the 16.1 per cent 
of the national population living in urban areas, just 1.2 per cent are in severe poverty. This contrasts 
against 14.1 per cent severe poverty in Cambodia’s majority rural population.  

Multi-dimensional poverty rates in the north and north-east of the country are in many 
instances more than double those in southern provinces. Figure 2 (reproduced from OPHI) 
shows the variation in multidimensional poverty by region. The three poorest regions as defined by 
OPHI (Preah Vihear and Steung Treng, Mondol Kiri and Ratanakiri, and Kratie) have MPI rates of 
more than ten times that of Phnom Penh.55 Severe poverty varies from just 0.5 per cent of the 

                                                

50 Carlos Sobrado et al., ‘Where Have All the Poor Gone? : Cambodia Poverty Assessment 2013’ (The World Bank, 26 
May 2014), http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/824341468017405577/Where-have-all-the-poor-gone-Cambodia-
poverty-assessment-2013. 
51 Ibid. 
52 ADB, ‘Cambodia Country Poverty Analysis 2014’ (Manila, Philippines: Asian Development Bank, 2014), 
https://www.adb.org/documents/cambodia-country-poverty-analysis-2014. 
53 Page 2, UNDP, ‘Human Development Indices and Indicators: 2018 Statistical Update | Human Development Reports’ 
(New York: United Nations Development Programme, 2018), http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-indices-
indicators-2018-statistical-update. 
54 Sobrado et al., ‘Where Have All the Poor Gone?’ 
55 The evaluation team note that these groupings are not necessarily typical in Cambodia. This merely reproduces the 
data that OPHI provide. 
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population in Phnom Penh and 4.8 per cent in Svay Rieng to 30.1 per cent in Kratie and Mondol Kiri 
and Ratanakiri regions.  

Figure 2: Mapping Multidimensional Poverty Index value by Subnational Region 

 

 Source: OPHI MPI56 

Women experience similar levels of income poverty to men, but experience greater poverty 
and vulnerability in other measures. 22.5 per cent of female-headed houses were poor in 2011, 
compared with 20.1 per cent of male-headed households.57 Women’s participation in labour markets 
is lower than men’s, but the rate is high compared to other countries at similar stages of development, 
and the gap is closing (81 per cent female employment against 89 per cent male)58. However, the 
ADB notes that closing gaps in income inequality does not necessarily translate to improved 
outcomes. Employment for women in Cambodia is more frequently vulnerable employment (70 per 
cent) than for men (59 per cent). Moreover, high rates of malnutrition and anaemia persist, as does a 
high incidence of domestic violence.  

Cambodia is much poorer in terms of multidimensional poverty than purely economic poverty. 
The Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative (OPHI)’s Global Multidimensional Poverty 
Index (MPI) measures poverty using a combination of indicators of poverty, well-being and inequality. 
The MPI classifies as poor any individual who is deprived in one-third of indicators, and classifies 
severe poverty as being deprived in half or more. By this measure, 46 per cent of Cambodians were 
poor in 2010. This is an improvement of the 59 per cent of MPI poor in 2005, although it does not 

                                                

56 https://ophi.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/CB_KHM-3.pdf 
57 Page 7, ADB, ‘Cambodia Country Poverty Analysis 2014’. 
58 Page 28, Sobrado et al., ‘Where Have All the Poor Gone?’ 
 



Country-led Evaluation of MoEYS Scholarship Programmes 

  41 

match the pace of progress in reducing income inequality.59 The ADB points to Cambodia’s slower 
performance in improving access to basic services, such as drinking water, sanitation and electricity.60 

In human development, Cambodia has made significant progress but still performs poorly 
compared to its neighbours. The UNDP’s Human Development Index (HDI) is a summary measure 
for assessing long-term progress in three basic dimensions of human development: a long and 
healthy life, access to knowledge and a decent standard of living. Between, 1990 and 2017, 
Cambodia’s HDI improved by almost 60 per cent. Over this period, life expectancy increased by 15.7 
years and mean years of schooling by 2.1 years. However, overall Cambodia scores worse than Lao 
PDR and Myanmar in a comparison of human development indicators, scoring worst in quality of 
health and quality of education, and joint worst in standard of living.  

Table 2: Summary of Cambodia’s performance on the Quality of human development 
indicators 

 

Source: UNDP, Human Development Indices and Indicators: 2018 Statistical Update 

Malnutrition in particular remains a key human development challenge for Cambodia.  
Regionally, only Lao PDR has a higher proportion of children who are stunted or too short for their 
age – the rate in Cambodia was 40 per cent, compared to an East Asia-Pacific average of 19 per 
cent. The picture is still more severe among the poorest segment of the Cambodian population. In 
2010, 57 per cent of the poorest fifth of children in Cambodia were stunted. It is concerning that 
despite the significant economic development during the period, there is strong evidence that under-
5 child malnutrition did improve between 2005 and 2010, and may even have worsened.61 

Human development has risen on the public policy agenda. While previous development 
strategies focused heavily on infrastructure, the Rectangular Strategy Phase III (RS III) and National 
Strategic Development Plan (NSDP), both 2014-18, both placed much greater emphasis on human 
development. The RS III identified human capital as a central element of Cambodia’s future 
competitive advantage and the 2011 National Social Protection Strategy for the Poor and Vulnerable, 
and the 2014 National Food Security and Nutrition Strategy both adopted multi-sector approaches in 
targeting poverty reduction. 62 

4.4 Education 

Cambodia’s public education system comprises (i) three years of pre-school education; (ii) six years 
of primary (grades 1-6); (iii) three years of lower secondary (grades7-9); (iv) three years of upper 
secondary (grades 10-12); (v) non-formal education programs focused on adult literacy and school 
equivalency; (vi) a small range of TVET and skills programmes through technical training centres; (vii) 

                                                

59 OPHI, ‘Cambodia Country Briefing’ (Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative, 2013), 
https://www.ophi.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Cambodia-2013.pdf. 
60 ADB, ‘Cambodia Country Poverty Analysis 2014’. 
61 Page 17, Ibid. 
62 Page 17, Ibid. 
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a limited number of public higher education institutes, predominantly in Phnom Penh; and (vii) a 
network of regional and provincial teacher training colleges. A very small private sector for primary 
and secondary education exists, but there has been significant recent growth in private sector 
universities. 

The education sector is managed by the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sport (MOEYS) consisting 
of 6 directorates general, 34 line departments, 25 provincial education departments, 197 district 
education offices and around 11,860 pre-schools, primary and secondary schools, complemented by 
24 teacher training colleges (TTCs). In addition to the general education system, higher education 
provision is delivered through more than 105 public and private institutions.63 

The RGC is increasing its investment into education. While overall investment lags behind the 
more developed ASEAN nations, it is increasing. In Cambodia’s 2018, the MoEYS received a 25 per 
cent increase in funding, reaching USD 852 million64, including a four-fold increase in capital 
investment budget, increasing from CR 90 trillion in 2017 to CR 420 trillion in 201865. This brings total 
government spend on education to around14 per cent of the total bu dget, which marks a significant 
improvement on the less than 10 percent of budget (USD 335 million) invested in education in 2010.  

Education has received significant policy attention from the Royal Government of Cambodia. 
The Education Strategic Plan (ESP) 2014-2018 seeks to ensure inclusive and equitable quality 
education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all. The Ministry of Education, Youth and 
Sports (MoEYS) has pursued a multi-faceted strategy to achieve this, including through the provision 
of scholarship packages for vulnerable children in primary and secondary education. The ESP gave 
increased focus on the expansion of Early Childhood Education, expanding access to quality 
secondary and post-secondary education and Non-Formal Education, Technical and Vocational 
Education. Specific measures were also made to assure the education for marginalized children and 
youth.    

Scholarships form an important part of RGC policy. In 2015, a Prime Ministerial decree (Anukret 
34) established primary and secondary scholarships to increase enrolment, attendance and learning 
for students from poor economic backgrounds.  The ESP presents primary scholarship programmes 
as a tool to expand equitable access to primary education in remote areas, and to most disadvantaged 
groups. With respect to improving access and quality of secondary education, it notes increasing the 
number of scholarships for students from poor families, especially girls as a policy response. 
Scholarships are also noted as a policy response to cross-cutting issues such as gender inequality. 

Scholarship programmes are also a feature of the government’s social protection policy, as 
underlined in the National Social Protection Policy Framework (2016-25) MEF, ‘National Social 
Protection Policy Framework 2016-2025’ (Phnom Penh, Cambodia: Ministry of Economy and 
Finance, 2017). More specifically, they fall under the pillar of Social Assistance (within human capital 
development). The policy document notes the implementation of primary scholarships as a significant 
achievement to ‘encourage school attendance, especially for children from poor households’. The 
policy states future plans to conduct a feasibility study on expansion of coverage of scholarship 
programmes in primary schools, including school feeding programmes 

While the Ministry of Economics and Finance oversees the budgeting for the scholarship programs, 
the Primary Education Department (PED) and the Secondary Education Department (SED) of the 
MoEYS, GOC, are the appointed primary duty-holders of the scholarship policy and oversee the 
disbursement of the education scholarship funds. Local level disbursement is done by the Provincial 
and District offices of education, which also provide technical support to local schools. Local 

                                                

63 Global Initiative On Out Of School Children:  Cambodia Country Study, p.5 
64 Khmer Times, ‘New Budget to Boost Education, Health and Agriculture Sectors’, Khmer Times (blog), 29 October 2017, 
https://www.khmertimeskh.com/88249/new-budget-boost-education-health-agriculture-sectors/. 
65 World Bank Cambodia Economic Update 2018, p.28 
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scholarship committees are also set up to ensure fair selection of scholarship recipients as well as 
final disbursement to caregivers/scholarship holders. Prakas 2475 (2015) provides instructions for 
officials at the MoEYS and MEF level while the implementation manuals for secondary and primary 
scholarship programs provide most detailed guidance for different stages of the program.   

4.4.1 Education outcomes (learning) 

Measures of learning indicate only modest improvements over time at average levels typically 
below those expected by the national standards.66 Students in urban areas, and those who are of 
the appropriate age for their grade, and those who attend school regularly, perform better in 
standardised tests. Often these students are also wealthier. 

There is relatively limited information in Cambodia on what children are learning. In the end, a 
central purpose of all education and related initiatives including scholarships is to improve learning. 
However, Cambodia is yet to participate in the major international or regional assessments, although 
there are active plans to join the South East Asian Primary Learning Metrics initiative and the 
Programme for International Student Assessment for Development (PISA-D). Currently, available 
information we and the stakeholders we interviewed are aware of comes from: 

• Grade 12 exam pass rates, which have been steadily improving since 2014 when they were 
recalibrated (and made harder) and in 2018 stood at around 67 per cent (up from closer to 40 per 
cent in 2014). This provides limited evidence of actual skills, especially given the exams tend to 
test recall. 

• An assessment of learning in mathematics, Khmer, and science in Grade 8, conducted by the 
MoEYS. The Education Quality Assessment Department (EQAD) found that between the two 
rounds (2014 and 2017), while there were no statically significant improvements in the overall 
percent correct or the scaled scores, there was a positive shift in the proficiency levels. The 
observed fall in number of students in the “Below Basic” level was accompanied by a rise in the 
number of students in the different upper proficiency levels, signalling improvement.   

• A learning assessment in grade 6 in mathematics and Khmer conducted in 2016, but also in 2013 
and 2007. This indicates a mild improvement in scaled scores, with worse results from children in 
rural areas. We have not been able to ascertain the quality of this assessment but present 
headline results below as an indication. 

• Evaluations of particular programmes, including the scholarship programme, by organisations 
such as the World Bank. These do not establish time trends but we remark on them throughout 
the document. 

Measured learning in Cambodia has been improving marginally over time, according to the 
2016 Grade six national learning assessment findings67. However, rural students perform much 
less well on these tests than student in urban areas. Students who miss more than five days of school 
in a year or who are under- or over-age are less likely to perform well. Headline figures are below. 
Findings from the MoEYS’ national Grade 8 assessment in 2017 (MoEYS EQAD 2018) indicate 
similar conclusions: scores are similar to 2014, and do not meet national standards in Khmer, 
mathematics and physics. In Khmer and mathematics, girls performed better than boys and urban 
students performed better than rural students. In all three subjects, students in the mountain zone 

                                                

66 MoEYS, ‘Mid-Term Review Report in 2016 of the Education Strategic Plan 2014-2018 and Projection to 2020’ (Phnom 
Penh, Cambodia: Department of Policy, MoEYS, November 2016). 
67 MoEYS, ‘Grade Six National Assessment Findings’ (Education Quality Assurance Department; Ministry of Education 
Youth & Sports Cambodia), 6, accessed 5 April 2019, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B1ekqZE5ZIUJNzFGSTlRcm9qY1E/view?usp=embed_facebook. 
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performed slightly less well. Teacher absenteeism, student age and socio-economic status influenced 
achievement, as in Grade 6. 

Figure 3: Headline results from the MoEYS Grade 6 learning assessment 
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Source: MoEYS. ‘Grade Six National Assessment Findings’. Education Quality Assurance Department; Ministry of 
Education Youth & Sports Cambodia.  

4.4.2 School attainment 

Following the abolition of school fees in Cambodia, the proportion of children out of school is low 
relative to the region, with 5 per cent of children of primary age and 14 per cent of children of 
secondary age out of school (compared to 6 per cent and 15 per cent in South East Asia as a whole).68 
However, the likelihood of not completing school increases substantially for students from poorer and 
rural households, for children with disabilities and for children from ethnic minorities. Girls are more 
likely to be out of school in rural areas, and boys in urban areas.69 

Stagnant or falling primary completion rates, particularly for boys, are a major concern. Only 76 per 
cent of boys completed primary school in 2017/18.70 Overage enrolment is prevalent, and overage 
students often drop out. Completion rates at lower secondary are worse than at primary. Exclusion is 
caused by a mix of factors, including high opportunity costs, requirements for extra tuition, and quality 
issues. 71 

In order to learn from school, students must enrol and attend regularly.72 The proportion of children 
out of school in Cambodia appears similar to or slightly better than other South East Asian countries, 
as the left hand side of Figure 4 below shows. 5 per cent of Cambodia’s primary age students appear 
out of school, rising to 14 per cent at lower secondary level. This compares well with the regional 
average of 6 per cent and 15 per cent respectively.  

Figure 4: Proportion of children out of school, South East Asia 

 

                                                

68 World Bank, ‘World Development Report 2018: Learning to Realize Education’s Promise’, Text/HTML (Washington D.C: 
World Bank, 2018), http://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/wdr2018; Francisco Bevanides, ‘Out-of-School Children 
Initiative. Global and Regional Perspectives’ (Nay Pyi Taw, Myanmar, 29 March 2018). 
69 MoEYS and UNICEF, ‘Global Initiative on Out of School Children Cambodia Country Study’ (Phnom Penh, Cambodia: 
Department of Policy, MoEYS, 2017). 
70 RGC, ‘Joint Sector Review’ (RGC, 2018). 
71 MoEYS and UNICEF, ‘Global Initiative on Out of School Children Cambodia Country Study’. 
72 The Grade six learning assessment found worse results for students that miss more than five days of school in a year. 
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Source: Presentation by Francisco Benavides, UNICEF, source data from UNESCO Institute of Statistics.  

Figure 5: Impact of eliminating school fees 

 

Source for chart on eliminating school fees is the World Development Report 2018. 

This comparatively good global and regional performance appears in large part due to the abolition 
of school fees, as the right hand side of Figure 4 shows. Taken from the World Development Report 
2018, this shows the effect of abolishing school fees on gross enrolment rates in eight selected 
countries. Cambodia, represented by the solid dark blue line, saw gross enrolment grow by around 
20 percentage points at the time of fee abolition in the early 2000s.  
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However, there is clearly room for improvement in terms of enrolment, particularly amongst the 
poorest 20 per cent of households and rural households, where out of school children are 
overwhelmingly concentrated, as indicated by the figure below. Like other countries in the region, 
Cambodia particularly struggles to ensure that children from the poorest households and from rural 
areas are in school: around 13 per cent of students from the poorest 20 per cent of households are 
out of school, compared with around 2 per cent of the richest 20 per cent. 

The out of school children study in Cambodia (UNICEF 2017) looked at these issues in more detail, 
although using to data from 2011/12. These data show that pre-primary participation is minimal 
(Figure 6). This may have been because community or home-based programmes were not included 
in the Cambodia Socio-Economic Survey (CSES), but it is likely that many pre-primary children were 
indeed out of school due to the low coverage of state pre-schools and limited demand. Poor girls in 
rural areas have the least access to pre-primary education. At primary age (6-11), the proportion out 
of school was much lower at 13 per cent (in 2012), which improved to 5 per cent in the presentation 
cited above. 

Figure 6: Primary OOSC per cent by sex, residence and wealth quintile 

 

Source: Presentation by Francisco Benavides, UNICEF, source data from UNESCO Institute of Statistics. 

 

Figure 7, which maps participation in different school levels by age, makes clear the challenges of 
overage school participation. Primary schools in Cambodia should cater to children between 6 and 
11, but the chart shows large proportions of children aged 12 to 14 in primary school. Above the age 
14, as the study points out, the proportion of children who are overage reduces but this is principally 
because they drop out. 

Figure 8 presents the five dimensions of exclusion by age. This helps us illustrate further the 
challenges of exclusion. Of those out of school at primary age, a small proportion (4 per cent) were 
drop outs, some (16 per cent) are considered unlikely ever to attend, but the majority (80 per cent) 
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are expected to go to school later, so contributing to the overage and subsequent dropout problem. 
girls from the poorest 20 per cent of households in rural areas (21 per cent) and children from ethnic 
minorities (37 per cent) were very likely to be out of school. More than half of all children at lower 
secondary age (12-14) were in primary school. 10 per cent had dropped out. Poverty is a major factor 
in both cases, and poor boys from urban areas were most likely to be out of school (29 per cent), 
presumably reflecting opportunity wage costs. 

Figure 7: Participation in school by age and education level 

 

Source: Global Initiative on Out-of-School Children: Cambodia Country Study (CSES 2012 data) MoEYS and UNICEF, 
‘Global Initiative on Out of School Children Cambodia Country Study’ (Phnom Penh, Cambodia: Department of Policy, 
MoEYS, 2017). page 113. 

Figure 8: Five dimensions of school by age 

 

Source: Global Initiative on Out-of-School Children: Cambodia Country Study (CSES 2012 data) Ibid. 
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More recent data suggest that over-age and late enrolment and low completion rates are still 
major problems in Cambodia, with both contributing substantially to drop-out. Indeed, as  

Figure 9 below shows, primary completion rates appear to have been falling since a peak in 2014, 
raising significant concerns. Outcomes for boys appear worse than for girls (see  

Figure 9), which some studies indicate is due to higher opportunity costs of education, particularly at 
secondary level, and limited job market returns to schooling.  

Figure 9: Primary gross completion rates 

 

Source: Joint Sector Review 2018. 

Of course, learner preparedness is not just about attending school regularly. Students must be 
adequately nourished and healthy and have been through school. The table in Annex A shows that 
although many of the outcome indicators for early childhood education are being met (68.5 per cent 
of 5-year olds attend school for example), the proportion of children with an acceptable nutritional 
status is extremely low (30 per cent in 2017/18). Children that have a low nutritional status not only 
end up missing school but the consequences of improper nutrition in early stages is also linked to 
learning abilities throughout the lifetime of the child.  

UNICEF (2017) is clear that there were substantial demand-side barriers to education. Children 
from the poorest quintiles were substantially less likely to be in school than children from the richest, 
at all school levels. It identified extra tuition fees as one reason for exclusion. Older children were 
likely to engage in economic activity (with the largest employment sectors of agriculture, forestry and 
fishing). 20 per cent of 12 to 14 year olds and 47 per cent of 15-17 year olds were economically active. 
While many children work while attending school, in general, work is found to increase the risk of 
dropout. This is partly related to migration, which tends to increase the risk of dropping out either 
because students are away from school for the year or for the start, meaning they miss classes and 
are more likely to drop out. 
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There are other specific groups that face barriers to school, including children with 
disabilities,73 and children from ethnic minorities. Indigenous minorities in particular were very 
likely to be out of school, with 73 per cent out of school at primary level. UNICEF (2017) 74 suggests 
this was because they live in remote and rural highland areas with limited school coverage, and 
because Khmer as a language of instruction can be alienating. Attempts to address this through 
multilingual education and teachers who speak other languages had by 2016 reportedly had only 
limited scope.  

In this light, UNICEF (2017) discussed the likely impact of the then new scholarship programmes: 
“given the extent of the demand-side barriers to education linked to poverty and the opportunity costs, 
particularly at lower secondary level, the amount and coverage are still limited. This means that 
scholarships are not yet likely to have a significant impact on national enrolment, drop out or 
completion rates of lower secondary education.” We will return to this in our theory of change. 

Supply side factors are equally important in determining attendance as well as learning at school.  

4.4.3 Schools 

The MoEYS is targeting improved, localized school management. The ESP identified that 
decentralization and de-concentration reform is necessary to ensure efficiency and to respond to the 
priorities of public service delivery, especially in the education sector. Towards this end, the MoEYS 
has provided capacity development to provincial administrative staff and trained school management 
boards and school in results-based school management. However, high turnover in school principals 
remains an obstacle to continuity.  

There are specific challenges with education supply through certain types of schools. In 
addition to the Islamic and Buddhist schools outside the MoEYS’ direct control, there are 34 ‘floating 
schools’ administered by the MoEYS in the Tonle Sap river complex. These schools are hard to 
monitor and staff and contain many pupils of 
Vietnamese descent sometimes without clear legal 
papers. These schools encapsulate many demand and 
supply side challenges in Cambodia’s education 
system.75  

School infrastructure poses a challenge to 
attainment. Girls are also unable to continue schooling 
due to the lack of WASH infrastructure in both primary 
and secondary schools. Despite increased 
investments, WASH indicators have not notably 
improved in Cambodian schools in the past few years, 
as can be seen from the table to the right. 

4.4.4 Teachers 

100 per cent of both primary and secondary teachers 
have received at least the minimum organised teacher training (ADB). 

                                                

73 The 2018 Formative Evaluation of the Out of School Children Initiative globally found that Cambodia had under-reported 
children with disabilities amongst the out of school children. 
74 MoEYS and UNICEF, ‘Global Initiative on Out of School Children Cambodia Country Study’. 
75 This paragraph draws on draft material shared by UNICEF’s Education Section on Inclusion and quality in Islamic 
schools, Buddhist monastic schools and floating schools in Cambodia.  
 

Year  Per cent Schools without 

 Water supply Latrine 

2007/08 39.4 per cent 28.3 per cent 

2009/10 37.8 per cent 25.8 per cent 

2011/12 47.0 per cent 31.5 per cent 

2013/14 49.1 per cent 33.5 per cent 

2015/16 41.9 per cent 
(primary) 

14.1 per cent 
(primary) 

Table 3: School WASH 
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Cambodia has one of the highest primary student-teacher ratios among the ASEAN countries76 
Despite having expanded its teaching workforce hugely in the past decade and steady improvements 
since its low point in 2002 (56:1), Cambodia’s pupil-teacher ratio at 44:1 remains worse than the 
average for least developed countries and 50 per cent worse than the second worst of its neighbours 
(Myanmar, 28:1)77.  Moreover, despite the increments in the numbers of teachers, there remain large 
inequities in placement of teachers, especially with challenges around allocating teachers to schools 
in rural areas. Remote schools are also found to be staffed by teachers that have lesser experience 
and capability than those in urban areas further increasing the existing inequities between the two 
areas. 

According to the current standards set by the MoEYS, around 44 percent of the total primary 
school teachers in the country are under-qualified78, in part due to the rapid expansion of the 
education system following its reconstruction. One possible reason for having under qualified 
teachers could be the low remuneration offered to public school teachers, which fails to attract the 
top graduates to these positions. Cambodian public-school teachers have significant income gaps 
when compared to similar professions in the country as well as teachers from other countries in the 
region79. Since teachers often take up second jobs or private tuition classes, they are found to not be 
prepared for their lessons in schools. As can be seen from the table below, this issue becomes more 
severe when we look at rural and remote areas.  

Table 3: Teacher preparation: Lesson plan and attendance 

 

Source: World Bank 2014 

Another issue with teaching inputs is teacher attendance, which is again found to be lower in 
rural areas. In Cambodia, even when teachers are present in school, they only teach for roughly 75 
per cent of the time they are supposed to be teaching, as can be seen from the figure below.  

                                                

76 Khieng Sothy, Srinivasa Madhur, and Chhem Rethy, Cambodia Education 2015: Employment and Empowerment 
(CDRI, 2015). 
77 https://ourworldindata.org/teachers-and-professors, using  https://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/ed-stats 
78 Global Initiative on Out-of-School Children: Cambodia Country Case Study using HRMIS 2012 and 2013 data 
79 Prateek Tandon Tsuyoshi Fukao, Educating the Next Generation: Improving Teacher Quality in Cambodia, Directions in 
Development - Human Development (The World Bank, 2015), https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-0417-5. 
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Figure 10: Percentage of time officially allocated to schooling that a teacher is scheduled to 
teach, is present in the classroom and actually teaching  

 

Source: World Development Report 2018. Data include both public and private schools except for Brazil, 
Cambodia, Ghana, Lao PDR, Senegal, Tanzania and Tunisia which only include public schools 

Remote and rural schools in Cambodia also suffer from inferior infrastructure as compared to 
their urban counterparts. “Incomplete schools”, or schools that do not offer all grades are common 
in remote areas. These are a big hurdle to completion of primary education in these areas where 
children drop out after finishing the highest grade offered rather than having to travel farther away to 
access schools which offer all grades. This problem is also more acute for girls and children from 
economically more restrictive backgrounds as they are unable to travel far for education. This 
phenomenon gets even worse as children progress to secondary schools which are fewer and far in 
between as compared to primary school and is a big cause for drop outs between primary and 
secondary schooling. 
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Annex 5. Fund Flow Study 

5.1 Summary 

Our results strongly suggest that transfers are almost never timely. Delays may result from selection 
procedures, administrative procedures, fund flows in provincial treasuries and disbursements to 
recipients. Often there is a combination of these factors. This has meant that transfers are often 
delayed into the second quarter of the calendar year instead of arriving near the end of the fourth 
quarter of the previous calendar year.  

In part the delays are systemic issues, and it is difficult to demonstrate this from the objective data of 
request and supply dates. Turnaround times at provincial treasury level are usually fine, with 70 per 
cent or more of scholarship requests disbursed within seven calendar days. In the recent past initial 
requests from POEs have been received anywhere in the four months from the beginning of February. 
Provincial offices and schools would struggle to complete selection before the beginning of December 
and at this point provincial MEF offices are trying to wrap up fiscal year spending.  While the delays 
in submission may reflect poor administration at POE finance sections it may also reflect informal 
advice from provincial treasury officials that requests be made only when funds are available. Once 
funds are disbursed from provincial treasury there is little delay in getting them in full to the households 
receiving them. 

The current practice is to make three equal payments of USD 20 to each household. This is to provide 
incentives for recipients to stay enrolled for the whole year, and to provide opportunities for school 
staff to reinforce continuation messages through the year. However, this is only useful if the first 
tranche arrives at the start of the school year. Administering and delivering each tranche has a cost 
at each level (POE, DOE and school) in terms of time and funds. Equal tranche payments also limit 
the usefulness of the scholarships as funds demands on households are greater at the beginning of 
the year. 

5.2 Purpose and questions 

• How timely and effectively has the scholarship delivery process been managed, including the 
timeliness and frequency of payments to recipients? What are the consequences of late payments 
for recipients? 

5.3 Methodology 

It will draw on document and financial analysis, Telegram/phone interviews with all provincial 
treasuries and education offices to generate structured data on processes in different provinces, and 
then in-depth interviews with a range of provincial treasuries using different distribution methods. This 
will involve interviews with the MoEF and MoEYS, education officers at district and provincial level to 
track the flow of funds and explain delays. This will be complemented by data from school fieldwork 
on the process for selecting, communicating the results of selection and then paying scholarship 
recipients, and evidence on the problems that late payment causes for recipients, as highlighted in 
previous evaluations of the scholarships. 

5.4 Findings 

There are many partners involved in the implementation of scholarships – at the central level, it 
includes various departments within MoEYS, NGOs and development partners such as UNICEF, ADB 
and World Bank. At the provincial and district level, this largely includes PoE and DoE staff. At the 
school level, this includes local scholarship management committees, school staff, parents and 
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students. The allocation of roles and responsibilities for all these actors, in principle is clear. At the 
school level, the availability of scholarship manuals helps clarify roles and responsibilities. Our 
research shows that all DOE and POE officials possessed a copy of the manual and were satisfied 
with the instructions it provided.  

However, in practice, there are challenges in coordination amongst partners at the central level – for 
instance development partners have different policy priorities focussing on different aspects on the 
scholarship programme. Whilst there is an education sector working group, this helps inform partners 
of various activities but does not always influence programming priorities. Within MoEYS, there is a 
lack of data available on secondary scholarships – and it is not clear to what extent monitoring data 
from schools is reported back to the central level. At the provincial and district level, all DOE and POE 
officials stated making monitoring visits during student selection and payments – however all 
respondents all noted the lack of funds available for monitoring. There was a strong demand to 
increase the budget available for operational costs so that more monitoring activities could be 
undertaken. 

Examination of the process of disbursing scholarship funds from treasury to recipients suggests that 
while the intention to distribute funds to households at the start of the school year in early November 
is laudable and desirable, the actual stages to be gone through make this a near impossibility. The 
problems in the process include: 

• For most schools, especially rural and isolated schools the students and teachers are still 
arriving during first week of the school year and selection cannot commence until there is 
reasonable assurance that all intending students have returned to Grades 4 to 9 and the class 
teachers who play a pivotal role in selection lists are in place. 

• Selection, especially for Grades 4 and 7 can be drawn out as committee members may need 
to visit homes of potential scholarship recipients, including later grade replacements for 
dropouts, and especially those from households which do not have an IDPoor card. 

• Once the initial recipients list is decided by the committee and endorsed by the school director 
it must be put on public display for a week to enable challenges and complaints to be made 
and assessed 

• Once the school list has been finalised then DOEs and POEs need to amalgamate final lists, 
and these depend on the last school or district to submit 

• Then the formal request for funding has to be submitted from the POE through the provincial 
Economy and Finance Department to the Provincial Treasury. The Telegram survey showed 
that 70 per cent of requests were processed through PTs within seven calendar days, but this 
was during Q1. Reserving the funds in Q4 and expecting submissions from the POEs in 
December means that requests need to be processed at one of the busiest times of the year 
for the PT, when all accounts need to be finalised for the close of the fiscal year by December 
31 

• After funds have been received in the school account then the school needs to organise the 
handing over ceremony and liaise with their DOE and POE to attend 

For the current 2018/19 school year extra emphasis was placed on POEs and PTs meeting deadlines 
and it is reported that in most provinces funds were disbursed early in January. Even if some parts of 
the selection at school level were completed in July or August, the end of the previous school year 
activity it is unlikely to shorten the time required in the new school year due to selection of new 
recipients. 
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Distribution of the first tranche to households in early January would represent a big improvement to 
distribution in March or April as has been commonly the case. It is important that this be made the 
major target at the present time. 

It is important to distinguish between costs of implementation to various stakeholders. The primary 
cost is generated for MOEYS. At the same time, parents of scholarship students also face some costs 
in accessing scholarship payments. These include costs such as transport fees to school or the 
opportunity cost of leaving work to collect payments in school assemblies. Our fieldwork also 
suggested that informal payments were made by parents to school directors or school secretaries as 
a goodwill gesture when parents received payments. 

The current manuals for implementing scholarship programmes, whilst not perfect, are detailed and 
used by POE and DOE officials. In practice, local scholarship management committees have a 
significant role on selection of students, enforcement of conditionalities and communication with 
parents. The exact selection criteria used by each committee may vary across schools – but this 
should be fine as long as it accurately represents the community’s perspective of which students are 
‘poor and clever’. A more efficient way of ensuring fair selection, therefore, is to focus on better 
representation within these committees and adequate oversight by the DOE. This would necessitate 
an increase in their operational budget and specific reporting on how these monitoring visits are 
conducted – and what feedback is provided to scholarship committees. 

One way of improving the governance of scholarship programmes, without adding significant costs, 
would be to use local scholarship committees and other community structures to create awareness 
of the scholarship processes from the start. Creating greater awareness about the selection criteria, 
payment amount and timing and feedback mechanisms would encourage greater engagement of 
parents and students with the implementation of scholarship programmes. This would reduce the 
need for significant increases in monitoring budgets for DOE and POE officials as parents and 
community members could report grievances regarding student selection and payments   

5.5 Conclusions and recommendations 

It is unrealistic, given the current processes, the start of the school year in November and the 
mismatch between the fiscal and school years, to expect disbursement of scholarship funds to 
recipients ‘early in the school year’. It would be better to set a target of the first half of January each 
year and hold all parties in the process accountable to meet that deadline, which is achievable and 
realistic 
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Annex 6. Transfer Size Study 

This Annex provides additional information to support the findings presented in Volume I of the 
Evaluation Report. 

6.1 Summary 

The transfer size, frequency and modality are approximately right in the light of what other 
programmes do, and direct and opportunity costs in Cambodia. While rights holders and many duty 
bearers felt that a higher transfer size would be desirable, they also indicated that impact was already 
substantial. It would seem that a much higher transfer size would be required in order to overcome 
the challenges with drop-out due to household crisis.  In general, respondents felt that enrolling more 
students was more important than paying recipient students more. Views on the frequency of 
payments were mixed, but three payments during the year appears to balance incentives to stay in 
school with the need to make payments for materials. Electronic payments would work well, but only 
in places where there is already access to and use of electronic money. 

6.2 Purpose and questions 

• How adequate has the size (value) and regularity of the scholarship been to achieve the 
scholarship programme objectives? Has the allocated funding reflected the level of needs of 
scholarship recipients and the operating needs? 

6.3 Methodology 

The key questions posed under this study are as follows: 

• How adequate has the size (value) and regularity of the scholarship been to achieve the 
scholarship programme objectives?  

• Has the allocated funding reflected the level of needs of scholarship recipients and the 
operating needs? 

There is no standard conceptual framework to assess the adequacy of scholarship transfers. A review 
of the global literature on cash transfers 80 notes that “best practice internationally has been to set the 
benefit level in relation to desired impacts.” In the case of the scholarships in Cambodia, this would 
imply calibrating transfer sizes against the direct and opportunity costs associated with attending 
school for children of different ages from poor households. This is typically an inexact science, 
because even with this guidance it is not clear what fraction of costs a transfer should cover. An ideal 
way of assessing the adequacy of transfer size would be an experimental evaluation where different 
‘treatment’ groups are assigned different transfer levels and impact on education outcomes is 
measured over time. This is rarely possible. However, it has been done in Cambodia81, and we will 
draw on these results in the analysis below. 

To complement the Filmer and Schady modelling (especially as this is now a decade old), we will also 
position the scholarship transfer size against inflation; direct and opportunity costs for poor 
households in Cambodia; and other cash transfer programmes worldwide. We will also ask for 

                                                

80 OPM and ODI, ‘CT Review Conceptual Framework’, 2016. 
81 Filmer and Schady, ‘Are There Dininishing Returns to Transfer Size in Conditional Cash Transfers?’ 
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feedback on transfer size from respondents and cite studies (e.g. Sam Or Angkearoat & Kang 
Sophanna 201782) that include this feedback. Somewhat unsurprisingly, Sam Or Angkearoat & Kang 
Sophanna 2017 report that most respondents felt that the amount of the scholarship is ‘at an average 
and low level’. 

For lower secondary scholarships we have some direct data. These were collected in the 2016-017 
school year during the course of the recent PETS/QSDS study83. Of the 1,396 households in that 
study we have education expenditure data for 169 households where the Grade 9 student received a 
government scholarship, and similar data for 1,177 households where the Grade 9 student received 
no scholarship from government or other sources. The analysis of this expenditure data is included 
in the findings below.  

In addition to this, primary (qualitative) data has been collected at the provincial, district and school 
level to assess ‘perceptions’ of adequacy by interviewing parents (right holders) and education 
department and school staff (duty bearers) directly. Findings from this have been presented in detail 
in Volume I of the final report.  

6.4 Findings 

Background to scholarship size 

The current transfer amount for the primary (grades 4-6) and lower secondary scholarship (grades 7-
9) is Riels 240,000 (approx. USD 60), intended to be paid in three equal tranches. This amount was 
set in 2015 in Anukret 34. It has not changed subsequently and changing the value would require a 
new or amended Anukret, which is cumbersome and slow. Consumer price inflation in this period has 
been around 3 per cent, meaning that the value of the transfer is now equivalent to around Riel 
220,000 in 2015 terms, or 92 per cent of its original value.  

The previous value of the lower secondary scholarships was USD45 set in Anukret 66 in 2003, and 
the last large-scale government primary scholarship programme (under the Fast Track Initiative, FTI), 
paid USD20 per recipient. A review of scholarships in 201484  noted that the real value of USD45 had 
halved between 2003 and 2014 and proposed increasing the average amount to USD90 for lower 
secondary (grades 7-9). The review proposed setting the average value for primary students (grades 
4-6) at USD50. The review also suggested generating incentives for students to remain in school by 
increasing the values by grade, so that the amounts were: Grade 4: $40, Grade 5: $50, Grade 6: $60, 
Grade 7: $75, Grade 8: $90, Grade 9: $105. This recommendation was not followed, nor was a 
recommendation to make provision in the Anukret for a simple mechanism to adjust the transfer value. 
It is not clear why these recommendations – which align with international best practice85 – were not 
followed. 

We now present four comparisons of the scholarship value: with household expenditure (including on 
education) from the 2016 Cambodian Socio-Economic Survey, with household education expenditure 
for a random sample of households with Grade 9 students from the 2016 PETS, with wages, and with 
comparable international programmes. We then discuss published evidence from Cambodia on 
optimum transfer size. 

                                                

82 Angkearoat and Sophanna, ‘The Effectiveness and Efficiency of Scholarship Program at Primary School and Secondary 
School’. 
83  We have individual information on the 1,500 students sampled in Grade 9 for the PETS survey, with data from 
1,396 of their households. 
84 Russell Craig, ‘LITERATURE REVIEW: SCHOOL SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMS IN CAMBODIA’ (Unpublished, 
February 2014). 
85 OPM and ODI, ‘CT Review Conceptual Framework’. 
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Scholarship size in relation to household expenditure in Cambodia 

The Cambodian Socio-Economic Survey (CSES 2016) provides an indication of average education 
expenditure including school fees, tuition, textbooks, school supplies, allowances for children studying 
away from home, transport cost and gifts to teachers. It indicates that for both primary and lower 
secondary levels, these out-of-pocket expenses have increased over time. In 2016, a rough estimate 
indicates that primary OOP expenses amounted to 9 per cent of consumption expenditure and lower 
secondary amounted to 17 per cent of consumption expenditure (see table below). Scholarships 
cover between a quarter and half of direct education expenses, and around 4 per cent of total 
household spending. Although this data presents an average, it gives us a rough estimate of the 
‘needs’ of scholarship recipients. In all likelihood, out of pocket education expenses would constitute 
a greater proportion of poor household’s consumption expenditure.  

Table 4: Annual expenditure in relation to scholarship size 
 

Annual Education 
Expenditure (2016) 

Riels (Thousands) 

Education expenditure 
as per cent of total 
household spending 

Scholarship as 
per cent of total 
household 
spending 

Scholarship as 
per cent of 
education 
expenditure 

Primary 468 9 per cent 4 per cent 50 per cent 
Lower 
Secondary 

910 17 per cent 4 per cent 26 per cent 

Note: these estimates reflect averages. Education Expenditure is per school year. In 2014, average annual household 
consumption per capita was 5.4 million Riels. Current scholarship value is Riels 240,000 
Date comes from CSES 2016 

 

Education expenditure for scholarship and non-scholarship households 

A Public Expenditure Tracking Survey (PETS) on education in 2016 captured information on 
household expenditure on education for households with students in grade 9. It also asked about 
scholarship receipt, which allows a comparison of expenditure for households with and without 
scholarships. These data are nationally representative.  

Households with grade 9 students who received the government scholarship reported spending 
significantly less on education on an annual basis than households where the Grade 9 student had 
no scholarship of any kind (see Table 2). The scholarship households recorded spending about two 
thirds as much across all items of spending (KHR 715,500 versus KHR 1,080,000). These figures are 
in line with the KHR 910,000 reported as secondary education expenditure in the CSES. This 
reinforces the view that scholarships households are poorer than non-scholarship households. 

Across most of the individual education expenditure items there was not a great deal of difference in 
the median expenditure86 between the two sets of households who actually made expenditures on 
the items (see table below). At the item level the only real difference is expenditure on tutoring. 

Table 5: Median household expenditure for Grade 9 students 

Cost items Government 
scholarship 

No 
scholarship 

Per cent of 
govt. 
scholarship 
HHs 

Per cent of 
no 
scholarship 
HHs 

# of govt. 
scholarship 
HHs 

# of no 
scholarship 
HHs 

Mid-day meals and 
snacks 

320,000 320,000 93 per 
cent 

95 per 
cent 

157 1,120 

                                                

86  Median expenditure is shown rather than mean or average expenditure because of the small number of very high 
or very low expenditures which distorts the average. The median figure is the centre of the distribution with half of the 
recorded expenditures below this figure and half above. 
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Cost items Government 
scholarship 

No 
scholarship 

Per cent of 
govt. 
scholarship 
HHs 

Per cent of 
no 
scholarship 
HHs 

# of govt. 
scholarship 
HHs 

# of no 
scholarship 
HHs 

Transport 288,000 280,000 20 per 
cent 

31 per 
cent 

34 365 

Tutoring in and 
out of school 

240,000 320,800 78 per 
cent 

85 per 
cent 

131 1,002 

Uniforms, packs 
and shoes 

102,000 100,000 96 per 
cent 

98 per 
cent 

163 1,156 

Allowances for 
bike parking etc. 

48,000 48,000 30 per 
cent 

40 per 
cent 

50 475 

Exams and tests 30,000 30,000 40 per 
cent 

48 per 
cent 

67 568 

Notebooks, pens 
etc 

30,000 30,000 98 per 
cent 

97 per 
cent 

166 1,146 

Books and 
learning materials 

10,000 10,000 57 per 
cent 

54 per 
cent 

97 636 

Textbooks 9,500 10,000 6 per cent 10 per 
cent 

10 113 

Activities of 
parents' 
association 

5,000 5,000 12 per 
cent 

7 per cent 20 86 

Celebrations and 
cultural events at 
school 

5,000 5,000 75 per 
cent 

69 per 
cent 

126 815 

School 
maintenance 

5,000 5,000 47 per 
cent 

45 per 
cent 

79 528 

Total annual 
costs 

716,500 1,080,000 100 per 
cent 

100 per 
cent 

169 1,177 

Total annual 
costs USD 

$179 $270 
    

The great majority of households spent on uniforms, backpacks and shoes, also on school necessities 
like notebooks and pens. They also provided students with cash to buy meals and snacks at school 
(see Table 5). On nearly every other measure of expenditure a greater proportion of households 
without a scholarship student recorded spending compared to scholarship households. The main 
exception was on social activities rather than personal expenditure. More scholarship households 
claimed to spend funds on parents’ activities and school associated cultural events.  

On these measures of spending the scholarship makes a significant contribution to household 
expenditure. It covers one third of the median annual education cost of a Grade 9 student, and 
therefore more than a third of the costs for half of the households in the sample with student with a 
Grade 9 scholarship.  

Value of scholarships related to opportunity cost 

A third relevant comparison is between the scholarship value and the wages that students could earn 
if they were working. This offers a measure of the ‘opportunity cost’ of attending school. It is difficult 
to obtain accurate data on wages that young people earn or could earn, in particular because most 
of this employment is illegal or at least informal. The most relevant data come from the 2012 Labour 
Force and Child Labour Survey (ILO 2013), but these are of course six years old (annual inflation has 
been near 3 per cent since then).87  

According to the 2012 Labour Force and Child Labour Survey, around half of working 5-17-year olds 
in Cambodia are in agriculture, 20 per cent in manufacturing, and 15 per cent in ‘wholesale and retail 

                                                

87 CSES 2016 and the latest poverty assessments (World Bank 2013) also provide some relevant analysis. 
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trade’. Most (58 per cent) of these children had dropped out of school, and 16 per cent were still 
attending. The survey report presents some data on earnings, but these are somewhat challenging 
to interpret. Most children earn between Riels 100,000 and 500,000 per month, but it is not clear how 
many months they work on average or what their average annual earnings are. The survey finds no 
substantial difference between earnings in rural and urban areas, on average. 

Taking a weighted average of the monthly earnings data suggests that average monthly earnings for 
children after 5-17 in 2012 were Riel190,807, or Riel 160,000 today. If they work for the full nine 
months of the school year, this implies potential earnings during school of up to Riel 1.7 million, or 
around Riel 1.4 million adjusting for 3 per cent inflation over six years. This would suggest that the 
scholarship provides around a month and a three quarters worth of earnings, or nearly 20 per cent of 
annual earnings. 

Adding the direct out of pocket costs of school above to the opportunity costs of wages estimated 
here suggests that the total cost of sending a child to school instead of to work is in the region of Riel 
1.6 to 2.6million, depending on whether they are at primary or secondary school. These estimates 
are by nature very approximate because the data do not allow us to estimate earnings for children of 
different ages. It is highly likely that secondary age children not only have higher direct costs of going 
to school but also higher potential wages. Taking a rough (unsupported but intuitive) assumption that 
lower secondary age students earn 1.5 times primary age students, then the scholarships cover 15 
per cent of primary direct and opportunity costs and only 9 per cent of secondary direct and 
opportunity costs. 

These findings are set out in Figure 11 below. 

Figure 11: Scholarship value as a proportion of estimated costs of schooling  

 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on CSES 2016 and LFCLS 2013. 

One natural recommendation, in line with those of the 2014 review, would be to try to maintain the 
proportion of costs covered by the scholarships as a constant, which would mean increasing the value 
of the scholarships by grade. 
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Value of scholarships compared to other programmes 

On a purely nominal basis, the value of the programme at USD5/month is within the range of many 
other conditional cash transfers with similar objectives. This is also true for a purchasing power parity 
conversion of transfer sizes, as the second panel below shows. 

Figure 12: Transfer size in international comparison 

 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations. 

Modelling the impact of different transfer sizes in Cambodia 

As noted above, calibrating the value of transfers against objectives or international benchmarks is 
an inexact science. Assessing the need of poor households only partly explains what effect an 
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increase in transfer size may have on education outcomes such as attendance or dropout. In the 
Cambodian context, Filmer & Schady (2009)88 provide an unusual and specific study on the impact 
of increasing the transfer size. Their quasi-experimental study analysed the impact of different transfer 
sizes (USD0 vs USD 45 vs USD 60 per year) under the CESSP scholarship programme targeting 
primary students in 6th grade. Transfers were made directly to households in three tranches per year. 
The CESSP scholarship targeted students from poor households in primary ‘feeder schools’ to 100 
out of 800 lower secondary schools. The study’s result show that at the time, the transfer size of USD 
45 amounted to 2 per cent of consumption expenditure of the median (average) recipient household; 
and USD 60 amounted to 3 per cent of expenditure. While a transfer value of USD 45 versus zero did 
have a significant impact on school attendance, an additional USD 15 (i.e. USD60 in total) did not 
significantly affect school attendance of scholarship students in poor households89. This implies that 
a transfer size amounting to 2 per cent of consumption expenditure of poor households could be 
sufficient to attain positive impact on school attendance. The current value of the transfer is slightly 
more than 2 per cent. 

6.5 Conclusions and recommendations 

• The MoEYS and MEF make provision in the next Anukret and Prakas issued on the scholarships 
for a simple mechanism to review and if necessary amend the value of the scholarships based on 
inflation.  

• There is no immediate need to revise the average transfer sizes substantially. This is because: i) 
there has been relatively low inflation in Cambodia since 2015, meaning that 92 per cent of the 
original real value of the transfer has been maintained, ii) the available evidence suggests the 
transfer size is within sensible national and international benchmarks, and iii) the existing evidence 
suggests low returns to higher transfer sizes in Cambodia. 

• This implies that while the revisions to the Anukret to allow simpler amendments to the transfer 
sizes would be sensible, they are not urgent.  

 

                                                

88 Filmer and Schady, ‘Are There Dininishing Returns to Transfer Size in Conditional Cash Transfers?’ 
89 Ibid. 
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Annex 7. Allocation and Selection Study 

This Annex provides additional information to support the findings presented in Volume I of the 
Evaluation Report. 

7.1 Summary 

The practice of targeting varies substantially across the primary and secondary scholarships, across 
provinces, across districts and across schools. The outcomes include inclusion and exclusion errors, 
caused in part by there not being as many scholarships as poor households. Dynamic poverty is hard 
for the scholarships to deal with other than by replacing students who drop out. The discretion that 
school staff exercise over the scholarships opens the possibility for accusations of bias and 
discrimination, which may in some cases be true. Weaknesses in monitoring and feedback 
mechanisms exacerbate this problem. 

7.2 Purpose and questions 

The key questions posed under this evaluation are as follows: 

• How effectively have the scholarship programmes identified children who are not-in-school for 
socio-economic reasons and brought them back, and maintained them into the school system? 

• How well have the design and implementation of the programmes’ geographic allocation and 
student targeting mechanisms, such as ID-Poor or other targeting mechanisms, being used to 
target potential scholarship recipients? Are these targeting mechanisms effective in reaching the 
most vulnerable children? 

7.3 Methodology 

These questions have been answered through an analysis of provincial targeting mechanisms, 
including the validity of the area-based targeting data provided by WFP and the way in which this is 
interpreted and used in different provinces, through a phone survey and key informant interviews in 
selected provinces, and through school-based data collection to understand the process for school-
based selection of recipients using ID-Poor and the associated poverty criteria for further screening. 

A systematic approach to analysing these questions would be as follows: 

1. Identify selection criteria (data source: provincial and district level surveys + school surveys) 
2. Identify population of eligible students (data source: CSES + EMIS) 
3. Identify population of enrolled students (data source: EMIS) 
4. Calculate Inclusion error: what percentage of enrolled students match selection criteria?  
5. Calculate Exclusion error: what percentage of eligible students are not enrolled in the 

programme? 
 
However, as we discuss below, EMIS does not have student-level data or data at aggregate level on 
scholarship receipt, and so cannot be used to analyse targeting effectiveness at individual level. Data 
collection at the provincial and district level has revealed no documented criteria but all findings point 
towards great variation in allocation decisions at the provincial and district level (see Volume I). 
 
To date the only sources of data that allow us to assess targeting in scholarship programmes are 
EMIS (2017-18) at the school level and PETS (2016-2017) at the student level. Two extensive data 
sets with information on schools and scholarship holders were made available to us. The first of these 
was from the 2017-18 MoEYS EMIS database and contained data on all 8,936 government primary 
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and secondary schools in Cambodia, including 7,189 primary schools and 1,278 secondary schools 
with lower secondary grades. Data from this population of schools included grade enrolments by 
gender, which could be matched with scholarship numbers by grade and gender90. 

The second data set was from the recent PETSQSDS survey91, sponsored by Sida and managed by 
the World Bank. It collected data from 400 schools in 2016-17 academic year. The study used 
stratified random sampling method and was done in two stages. At the first stage, schools were 
stratified by provinces and district and by primary/lower secondary levels, using Education 
Management Information System (EMIS) data from 2015-2016. At the second stage, for each 
province, 40 schools (30 primary schools and 10 lower secondary schools) in 5 districts were selected 
randomly. From this two-stage sampling strategy, a total of 400 schools (300 for primary and 100 for 
lower secondary) in 10 provinces were selected for conducting data collection. A further random 
sample of 1,500 Grade 9 students and their families was taken which included scholarship information 
as well as extensive household housing, services and assets data. This latter set of data is the main 
focus of the scholarship analysis. 

7.4 Findings 

Provincial selection for primary scholarships 

There appears to be several distinct patterns in the way provinces distribute scholarships to primary 
schools (see Figure 13). Four provinces, mostly on the periphery of Cambodia, provide scholarships 
to one third or less of their primary schools. About half of the provinces distribute scholarships to one 
half to two thirds of their schools. These provinces are also mainly in the central area. The remaining 
one third of the provinces provide scholarships to the great majority of their schools, from four in five 
in Tbaung Khmum and neighbouring Kratie, to about 19 in 20 schools in the highest four provinces. 

                                                

90 We were supplied data on scholarships for primary school grades four, five and six, which were linked to the EMIS data. 
Unfortunately about 400 scholarship schools either had missing EMIS IDs or wrong EMIS IDs. These were corrected by 
the evaluation team to province level enabling provincial comparisons. The secondary scholarship unit was unable to 
provide either a list of schools with scholarships or a list of scholarships by school by grade and gender for 2017-18 or any 
previous year. They have provided province level data on number of schools and number of scholarships by grade and 
gender 
91 Cambodia - Public Expenditure Tracking Survey In Education 
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Figure 13: Percentage of schools with primary scholarships by province 

 

The average number of scholarships per primary school by province also varies considerably though 
without the distinctive grouping of the proportion of schools receiving scholarships (see Figure 14). 
There is a considerable range from 9 per school in Pursat where two in five schools have scholarships 
and 10 per school in Stung Treng, where three in five of schools receive scholarships, to 36 per school 
in Kandal, one of the central provinces where 63 per cent of schools receive scholarships.  
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Figure 14: Average scholarships per school by province 

 

Overall about one in ten primary students received a scholarship (11 per cent) with a higher 
percentage of girls (12 per cent) receiving primary scholarships than boys (9 per cent). This varied 
from one in fifty primary students in Banteay Meanchey to one in five in Svay Rieng. Primary schools 
receiving scholarships were on average larger than those that did not by about a third (313 to 235), 
though this may simply reflect the fact that incomplete schools, those that did not have all six primary 
grades, were not supposed to receive scholarships. 
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Figure 15: Percentages of schools with scholarships and student with scholarships 

 

As might be expected there is a strong association between the percentage of schools in a province 
that receive scholarships and the percentage of primary Grade 4 to 6 students in the province that 
receive scholarships (see figure 6). Most provinces as we saw in Figure 5, allot 15 to 30 scholarships 
per school, and spread the scholarships across schools and the area of the province. 

EMIS data allow us also to look at associations between the numbers of scholarships and poverty 
(from ID Poor) or education indicators. This analysis uses the ID-Poor1 data as this is set as the key 
factor in school level decision making in the selection of recipients. In later analysis we can conduct 
sensitivity analysis for individual rounds. 

Figure 16 indicates very low association between the proportion of households that receive 
scholarships and the proportion of households that are ID-Poor by province92. Thus Kampong 
Chhnang has almost three times the proportion of IDPoor193 households as Kampot but the same 
proportion of primary scholarship students at primary level. Svay Rieng and Banteay Meanchey have 
the same proportion of IDPoor1 households yet Svay Rieng has ten times the proportion of primary 
scholarships as Banteay Meanchey. Does this mean that the allocation of scholarships across 

                                                

92  R2 for Figure 7 is .01 which suggests that the proportion of IDPoor1 households in a province has almost no 
predictive value for the proportion of primary scholarships in the province 
93   IDPoor is a nationwide, community-based poverty identification system or a social registry. IDPoor1 stands for extremely 
poor and IDpoor2 stands for moderately poor. See Kaba et al for more details Mary White Kaba et al., ‘IDPoor: A Poverty 
Identification Programme That Enables Collaboration across Sectors for Maternal and Child Health in Cambodia’, BMJ, 7 
December 2018, k4698, https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.k4698. 
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provinces ignores poverty status in the province despite the professed objectives of the scholarship 
programme? 

Figure 16: Primary scholarships and poverty rates, by province 

 

The answer is no because the association is strong between the number of IDPoor households and 
the number of primary scholarships. Figure 17 presents this association between the number of 
scholarships and the number of poor households. There is a much more positive association in this 
analysis94, though there are still anomalies with Prey Veng having many more poor households than 
Tbaung Khmum for almost the same number of scholarships. 

                                                

94  R2 for the regression of the number of primary scholarships against the number of IDPoor1 households by province 
is 0.52, a much stronger association than for the percentages of each. 
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Figure 17: Primary scholarship and poor household numbers, by province 

 

Finally we looked at the Gender Parity Index (GPI) for primary Grade 4 to 6 students and for primary 
scholarship recipients (see Figure 9). Most provinces have fairly balanced enrolments for senior 
primary grades, with between 98 and 102 girls per 100 boys, and the national figure is 98. There are 
eight provinces below this GPI and four above it. For scholarship recipients the nation GPI is 120, 
with 120 female scholarship recipients for every 100 males. Some provinces have scholarship GPI 
above 130 such as Stung Treng, Siem Reap and Kampong Thom, while Sihanouk, Phnom Penh and 
Ratanak Kiri all show low scholarship GPI. 
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Figure 18: Primary provincial and scholarship GPI 

 

Secondary province selection 

For secondary schools the pattern of distribution by school is slightly different to that in primary with 
812 schools teaching Grades 7 to 9 (47 per cent) receiving scholarships at a rate of 30 per grade per 
year (see Figure 19). In most provinces between two in five and three in five schools teaching lower 
secondary receive scholarships. Surprisingly, only a third of Tbaung Khmum’s grade 7 to 9 schools 
receive scholarships, slightly below the rate for Phnom Penh although the province is much poorer 
than the national capital. 
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Figure 19: Proportion of schools receiving secondary scholarships by province 

 

Overall one eighth of Grade 7 to 9 students receive a government secondary scholarship, with 14 per 
cent of female students receiving them and ten percent of males (see Fig.11). The distribution of 
scholarships varies very widely between provinces from two percent of Phnom Penh students to 30 
per cent of Stung Treng students. In six peripheral provinces the proportion of students with lower 
secondary government scholarships is a quarter or more. In four provinces the proportion is less than 
one in ten. Again Tbaung Khmum stands out, with only five per cent of students receiving scholarships 
compared to adjacent Mondulkiri which has 27 per cent of students on scholarships.  

Female lower secondary students receive more scholarships than males but slightly less than might 
be expected given the fixed ratio of 18 female to 12 male scholarships set out in the Anukret. With 
this ratio one would expect 15 percent of females would receive scholarships if ten per cent of males 
did, whereas the observed proportion is 14 per cent. In some provinces the differences between male 
and female rates are much higher. In Kep and Preah Sihanouk female students receive more than 
ten percent more scholarships than the overall average in the province. In Tbaung Khmum and 
Phnom Penh the difference is only one percent. 

  

83%
78%

69%
65%

64%
61%

60%
56%
55%

53%
53%
52%
52%

50%
47%
47%
47%

45%
44%

43%
42%

38%
37%

23%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Kep
Pailin

Otdar Meanchey
Stung Treng
Mondul Kiri
Prey Veng

Takeo
Kampot
Pursat

Preah Vihear
Ratanak Kiri

Kampong Thom
Koh Kong

Kampong Speu
Kampong Chhnang

Kratie
Banteay Meanchey

Kandal
Battambang
Svay Rieng

Preah Sihanouk
Kampong Cham

Siemreap
Tbaung Khmum

Percentage of secondary schools with scholarships



Country-led Evaluation of MoEYS Scholarship Programmes 

  72 

Figure 20: Percentage of LSS students with scholarships  

 

We can also analyse the correlation between secondary scholarships and poverty and education 
outcomes. Figure 21 shows no relationship between the percentage of IDPoor1 households and lower 
secondary scholarships95. Battambang and Kampong Chhnang have high proportions of poverty but 
low proportions of scholarships. One third of the lower secondary students in Preah Sihanouk have 
scholarships, but the poverty rate is less than six per cent.  

Figure 22 shows a much stronger association between the number of lower secondary scholarships 
and the number of IDPoor1 households96. This is presumably an indication of the way in which the 
number of secondary scholarships is allocated to each province, in a centralised way. There are some 
outliers, nevertheless, including Tbaung Khmum, which is a newly created province, Kampong 
Chhnang and Kampong Cham. All of these have fewer LSS scholarships than might be expected 
given the numbers of poor households. Similarly Preah Sihanouk and Kampot appear to have more 
than might be expected. 

  

                                                

95  R2 is 0.004 which indicates that knowledge of the proportion of IDPoor1 households in the province is of no value 
in predicting the proportion of lower secondary scholarships 
96  R2 is 0.73 which indicates a high association between the number of poor households as measured by IDPoor1 
cards and the number of LSS scholarships 
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Figure 21: Percentage of secondary scholarships and percentage of poor households by 
province 
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Figure 22: Number of poor households and LSS scholarships by province 

 

Overall, as far as we can tell, both primary and secondary scholarships appear reasonably well 
targeted at provincial level in terms of poverty and education, with some exceptions that we could 
explore further. Of course, we don’t have information on which other scholarship programmes are 
working in these provinces, which could affect the analysis here. 

Given the fixed nature of the ratio of female to male scholarships of 150 female per 100 male we 
would expect to see this ratio present in every province. However, there is some variation although 
most provinces have scholarship GPI ratios between 145 and 155. Koh Kong (Scholarship GPI 130) 
and Stung Treng (Scholarship GPI 133) have quite low proportions of female recipients (see Figure 
14). However, the great majority of provinces have GPI in excess of 100, that is, their LSS enrolment 
is greater than 100 females for every 100 males. Six provinces have LSS GPI rates of 115 or more 
(see Figure 14). This suggests that it might be time to reconsider the fixed ratio of female to male LSS 
scholarships as it seems clear that males are now less likely to complete lower secondary schooling 
in most of Cambodia’s provinces. It may be that an increasing proportion of male scholarships will be 
needed to encourage boys to continue to complete lower secondary education. 

Banteay Meanchey

Battambang
Kampong Cham

Kampong Chhnang

Kampong Speu

Kampong Thom

Kampot

Kandal

Kep

Koh Kong

Kratie

Mondul Kiri

Otdar Meanchey

Pailin

Phnom Penh

Preah Sihanouk

Preah Vihear

Prey Veng

Pursat

Ratanak Kiri

Siemreap

Stung Treng

Svay Rieng

Takeo

Tbaung Khmum

0

5.000

10.000

15.000

20.000

25.000

0 1.000 2.000 3.000 4.000 5.000 6.000 7.000 8.000

N
um

be
r o

f p
oo

r h
ou

se
ho

ld
s

Number of scholarship recipients



Country-led Evaluation of MoEYS Scholarship Programmes 

  75 

Figure 23: Provincial and lower secondary scholarship GPI by province 

 

PETS schools, students and households 

In the random PETS sample of 400 schools there were 184 primary schools out of 300 which had 
received scholarships, with 4,365 scholarships awarded, while in the 100 secondary schools there 
were 48 with scholarships and 188 government scholarship holders in Grade 9 out of the 1,500 
students sampled, with a further 51 receiving scholarships from other sources. Follow up interviews 
were conducted with the 1,500 students and their households, though not for the primary students in 
the sampled schools. This section of the analysis will look only at the secondary students and their 
households. 

We have individual information on the 1,500 students sampled in Grade 9 for the PETS survey, with 
data from 1,396 of their households. We also have information on their performance in Mathematics 
and Physics on a standard test. The data covers their school experience and the experience of their 
household, and particulars of their household’s housing and ownership of domestic and work assets. 

The secondary scholarship students were older (mean age 15.7 years) than the non-scholarship 
holders (15.2 years) and more likely to be female. A greater proportion of the rural and remote Grade 
9 students received scholarships than in urban schools. 
 
Table 6: Average age in Grade 9 - PETS dataset (2016/17) 

Scholarship status Mean age 

Yes, Government scholarship           15.7  

Yes, Other scholarship           15.7  
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Figure 24: Scholarship recipients and types of scholarship 

 

Figure 25: Scholarship recipients by school location 

 

Government lower secondary scholarship awards are supposed to enable students from poorer 
households to continue and complete their general secondary education through to the end of Grade 
9. If this is so then a number of aspects of their life should differ from students from non-poor 
households. We examined four aspects from the PETS data to test this: frequency of eating breakfast, 
mode of travelling to school, number of books in their household, and paid tutoring. 

Government scholarship holders were less likely to eat breakfast every day than non-scholarship 
holders. This is a characteristic of poor households, either because they lack food or because the 
parents are subsistence farmers or labourers who leave the household very early to work. A third of 
government scholarship holders either had no breakfast or else ate breakfast only once or twice a 
week, compared with only a fifth of non-scholarship holders. Only two in five scholarship recipients 
ate breakfast every day while more than half of non-scholarship holders did so. 

Table 7: Frequency of eating breakfast - PETS dataset (2016/17) 

Scholarship 
status 

Never 1-2 time per 
week 

3-6 times a 
week 

Every day All students 

#  % #  % #  % #  % #  % 
Yes, Govt  24 13 % 38 20 % 48 26 % 78 41 % 188 100 % 
Yes, Other  3 6 % 5 10 % 15 29 % 28 55 % 51 100 % 
None  123 10 % 131 10 % 320 25 % 687 54 % 1261 100 % 
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Students who received government scholarships were more likely to walk or bicycle to school, with 
nearly four in five doing so (see Table 5). Only two thirds of non-scholarship holders did so, with the 
remaining third using a motorcycle or other vehicle to travel to school. This again is an indication that 
non-scholarship holders came from better-off households. 

Table 8: Daily travel to school - PETS dataset (2016/17) 

Scholarship 
status 

On foot By bicycle Motorcycle Another 
vehicle 

All students 

#  % #  % #  % #  % #  % 
Yes, Govt  33 18 % 112 60 % 40 21 % 3 2 % 188 100 % 
Yes, Other  11 22 % 27 53 % 9 18 % 4 8 % 51 100 % 
None  180 14 % 625 50 % 423 34 % 33 3 % 1261 100 % 

 

The number of books in the household is not only a predictor of academic success but also a reflection of the 
ability to make consumption choices beyond immediate sustenance and support needs. The students who were 
supported by government scholarships were more likely to come from households which had no books apart 
from school textbooks (see Table 9).  

Table 9: Number of books in the house besides textbooks - PETS dataset (2016/17) 

Scholarship 
status 

None 1-5 books 6-30 books More than 30 
books 

All students 

#  % #  % #  % #  % #  % 
Yes, Govt  52 28 % 110 59 % 22 12 % 4 2 % 188 100 % 
Yes, Other  13 25 % 26 51 % 12 24 % 0 0 % 51 100 % 
None  293 23 % 780 62 % 167 13 % 21 2 % 1261 100 % 

 

Paid tutoring in school subjects is still an important feature of school life in Cambodia, with the majority 
of students receiving either tutoring from their teachers outside of class times but on school premises 
or tutoring external to the school (but usually from government or private school teachers). However, 
this comes at a cost so one would expect students from poorer households to have either no tutoring 
or more likely to have in-school tutoring which is usually cheaper than external tutoring. This is what 
is observed in the PETS data (see Table 10). About a quarter of the scholarship students received no 
tutoring compared with only 12 per cent of the non-scholarship students. Nearly half (44 per cent) of 
the non-scholarship students received external tutoring, while just over a third (37 per cent) of 
scholarship recipients did so. 

Table 10: Tutoring - PETS dataset (2016/17) 

Scholarship 
status 

None In school only Out of school 
only 

Both in and 
out of school 

All students 

#  % #  % #  % #  % #  % 
Yes, Govt  46 24 % 76 40 % 16 9 % 50 27 % 188 100 % 
Yes, Other  17 33 % 17 33 % 6 12 % 11 22 % 51 100 % 
None  154 12 % 549 44 % 155 12 % 403 32 % 1261 100 % 

 

At the same time, data indicates that many students have repeated grades in school, especially those 
receiving other scholarships (see Table 11).  
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Table 11: Ever repeated a grade in school - PETS dataset (2016/17) 

Scholarship status Yes No 

Number  Pct Number  Pct 
Yes, Government scholarship 27 14 % 161 86 % 
Yes, Other scholarship 11 22 % 40 78 % 
No scholarship 201 16 % 1060 84 % 

 

During the PETS data collection each of the 1,500 sampled Grade 9 students’ households was 
followed up with an interview on various aspects of their interaction with schooling and also the 
education levels of the parents or guardians of the student. A further set of questions were asked 
about the housing and utilities of the household, and also about the principal assets for work and 
consumption, such as vehicles, household appliances etc. We used weighted data from these latter 
two sets of questions to compile a Housing Index and an Asset Index as previous research has shown 
that this information can provide a guide to the poverty status of the household97. Both of these were 
divided into quintiles, or bands of approximately 20 per cent of the total number of households. 

The association between the Asset and Housing Indices was very strong. Across all households R2 
was 0.889 (see Figure 17) which means that for all the households in the ten provinces aspects of 
their housing were closely related to their possession of household assets –those with poor housing 
conditions were much more likely to own fewer assets. This association between the indices was 
much stronger for households of students without a scholarship (R2 = 0.90) than for those with a 
scholarship student (R2 = 0.52), suggesting that the latter were poorer in assets than housing. 

                                                

 97  See for example Foreit, Karen G., and Mark Shreiner, Comparing alternative measures of poverty: Assets-based 
wealth index vs. Expenditure-based poverty score, MEASURE Evaluation PRH WP-11-123, October 2011. 
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Figure 26: Asset and Housing Indices across all households 

 

There was a clear association between the scholarship status of the students and the Housing Index 
quintile of their households (see Figure 27). Thirty per cent of the households of scholarship recipients 
were in the lowest quintile of households on this measure compared with 17 per cent of the non-
scholarship households. Just 11 per cent of the households of the government scholarship holders 
scored in the highest quintile of the Housing Index compared with 29 per cent of the non-scholarship 
households. This association between scholarship status and housing conditions was highly 
statistically significant, with a correlation coefficient significant at .000. 
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Figure 27: Housing Index status by scholarship status 

 

Figure 28: Asset index quintiles by scholarship status 

 

The relationship between the Asset Index and the scholarship status of the Grade 9 students was 
even more marked, particularly for the recipients of government scholarships (see Figure 19). Nearly 
half (45 per cent) of the households of government scholarship holders were place in the lowest Asset 
Index quintile, and only three per cent of these households scored in the top twenty percent of 
households for assets. On the other hand a quarter of the non-scholarship holders were in the lowest 
quintile and 19 per cent of them were in the highest quintile. Again this association was highly 
statistically significant, with a correlation coefficient significant at .000. 
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7.5 Conclusions and recommendations  

Evidence from both the EMIS and PETS data suggests that the selection of households, at least for 
secondary students, favours poorer households. Students who receive government secondary 
scholarships are more likely to show signs associated with poverty in their school related behaviour 
and their households are significantly more likely to have poverty related housing and asset ownership 
characteristics. This is verified by the primary data collected at the school level, which shows that 
both primary and secondary scholarships are largely associated with poor students. Our research 
indicates some reported inclusion errors: for instance some Non-IDPoor students were receiving 
scholarships but given quality issues with IDPoor database, these could be cases of local scholarship 
committees by-passing the official identification method to target genuinely poor students. A bigger 
cause if concern revealed by our research is high exclusion errors – in place due to the design of the 
scholarship and inherent rationing. This is discussed in greater detail in Vol 1.  

Both secondary and primary data show great variation in allocation of scholarships across provinces 
and districts. Provinces differ widely in the way that they allocate scholarships between schools and 
in the proportion of schools and students receive scholarships and some of the observed patterns are 
very anomalous. Bearing in mind that the selection process operates very differently for primary and 
secondary scholarships, with the former much more under the control of provinces and the latter more 
bound by central decisions in terms of the allocation to gender, number per school and distribution of 
schools, an argument could be made for a more consistent approach across grades and schools. We 
have discussed this in detail in Volume I of this report. 

At a high level, we would recommend: 

1. The MoEYS develop and implement a more consistent basis for the allocation of scholarships to 
provinces, districts and schools across primary and secondary scholarships.  

2. At school level, there should be clearer guidelines for selecting students on the basis of poverty 
and regular attendance (not performance).  

3. Given that boys at secondary level are more likely to repeat and/or dropout and that the Gender 
Parity Index at LSS level in some provinces is now becoming very biased in favour of females, it 
may be time to reconsider the weighting given to females in scholarship distribution in order to 
encourage greater male participation and completion rates. 
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Annex 8. Primary and Secondary 
Coordination Study 

8.1 Summary 

Scholarships at primary level do not necessarily mean that students in grade 6 are more likely to start 
grade 7, when most students will need to change schools (from primary to lower secondary). Our 
school level data did not provide much evidence that scholarships translated to better transition. This 
limited contribution to transition is for two main reasons. First, direct and opportunity costs of school 
are higher at grade 7 than grade 6, but the scholarship value is the same. Second, scholarship 
students in grade 6 are not guaranteed to receive a scholarship in grade 7. Provinces have apparently 
unrelated numbers of primary and secondary scholarships, some have more Grade 6 scholarships 
than Grade 7 and some the reverse.  Secondary schools have a fixed number of places per grade 
and this is irrespective of, and unrelated to, the number of Grade 6 scholarships awarded the previous 
year in their feeder primary schools98.  

The realities of these disparate numbers at province and school level effect how the programme is 
implemented at school level. Duty bearers at most secondary schools ignored whether the incoming 
grade 7 students had scholarships. Duty bearers at primary schools know that a scholarship in grade 
7 was not guaranteed, so they were not able to persuade their students to transition on that basis. 
Overall, if one purpose of the scholarship program is to support students from poor households to 
complete at least Basic Education, and thus to support their transition between grades 6 and 7, far 
better allocation processes and coordination would be required. The best way to support transition 
would be to guarantee grade 6 scholarship recipients a scholarship if they enrol in grade 7. If the 
flexibility to allocate scholarships on the basis of local knowledge to districts and schools is desirable 
then the whole centralised and fixed approach for secondary schools would need to change. 
Scholarship numbers for Grade 7 would reflect the number and gender balance of Grade 6 
scholarships in their feeder schools in the previous year. 

8.2 Purpose and questions 

• How can the coordination between primary and secondary scholarships be improved to increase 
this impact? 

8.3 Methodology 

This study was conducted primarily through interviews primarily with MoEYS and provincial officials 
to understand the school and scholarship allocation process, complemented by school-based data 
collection looking at the selection practice in feeder primary schools and practical transition from 
primary to secondary of selected students. 

                                                

98  This arises from the two different approaches to scholarship allocation at primary and secondary level. Primary 
allocations, once decided in n annual discussion at central/province level, are then in the hands of the POE 
and/or the DOEs, as far as allocations to individual schools go. Secondary scholarships, again allocated centrally 
to provinces, are also allocated centrally to schools and with fixed numbers. Few provinces have similar numbers 
of primary and secondary scholarships, with some having many more primary than secondary, and others the 
reverse. The situation is probably more extreme at school level but the Ministry does not have primary feeder 
school data in either primary or secondary scholarship data sets. 
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8.4 Findings 

The Theory of Change illustrates the various pathways through which primary scholarship 
programmes can impact transition to secondary education. Here we assess this impact for both 
primary and lower secondary scholarships. Unfortunately, current data limitations do not allow us to 
identify what percentage of primary scholarship students transition to lower secondary school. We 
also, do not have comparative aggregated data on scholarship versus non-scholarship students from 
the same schools.  We therefore use other research to answer this question although it must be 
emphasised that this is not a causal analysis. Scholarships in primary and lower secondary schools 
are expected to increase transition to lower and upper secondary school by reducing drop-out rates 
and repetition rates. Existing evidence from Cambodia suggests that this impact is likely to be positive 
for primary scholarships. There is no evidence on lower secondary scholarships.  

Barrera-Osorio et al (2018) provides robust evidence on the impact on students from poor households 
of receiving three years of scholarships from grade 4 to 6. This is likely to be highly comparable to 
the impact of the current scholarship programmes. They find that for students selected on the basis 
of poverty, the scholarships increased attainment by about four additional months of schooling over 
three years and increased primary school completion by 11.3 percentage points. The impact on poor 
students of receiving the scholarships from 2008 to 2011 on participation in any form of education 
between 2011 and 2016 was ten percentage points. They do not find any significant difference by 
gender (Barrera-Osorio et al. 2018). Their findings suggest slightly larger impacts on attainment for 
students targeted on the basis of poverty than on students targeted on the basis of merit. There is an 
indication – but not statistically significant – that receiving a scholarship delayed entry into work, 
especially for those selected on the basis of poverty. 

Sam Or Angkearoat & Kang Sophanna (2017) present findings that corroborate evidence of a positive 
impact of poverty-targeted scholarships on attainment. They cite data from provincial scholarship 
committees showing a reduction in drop-out. Most local scholarship committees they interviewed felt 
the scholarship was ‘highly successful’ in minimising drop-out rate. Nevertheless, the authors note 
that students with scholarships still drop out, due to late and inadequate scholarship payment, 
student, family and societal factors, and in some cases geographical distance from schools 
(Angkearoat & Sophanna 2017). 

Together, these studies provide a reasonable basis for concluding that the (poverty-targeted) 
scholarships increase the educational attainment of students from poor households. However, they 
also indicate that they are not sufficient to overcome all barriers to attainment. An important mitigating 
factor is that by design, primary scholarship students are sometimes not selected for lower secondary 
scholarships. Most respondents for this research highlighted this as an important constraint – as 
primary scholarship students were likely to be poorer, they would be less likely to make the transition 
to lower secondary level and more likely to drop out of lower secondary school without financial 
assistance.  

Coordination between primary and secondary is further complicated by a number of reasons: 

• nationally there are more primary recipients than secondary 

• numbers of Grade 6 and Grade 7 scholarships do not match even after taking the overall 
numbers into account 

• the allocation by gender which is flexible at Grade 6 and fixed at Grade 7  

All of this means that there is an imperfect match between those leaving grade 6 on a scholarship, 
and the scholarships available for boys and girls in grade 7. If scholarships at the end of primary and 
the beginning of lower secondary were well coordinated then one would expect that the numbers at 
each of these two points for each province would roughly correspond. However, it is clear that little 
coordination between these numbers is evident at province level. Figure 29 shows for each province 
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the relationship between the number of scholarship recipients in grade 6 (the primary scholarships) 
with the number of scholarships available in grade 7 (the secondary scholarship). If the bar was at 
100 per cent, then each primary scholarship recipient could in theory receive a secondary scholarship. 
Only one province (Pailin) is within two percent of a good match between Grade 6 and Grade 7 
scholarships (see Figure 29). Ten provinces have many fewer secondary Grade 7 scholarships than 
those available at Grade 6 so than even in the best circumstances many scholarship holders would 
fail to have their scholarships continue. In the most extreme case Tbaung Khmum only about a quarter 
of grade 6 students transitioning to Grade 7 could expect to receive a scholarship. For a further three 
provinces, Ratanak Kiri, Phnom Penh and Svay Rieng, fewer than half of the Grade 6 transitioning 
students could expect to receive scholarships. 

On the other hand, two provinces, Banteay Meanchey (484 per cent) and Kampong Thom (405 per 
cent) had more than four times as many Grade 7 scholarships as potential entrants who had received 
Grade 6 scholarships. A further two, Preah Sihanouk (296 per cent) and Pursat (279 per cent) had 
nearly three times as many Grade 7 scholarships as potential continuing scholarship holders. 

Figure 29: Percentage of Grade 7 scholarships covered by grade 6 scholarships 

 

It does not appear from these figures that there is any real coordination in the allocation of 
scholarships by province for primary and secondary schools. 

Plotting the relevant scholarship numbers against one another (see Figure 31) shows that there is 
almost no association between the two sets of data – R2 is 0.001 which indicates no real association 
and knowing how many students potentially enter Grade 7 is of no use in predicting how many Grade 
7 scholarships are available in the province. 
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It does not seem reasonable that poverty conditions change so drastically for households between 
primary and secondary schools, given that for both scholarships possession of IDPoor1 cards is the 
prime criterion for awarding scholarships. It may be that the differing allocation methods (relative in 
the case of primary scholarships, fixed in the case of secondary) are the main drivers of the mismatch. 
The fixed number of 30 scholarships for Grade 7 may be too large or too small for the amount of 
poverty in its zone but there is no way to vary the number at province or district level. 

Figure 30: Grade 6 potential transfers and Grade 7 available scholarships by Province 

 

Overall, to support the transition between grades 6 and 7, far better coordination would be required. 
The challenge is that the programmes have been run separately with separate processes and 
personnel since 2015, and it will be quite difficult to bring them back together at a central level (though 
probably easier in provinces). 

8.5 Conclusions and recommendations 

If it is a main purpose of the scholarship programs to facilitate the progress of students from poor 
households from Grade 4 to Grade 9 then this mismatch of allocations and poor coordination between 
the feeder primary schools and lower secondary schools could be a serious obstacle. Lack of data 
prevents definite conclusions on this point. There is no data on individual students’ transition between 
primary and secondary levels for recipient and non-recipient students. The move to have individual 
student tracking should be encouraged for this as well as other reasons. Further to this the central 
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ministry departments (and the EMIS) do not have data on feeder schools – that is they cannot link 
the primary schools that feed students to the target lower secondary school. This means it is not 
possible to monitor the allocation of scholarships to mirror at Grade 7 those in place at the Grade 6 
of the feeder schools. 

At the province level, at least some provinces attempt to ameliorate the system as best they can. For 
example, the Prey Veng secondary director said: 

“In August, the PSC inform/advises to deliver Application Forms to all grade 6 students to apply 
for scholarship and the Form will be collected by the end of the month and send to related Lower 
Secondary School. The LSC evaluate and prepare temporally list, published one week, then 
finalize list of scholarship recipient and finally send to POE for approval.” 
- Secondary scholarships director, Prey Veng 

This process informs the secondary schools of intending applicants and identifies existing scholarship 
holders but cannot deal with the fixed number and gender balance at Grade 7. It also cannot assist 
in cases where the target secondary school has been allocated no scholarships, or where scholarship 
holders elect to attend another secondary school than the one their primary school feeds into. 

Better coordination of the transition process will mean a major change to the secondary approach to 
scholarships, to the mindset of central and provincial officials and to the process of allocation at 
secondary level. This could only be done within a new and unified framework and policy for 
scholarships that viewed the whole sequence from Grade 1 to Grade 12 as one. 
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Annex 9. Effectiveness and Impact Study 

9.1 Summary 

There is a clear narrative from existing studies and our primary data that: 

• Households spend the scholarship monies on preparing children for school, either through school 
expenses and materials, extra tuition, or household consumption needs; 

• Children receiving the scholarship try harder, as a result of the focus put on them; 
• This tends to mean scholarship students attend more and drop out less during the year; 
• Recipients are very satisfied with the scholarship; 
• Scholarship students still sometimes don’t meet conditions, and will drop out with major crises; 
• There is very limited impact on G6/7 transition because scholarship receipt is not guaranteed; 
• The evidence on results, skills and employment is weak at best, but this is due to the poor 

education/employment linkages in Cambodia; and 
• There are some negative unintended consequences for non-recipients in terms of envy and 

demoralisation (exacerbated by cases where differences between recipients and non-recipients 
are accentuated in classrooms, including by wearing badges). 

9.2 Purpose and questions 

• To what extent have the expected objectives of the scholarship programmes been achieved or 
likely to be achieved in terms of reduced drop-out, improved promotion and completion rates, 
improved attendance and to some extent learning outcomes? 

• How satisfied have the parents and their children been with the scholarship programmes? 
• To what degree and how have the scholarship programmes contributed to influence households' 

investment decisions regarding education? What do households spend the scholarships on and 
who spends it? 

• Has the scholarship promoted equal access by girls and boys to primary and secondary 
education? How have the conditionalities attached to scholarship receipt affected this in practice 
at primary and secondary school? 

• To what extent have the scholarship programmes contributed to student transition from primary 
to secondary education? 

• Are there any unintended results either positive or negative associated with the implementation 
of scholarship programmes? 

9.3 Methodology 

This study uses a theory-based approach to evaluate the effectiveness and impact of the scholarship 
programmes on equitable education outcomes (such as learning, transition, attendance and 
enrolment and household spending on education, as well as recipients’ satisfaction with the 
scholarship programmes and any unintended impacts. The theory of change used to inform the 
effectiveness and impact study was presented in Figure 1, and replicated below the outcomes, 
outputs, and activity. 

The data below are summaries of existing reports on the scholarship programmes. The full analysis 
including our school-based data is available in Volume I. This section focuses on three research and 
evaluation studies that have been published on the scholarship programmes in the last two years: 
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• A study by the World Bank that reports on a randomised experiment that began in 2008 to 
investigate the long-term effects of primary scholarships at grade 4 in Mondulkiri, Ratanak kiri, 
and Preah Vihear, tracking and interviewing recipients at the age of 21 (Barrera-Osorio et al 2018). 
This is relevant to the scholarship programmes studied here but focuses on a 2008 cohort when 
the design was slightly different. In particular, the transfer value was USD20 in grade 4, and 
USD10 in grades 5 and 6. Moreover, in half the study’s schools recipients were selected on the 
basis of their scores in a Khmer and mathematics test (‘merit), and in the other half recipients were 
selected on the basis of a poverty score. The study measured poverty status for all students, so 
they can form conclusions on the impact of the scholarships on poor students in both the ‘merit’ 
and ‘poverty’ groups. It is a highly robust study using experimental data and is the only study 
available that evaluates the scholarships’ impact on education and labour market outcomes using 
quantitative methods (although it is currently in working paper form, so not peer reviewed). 

• A study by the MoEYS Department of Policy in 2017, based on qualitative and quantitative data 
collected in 14 provinces and 35 schools (Sam Or Angkearoat & Kang Sophanna 2017). This 
study is highly relevant to the current scholarship programmes, but its methodology is not very 
robust, and its limitations are not well defined. For instance, the study makes claims about the 
percentage of respondents, but the sampling is not obviously representative of the population it 
speaks of. It is largely based on unverified reporting by interviewees. 

• A study commissioned by UNICEF reviewing the scholarship programme for ethnic minority 
students in grades 11 and 12 in north-eastern Cambodia (Biradavolu 2018). This not directly 
relevant to the scholarship programmes studied here (which are grades 4-9) and is based on 
qualitative data, with limitations appropriately noted. It nevertheless provides some useful insights. 

9.4 Findings 

The expected impact, outcomes and outputs of the scholarship programmes are replicated in Figure 
31. The findings below are set out against this structure. 

Figure 31: Scholarship programmes impact, outcomes, outputs and activity 

 

Source: Evaluation theory of change. Note: this does not display the assumptions behind the theory of change. 
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Impact on labour market participation 

The highest level outcome in the theory of change is on labour market participation. The argument is 
that better skills will lead to better jobs. This is presented in the blue box above. 

Barrera-Osorio et al (2018) is the only evaluation to look at this. They find that most of their sample 
(92 per cent of control groups) were working when interviewed (aged about 21), mostly in agriculture, 
fishery and forestry. Students who received a merit-based scholarship were 3.4 percentage points 
more likely to be working, but there was no statistically significant impact on recipients of the poverty 
scholarship. They find no statistically significant impact of receiving scholarships on wages or on the 
likelihood that a job will be cognitively demanding.  

The absence of detectable impact at this level of the theory of change is not surprising. As the theory 
of change indicates, finding impact at this level would assume that labour markets are coherent with 
(i.e. recruit people on the basis of) the sorts of skills acquired in schools, and there is limited evidence 
that this is the case in Cambodia (or indeed, in many countries). That is, it appears that even if a 
student learns more at school this does not increase the likelihood that they will get a ‘good job’, 
because there are few good jobs available overall, and selection for good jobs is based on many other 
factors (such as social networks). 

Impact on learning and skills 

The theory of change for the scholarships expects that better educational attainment will lead to 
students learning more and development better skills. This is presented in the orange boxes. 

Barrera-Osorio et al (2018) estimate the impact of the scholarships on cognitive (knowledge, problem 
solving and fluid intelligence) and socio-emotional (such as openness, conscientiousness, and so on) 
skills at age 21. There are no detectable impacts on socio-emotional skills. They find that scholarships 
have no detectable impact on cognitive skills for students selected on the basis of poverty, but a 
positive impact for the students selected on merit. However, there were positive impacts on cognitive 
skills for students from poor households who were selected by merit, but not high merit students 
selected on the basis of poverty. The authors suggest this may be due to a ‘labelling’ effect – i.e. that 
telling a student they are selected for a scholarship because they are talented causes them to perform 
better than if the same student were told they are selected because of they are poor. 

Sam Or Angkearoat & Kang Sophanna (2017) report that most students felt their academic 
performance had improved after receiving the scholarships but did not present any direct evidence of 
this.  Biradavolu (2018) does not have evidence on performance 

Again, the absence of detectable impacts of the scholarship on skills for students from poor 
households would not be surprising, given the assumptions this would require about other proximate 
determinants of learning (effective teachers, school inputs, curriculum and exams) and other aspects 
of learner preparedness. That there does appear to be evidence of a positive impact on skills for poor 
students selected on the basis of merit is impressive. 

Impact on educational attainment 

The direct objectives of the scholarship programmes are to increase the enrolment, attendance, and 
completion rates of poor students (educational attainment). These outcomes are presented in green 
boxes in the diagram above. 

Barrera-Osorio et al (2018) provides robust evidence on the impact on students from poor households 
of receiving three years of scholarships from grade 4 to 6. This is likely to be highly comparable to 
the impact of the current scholarship programmes. They find that for students selected on the basis 
of poverty, the scholarships increased attainment by about four additional months of schooling over 
three years and increased primary school completion by 11.3 percentage points. The impact on poor 
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students of receiving the scholarships from 2008 to 2011 on participation in any form of education 
between 2011 and 2016 was ten percentage points. They do not find any significant difference by 
gender. Their findings suggest slightly larger impacts on attainment for students targeted on the basis 
of poverty than on students targeted on the basis of merit. There is an indication – but not statistically 
significant – that receiving a scholarship delayed entry into work, especially for those selected on the 
basis of poverty. 

Sam Or Angkearoat & Kang Sophanna (2017) present findings that corroborate evidence of a positive 
impact of poverty-targeted scholarships on attainment. They cite data from provincial scholarship 
committees showing a reduction in drop-out. Most local scholarship committees they interviewed felt 
the scholarship was ‘highly successful’ in minimising drop-out rate. Nevertheless, the authors note 
that students with scholarships still drop out, due to late and inadequate scholarship payment, 
student, family and societal factors, and in some cases geographical distance from schools. 

Biradavolu 2018 reports that the grade 11 and 12 scholarships for ethnic minority students had a 
direct impact on student attendance, and in some cases had been used to pay for additional tuition. 
Biradavolu reasonably argues that this is likely to increase their chances of covering the curriculum 
but does not have evidence on performance. 

Together, these studies provide a reasonable basis for concluding that the (poverty-targeted) 
scholarships increase the educational attainment of students from poor households. However, they 
also indicate that they are not sufficient to overcome all barriers to attainment. 

Outputs 

In the theory of change, scholarships are expected to be spent on (or to free up other funds for) 
educational inputs and preparing learners. Available (weak) evidence suggests recipients do this. 

Sam Or Angkearoat & Kang Sophanna (2017) present data on how the scholarship monies were 
used. While not representative of the wider population and not triangulated, 93 per cent of their 
respondents reported spending money on ‘study material for children’ and 82 per cent on uniform, 
with other major categories being transport or easing the family condition.  

Biradavolu (2018) finds that grade 11 and 12 scholarship recipient students (who unlike primary 
students tend to make decisions over spending scholarships) typically spend on clothing, school 
supplies and extra classes, all contributing to their preparedness. Some students also spend on 
transport, though this is typically a much higher value than the scholarship provides. 

9.5 Conclusions and recommendations 

The secondary evidence provides a reasonable validation of the scholarships’ theory of change up to 
the point of educational attainment. That is, the scholarships appear likely to help recipients spend 
more on educational inputs and for students to attend school more and progress. There is some 
evidence of improved skills as a result, but no evidence of improved labour market outcomes. Figure 
32 summarises this, with the red, yellow and green boxes on the right-hand side indicating evidence 
strength. This means that the higher order goal of reducing inter-generational poverty (as set out in 
the National Social Protection Policy Framework) is unlikely to be achieved.  

The data we collected at school-level, discussed in detail in Volume I, confirms this finding. 
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Figure 32: Evidence on the scholarships’ theory of change 

 

Note: On the right, red cells denote no evidence, yellow some evidence, and green good evidence 

This evidence leads to some tentative recommendations: 

• The MoEYS and MEF continue to support scholarships targeted on the basis of poverty. 

• The MoEYS consider branding the poverty-targeted scholarships as for students of ‘high-
potential’. 

These are explored in more detail in Volume I. 
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Annex 10. Design Study 

The design study builds on the results of the studies above. As such, the conclusions have been 
presented in detail in Volume I, and we do not present additional detail here, other than to summarise 
the findings and present the questions. 

10.1 Summary 

While the scholarship programmes are clearly very relevant to national education and development 
objectives, and there is strong ownership of the scholarships amongst the MoEYS and MEF, and the 
scholarships are by and large working well, there are some challenges with the current design and 
implementation. In particular, there is substantial variability in the way in which the programmes are 
implemented across schools and across the primary and secondary programmes. This leads to quite 
divergent outcomes in relation to transition, selection and conditionalities. Monitoring, feedback and 
all processes related to programme learning are weak, with very limited passage of information from 
schools to districts to provinces to Phnom Penh. This means that the programme misses opportunities 
to learn and communicate what is working and what is not working. This represents a potential 
inefficiency. 

The MoEYS and partners face some challenging decisions about whether and how to expand the 
scholarships. If additional financing is available – and it is not clear that it is – the indication from 
fieldwork is that most research participants would prefer an approach that enhances equity rather 
than which increases what recipients receive. Specifically, they would prefer covering more children 
rather than increasing transfer size. Scaling up to grades 1-3 would also be considered a worthwhile 
use of resources. 

10.2 Purpose and questions 

• To what degree are the objectives of the scholarship programmes relevant to the ESP, the 
National Social Protection Policy Framework, the Decentralisation and De-concentration process, 
the National Strategic Development Plan, and other relevant policies and strategies? 

• To what extent has the selection of beneficiaries or geographical areas complemented the 
targeting of other social programmes to reach to the worst-off and most vulnerable children? Have 
there been any gaps in relation to targeting and coverage of the scholarships? 

• To what extent have equity, gender equality and human rights goals and processes been 
incorporated into the planning of the scholarship programme? Has the scholarship been designed 
to provide for equal participation by all relevant groups (i.e., girls and boys)? 

• To what degree has the scholarship programme included processes and mechanisms to support 
the effective design and implementation of the programme and elicit feedback from scholarship 
recipients? 

• How effective have the current governance arrangements been, including staffing resources and 
roles and responsibilities of partners in the delivery and monitoring of the programmes? 

• What have been the risks to achieving the scholarship programmes' objectives? Have been risks 
managed appropriately (i.e., in the transfer of funds)? 

• Are there other feasibly ways to implement the scholarship programmes that would be more cost-
efficient? 

• To what extent does MoEYS have ownership, capacity and resources and maintain the 
scholarship programmes after external funding ceases? 

• To what extent can the primary scholarship be expanded to include grades 1 -3? How should the 
scholarship programme be scaled-up? What would be reasonable as a scholarship size? 
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• To what extent are age, gender, ethnicity, etc. disaggregated data collected and monitored? How 
can the current programme performance indicators and monitoring and evaluation framework 
(incl. MIS) be strengthened? 
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Annex 11. List of Meetings Attended 

Stakeholder Location 

MoEYS Secondary Education Dept MoEYS 

UNICEF evaluation team  UNICEF CO 

Working lunch with UNICEF team (evaluation, social policy, education) UNICEF CO 

MoEYS Primary Education Dept 

Director  

MoEYS 

Ministry of Economy and Finance  

Budget formulation  

MEF 

MoEYS Primary Education Dept Scholarship office MoEYS 

MoEYS Policy and Planning 

DG  

MoEYS 

DG Education  MoEYS 

MoEYS GSED Scholarship Chief MoEYS 

EU Education lead  EU 

World Bank Senior Education Specialist Skype 

Consultant leading scholarship framework development Skype 

USAID Education Specialist Skype 

Sida Education lead Swedish 

Embassy 

MEF Macroeconomic policy and budget department head and officials MEF 

UNICEF evaluation, social policy and education sections UNICEF and 

Skype 

MoEYS stakeholders in multi-stakeholder workshop Tonle Bassac 

2 
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Annex 12. List of Persons Interviewed 

Province District Level Respondent Gender 
Prey Veng  Both POE Deputy  

Prey Veng  Primary POE Primary  

Prey Veng  Secondary POE Secondary  

Prey Veng  Both POE finance  

Prey Veng Pearaing Both DOE Director  

Prey Veng Pearaing Both DOE finance  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Both DOE Director  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary DOE Deputy  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary DOE primary  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary DOE secondary  

Stung Treng  Primary POE Deputy  

Stung Treng  Primary POE Primary  

Stung Treng  Secondary POE Secondary  

Stung Treng  Primary POE finance  

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Both DOE Deputy  

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Both DOE finance  

Stung Treng Siempang Both DOE Director  

Stung Treng Siempang Both DOE finance  

Kampot Chhouk Both DOE group  

Phnom Penh Chroy Changvar Both DOE group  

Kampot Dangtung Both DOE group  

Banteay Meanchey Malai Both DOE group  

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Both DOE group  

Phnom Penh Po Senchey Both DOE group  

Banteay Meanchey  Both POE group  

Kampot  Both POE group  

Phnom Penh  Both POE group  

Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary School director Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary School secretary Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Teacher Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Teacher Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Village chief Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Village chief Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Recipient student - FGD  

Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Recipient parent - FGD  

Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Recipient student - KII Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary OOS child Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Secondary OOS parent Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary School director Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary School secretary Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Teacher Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Teacher Male 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary School support 
committee Male 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Village chief Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient parent - FGD  

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient student - KII Male 
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Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary OOS child Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary OOS parent Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary School director Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary School secretary Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Teacher Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Teacher Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary School support 
committee Male 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Village chief Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Village chief Male 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient student - FGD  
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient parent - FGD  
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient student - KII Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Pearaing Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary School director Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary School secretary Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Teacher Female 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Teacher Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary School support 
committee Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Recipient student - FGD  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Recipient parent - FGD  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Recipient student - KII Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary School director Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary School secretary Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Teacher Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Teacher Male 
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Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary School support 
committee Male 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Village chief Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Village chief Female 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient parent - FGD Female 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient student - KII Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient student - KII Male 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary School director Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary School secretary Female 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Teacher Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Teacher Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary School support 
committee Male 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Village chief Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Village chief Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient parent - FGD  

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient student - KII Male 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient student - KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Prey Veng Peam Ror Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary School director Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary School secretary Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Teacher Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Teacher Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary School support 
committee Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Recipient student - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Recipient parent - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Recipient student - KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 
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Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary OOS child Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary OOS child Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary OOS parent Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Secondary OOS parent Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary School director Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary School secretary Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Teacher Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Teacher Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary School support 
committee Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient student - FGD Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient parent - FGD Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient student - KII Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient student - KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient parent - KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary OOS child Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary OOS child Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary OOS parent Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary School director Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary School secretary Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Teacher Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Teacher Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary School support 
committee Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient parent - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient student - KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Recipient parent - KII male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary OOS child Male 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary OOS child Female 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary OOS parent Female 
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Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei Primary OOS parent Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary School director Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Teacher Female 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Teacher Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary School support 
committee Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Recipient student - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Recipient parent - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Recipient student - KII Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Recipient parent - KII Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary OOS child Female 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary OOS parent Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Secondary OOS parent Female 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary School director Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary School secretary Female 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Teacher Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Teacher Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary School support 
committee Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Village chief Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient parent - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient student - KII Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient student - KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient parent - KII Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary School director Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary School secretary Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Teacher Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Teacher Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary School support 
committee Male 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient parent - FGD  

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient student - KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 
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Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient parent - KII Male 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary OOS child Female 
Banteay Meanchey Malai Primary OOS parent Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary School director Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary School secretary Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Teacher Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Teacher Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary School support 
committee Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Commune councillor Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Village chief Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient parent - FGD Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient student - KII Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient student - KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary School director Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary School secretary Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Teacher Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Teacher Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary School support 
committee Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Village chief Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Village chief Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Recipient student - FGD  

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Recipient parent - FGD Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Recipient student - KII Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Recipient parent - KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary OOS child Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Secondary OOS parent Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary School director Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary School secretary Female 
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Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Teacher Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Teacher Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary School support 
committee Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Village chief Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Village chief Male 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient parent - FGD Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient student - KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Thala Barivat Primary OOS parent Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary School director Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary School secretary Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Teacher Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Teacher Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary School support 
committee Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Commune councillor Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Village chief Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Village chief Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Recipient student - FGD  

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Recipient parent - FGD  

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Recipient student - KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Recipient parent - KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary School secretary Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Teacher Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary School support 
committee Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Village chief Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Village chief Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient parent - FGD  

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient student - KII Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient student - KII Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 
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Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient parent - KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary OOS child Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary OOS parent Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary School director  

Stung Treng Siempang Primary School secretary Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Teacher Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Teacher Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary School support 
committee Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Village chief Male 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Village chief  

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient parent - FGD  

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient student - KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Stung Treng Siempang Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Stung Treng Siempang Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Male 

Kampot Chhouk Secondary School director Male 
Kampot Chhouk Secondary School secretary Male 
Kampot Chhouk Secondary Teacher Male 
Kampot Chhouk Secondary Teacher Male 

Kampot Chhouk Secondary School support 
committee Male 

Kampot Chhouk Secondary Commune councilor Female 
Kampot Chhouk Secondary Village chief Male 
Kampot Chhouk Secondary Recipient student - FGD  

Kampot Chhouk Secondary Recipient parent - FGD Female 
Kampot Chhouk Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 
Kampot Chhouk Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Kampot Chhouk Secondary Recipient parent - KII Male 
Kampot Chhouk Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Primary School director Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary School secretary Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Teacher Female 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Teacher Male 

Kampot Chhouk Primary School support 
committee Male 
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Kampot Chhouk Primary Village chief Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient student - FGD  

Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient parent - FGD  

Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient student - KII Male 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient parent - KII Male 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Primary School director Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary School secretary Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Teacher Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Teacher Male 

Kampot Chhouk Primary School support 
committee Male 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Commune councilor Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Village chief Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Village chief Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient student - FGD  
Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient parent - FGD  
Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient student - KII Male 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Kampot Chhouk Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Chhouk Primary OOS child Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary OOS child Male 
Kampot Chhouk Primary OOS parent Female 
Kampot Chhouk Primary OOS parent Male 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary School director Male 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary School secretary Female 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary Teacher Male 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary Teacher Male 

Kampot Dangtung Secondary School support 
committee Male 

Kampot Dangtung Secondary Village chief Male 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary Village chief Male 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary Recipient student - FGD  

Kampot Dangtung Secondary Recipient parent - FGD Female 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary Recipient student - KII Female 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary Recipient student - KII Male 

Kampot Dangtung Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Kampot Dangtung Secondary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 
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Kampot Dangtung Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary Recipient parent - KII Female 

Kampot Dangtung Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Dangtung Secondary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Male 

Kampot Dangtung Secondary OOS child Female 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary OOS parent Female 
Kampot Dangtung Secondary OOS parent Female 
Kampot Dangtung Primary School director Male 
Kampot Dangtung Primary School secretary Male 
Kampot Dangtung Primary Teacher Female 
Kampot Dangtung Primary Teacher Male 
Kampot Dangtung Primary School support committee 
Kampot Dangtung Primary Recipient student - FGD Female 
Kampot Dangtung Primary Recipient parent - FGD Female 
Kampot Dangtung Primary Recipient student - KII Female 
Kampot Dangtung Primary Recipient student - KII Female 

Kampot Dangtung Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Female 

Kampot Dangtung Primary Non-recipient student - 
KII Male 

Kampot Dangtung Primary Recipient parent - KII Female 
Kampot Dangtung Primary Recipient parent - KII Male 

Kampot Dangtung Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Dangtung Primary Non-recipient parent - 
KII Female 

Kampot Dangtung Primary OOS child Male 
Kampot Dangtung Primary OOS child Male 
Kampot Dangtung Primary OOS parent Female 
Kampot Dangtung Primary OOS parent Male 
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Annex 13. Sampling Strategy 

In addition to analysing existing literature data (such as EMIS, ID Poor and the Public Expenditure 
Tracking Survey), the evaluation collected primary data from key informants in Phnom Penh, in 
provinces, districts and in schools. A full list of interviewees is in Annex 12, and instruments are 
available in Annex 14. This section describes how we sampled respondents in provinces, districts 
and schools. 

We conducted three different data collection exercises. 

First, we interviewed all provincial education offices and provincial treasuries using a structured 
instrument asking about selection processes and fund flow, administered using a phone. This meant 
we aimed for interviews with officials in primary and secondary education offices and provincial 
treasuries in all 24 provinces and Phnom Penh, 25 provinces in all and 75 interviews. In practice, 19 
out of 25 primary offices of education responded to questions about the selection process, and 18 out 
of 25 primary offices of education responded to questions about fund flow. For secondary offices, only 
11 responded on selection and 10 on fund flow. 18 out of 25 provincial treasuries provided information 
about fund flow. Non-responses were difficult to overcome, even with regular phone calls and in some 
cases (such as Kampot) actual visits to officials, and with official letters. 

Second, we interviewed provincial and district officials in four provinces (one from each of the four 
north-east, north-west, central and coastal regions) and Phnom Penh using semi-structured in-person 
interviews. We sampled the following provinces purposively in order to offer regional variation and 
insight into different types of provinces. 

• Phnom Penh. This is because Phnom Penh has a unique province to school fund flow process, 
and because conditions in Phnom Penh are typically different from the rest of the country. 

• Kampot, in the coastal region, because it has poor education and poverty indicators, but is more 
typical than Koh Kong (which is the poorest province in the region but has a large Thai diaspora 
population and is less typical).  

• Banteay Meanchey in the north-western region, because there is lots of drop out especially at 
secondary level as many students go to Thailand. 

• Stung Treng in the Eastern Region, because while Ratanakiri is poorer, there is less material 
available on Stung Treng. 

• Prey Veng in the lowlands, because it has a more typical poverty profile than Svay Rieng (which 
has lot of industry).  

In each selected province we conducted interviews at provincial head office and in two districts that 
are receiving both primary and secondary scholarships. These districts were selected on the basis of 
providing a mix of remote and less remote districts, and above average poverty rates for the district. 
The following districts were selected: 
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Figure 33: Selected provinces and districts 

Province District 
Primary 
schools 

Secondary 
schools 

Poverty 
rate 
(IDPoor 
household) 

Remote 
from 
province 
centre? 

Banteay 
Meanchey 

Malai 10 4 17.6 Remote 

Mongkol Borei 11 4 16.3 Medium 

Kampot 
Chhouk 44 7 18.2 Remote 

Dangtung 29 6 15.4 Medium 

Phnom Penh 
Chroy Changvar 8 3 10.8 Central 

Prek Pneuv 13 1 15 Central 

Prey Veng 
Peam Ror 28 4 21.6 Central 

Pearaing 34 7 11.5 Medium 

Stung Treng 
Siempang 14 1 22.8 Remote 

Thala Barivat 28 3 20.7 Medium 

 

In these provinces and districts, we interviewed the following duty bearers: 

Figure 34: Provincial and district level duty bearers interviewed 

Province District Interviewee 
Prey Veng  POE Deputy 
Prey Veng  POE Primary 
Prey Veng  POE Secondary 
Prey Veng  POE finance 
Prey Veng Pearaing DOE Director 
Prey Veng Pearaing DOE finance 
Prey Veng Peam Ror DOE Director 
Prey Veng Peam Ror DOE Deputy 
Prey Veng Peam Ror DOE primary 
Prey Veng Peam Ror DOE secondary 
Stung Treng  POE Deputy 
Stung Treng  POE Primary 
Stung Treng  POE Secondary 
Stung Treng  POE finance 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat DOE Deputy 
Stung Treng Thala Barivat DOE finance 
Stung Treng Siempang DOE Director 
Stung Treng Siempang DOE finance 
Kampot  POE group 
Kampot Chhouk DOE group 
Kampot Dangtung DOE group 
Banteay Meanchey Malai DOE group 
Banteay Meanchey Mongkol Borei DOE group 
Banteay Meanchey  POE group 
Phnom Penh  POE group 
Phnom Penh Chroy Changvar DOE group 
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Phnom Penh Po Senchey DOE group 
 

Third, in the eight districts in Prey Veng, Stung Treng, Kampot and Banteay Meanchey we interviewed 
the following rights holders and duty bearers in three schools per province.  

Interviewee Total female Total male Total 
School director 2 19 21 
School secretary 9 13 22 
Teacher 21 24 45 
Village chief 3 31 34 
School support committee 3 18 21 
Commune councillor 2 2 4 
Recipient student - FGD   23 
Recipient parent - FGD   23 
Recipient student - KII 11 35 46 
Non-recipient student - KII 20 24 44 
Recipient parent - KII 24 22 46 
Non-recipient parent - KII 37 7 44 
OOS child 7 10 17 
OOS parent 5 14 19 
 144 219 409 

 

Interviewees were selected through snowball sampling through schools, to ensure a gender balance 
of students and parents where possible, although the duty bearers were interviewed irrespective of 
gender. 
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Annex 14. Data Collection Tools 

14.1 Provincial interviews 

EVALUATION OF THE NATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMMES OF THE MINISTRY OF 
EDUCATION, YOUTH AND SPORTS IN CAMBODIA (2015-2018) 

A. QUESTIONNAIRE - PROVINCIAL TREASURY 

Date……………………………………………………..   Time………………………………………………………………………  

Interviewer……………………………………………  Treasury Official Name…………………………………………. 

Location ……………………………………………… Position……………………………Gender………………  Phone no………….…… 

MODULE 1 - FUND FLOW QUESTIONS Fiscal year 2015 201

6 

2017 2018 

Q1. What date did you receive instructions to disburse Scholarship funds? 
a. First amount 
b. Second amount 
c. Third amount 

 D/M/

Y 

D/M/Y  D/M/

Y 

 D/M/

Y 

Q2. What date did you disburse Scholarship funds? 
d. First amount 
e. Second amount 
f. Third amount 

       

Q3. Where did you disburse the Scholarship funds? 
b. To the POE account 
c. To the DOE accounts 
d. To individual school accounts 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q4. Were there any problems in the process in any of the years? (state the problem and the solution if any) 

 2015 

 

 

 2016 
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 2017 

 

 

 2018 

 

 

Q5. In your view, how satisfactory is the current scholarship disbursement process? (Please explain) 
  

 

 

Q6.  What, if anything, could be done to improve the disbursement process? 

  

 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND EFFORT 
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EVALUATION OF THE NATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMMES OF THE MINISTRY OF 
EDUCATION, YOUTH AND SPORTS IN CAMBODIA (2015-2018) 

1 QUESTIONNAIRE - PROVINCIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION PRIMARY SCHOLARSHIPS SELECTION 

Date……………………………………………………..     Time……………………………………………………………………… 

Interviewer……………………………………………    POE Official Name………………………………………………… 

Location ……………………………………………… Position………………………………………………………     Phone No……..………… 

MODULE 1 - TARGETING QUESTIONS 

Q1. Which POE officers are involved in the process of selecting students for Government funded primary scholarships? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q2. What are the main steps in the process of selecting primary scholarship recipients? (List the key steps below. This 
should include criteria for selecting students, quotas per school or per district, communication with school and 
students etc) 
a. At the Provincial Office of Education before schools select candidates 

 

1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

4. 

 

b. At the school  
  

1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

4. 

 

c. At the District Office of Education 
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1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

4. 

 

d. At the Provincial Office of Education after schools submit names of candidates 
 

1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

4. 

 

Q3. Is there a manual to help you implement the? 
 

 Government funded primary scholarship Yes ……….  No………… 

Q4. Do you have a copy of the manual?                    Yes…………No………… 
 

Q5. Are there any differences with the selection process for lower secondary scholarships that you know of? 
 Yes ……….  No…………. 

 

Q6. If YES what are the main differences? (List below) 
 

 

 

 

Q7. Were there any problems in the process of selection in primary selection in any of the years? (state the problem 
and the solution if any) 
2015-16  
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2015-16  

 

 

 

2015-16  

 

 

 

Q8. In your view, how satisfactory is the current scholarship selection process for primary level? Why? (Please explain) 
 

 

V.Satisfactory          Satisfactory          Neither           Unsatisfactory          Very unsatisfactory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q9. Do you think the selection process targets the correct students at primary level? 
 Yes ……….  No…………. 

Q10. If NO what are the main problems? (List below) 

 

 

 

 

Q11. What happens after the consolidated provincial list of primary scholarship recipients is compiled? (Please 
explain) 

 

 

 

 

Q12. What, if anything, could be done to improve the process of primary scholarship selection? (Please explain) 
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Q1. QUESTIONNAIRE - PROVINCIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION PRIMARY SCHOLARSHIPS FUNDING FLOWS 

Date……………………………………………………..     Time……………………………………………………………………… 

Interviewer……………………………………………    POE Official Name………………………………………………… 

Location ……………………………………………… Position………………………………………………………     Phone No……..………… 

MODULE 2 - FUND FLOW QUESTIONS 

Q13. When did the POE request the Provincial Treasury to disburse the primary scholarship funds for academic 
year 2017-18? 

Tranche 1 date D____/M_____/Y_____   Tranche 2 date D____/M_____/Y   Tranche 3 date D____/M_____/Y______    

What were the steps in the process? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q14. Is this the same for each tranche of the scholarship?  Yes ……….  No…………. 

If No what are the differences? (Please explain) 

 

 

 

 

 

Q15. What date was the first request for funds made in: 
a. 2015-16 D____/M_____/Y_____    
b. 2016-17 D____/M_____/Y_____    
c. 2017-18 D____/M_____/Y_____    

 

Q16. Where did the Provincial Treasury send the scholarship disbursement in the following years? 

 School year 2015-16 School year 2016-17 School year 2017-18 



Country-led Evaluation of MoEYS Scholarship Programmes 

  114 

Q2. POE Account    

Q3. DOE accounts    

Q4. School accounts    

Q17. What did the POE do to supervise the presentation of scholarship funds to recipients in primary schools?  

 

 

 

 

Q18. Does the POE monitor the scholarship holders or schools after the initial presentation?  Yes ……….  No…………. 
Q19. If YES, how does it do this? (Please explain) 

 

 

 

 

 

Q20. Where there any problems in the process of disbursement in any of the years for either primary or lower 
secondary scholarships? (state the problem and the solution if any) 
2015-16  

 

 

 

2016-17  

 

 

 

 

2017-18  

 

 

 

Q21. In your view, how satisfactory is the current scholarship disbursement process for primary level? (Please 
explain) 
 

 

V.Satisfactory          Satisfactory          Neither           Unsatisfactory          Very unsatisfactory 
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Q22. What, if anything, could be done to improve it at primary level? (Please explain) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Country-led Evaluation of MoEYS Scholarship Programmes 

  116 

2 QUESTIONNAIRE - PROVINCIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION SECONDARY SCHOLARSHIPS SELECTION 

Date……………………………………………………..     Time……………………………………………………………………… 

Interviewer……………………………………………    POE Official Name………………………………………………… 

Location ……………………………………………… Position………………………………………………………     Phone No……..………… 

All questions here are about Government lower secondary scholarships for Grades 7, 8 and 9 only 

MODULE 1 - TARGETING QUESTIONS 

Q1. Which POE officers are involved in the process of selecting students for Government funded secondary 
scholarships? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q2. What are the main steps in the process of selecting secondary scholarship recipients? (List the key steps below. This 
should include criteria for selecting students, quotas per school or per district, communication with school and 
students etc) 
e. At the Provincial Office of Education before schools select candidates 

 

1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

4. 

 

f. At the school  
  

1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

4. 

 

g. At the District Office of Education 
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1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

 

h. At the Provincial Office of Education after schools submit names of candidates 
 

1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

 

Q3. Is there a manual to help you implement the? 
 

 Government funded secondary scholarship Yes ……….  No………… 

Q4. Do you have a copy of the manual?                    Yes…………No………… 
 

Q5. Are there any differences with the selection process for primary scholarships that you know of? 
 Yes ……….  No…………. 

 

Q6. If YES what are the main differences? (List below) 
 

 

 

 

Q7. Were there any problems in the process of selection in secondary selection in any of the years? (state the problem 
and the solution if any) 
2015-16  

 

 

 

2015-16  
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2015-16  

 

 

 

Q8. In your view, how satisfactory is the current scholarship selection process for secondary level? Why? (Please 
explain) 
 

 

V.Satisfactory          Satisfactory          Neither           Unsatisfactory          Very unsatisfactory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q9. Do you think the selection process targets the correct students at secondary level? 
 Yes ……….  No…………. 

Q10. If NO what are the main problems? (List below) 

 

 

 

 

Q11. What happens after the consolidated provincial list of secondary scholarship recipients is compiled? (Please 
explain) 

 

 

 

 

Q12. What, if anything, could be done to improve the process of secondary scholarship selection? (Please explain) 
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Q5. QUESTIONNAIRE - PROVINCIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION LOWER SECONDARY SCHOLARSHIPS 
FUNDING FLOWS 

Date……………………………………………………..     
 Time……………………………………………………………………… 

Interviewer……………………………………………     POE Official 
Name………………………………………………… 

Location ………………………………………………  Position………………………………………………………     Phone 
No……..………… 

MODULE 2 - FUND FLOW QUESTIONS FOR LOWER SECONDARY SCHOLARSHIPS 

Q13. When did the POE request the Provincial Treasury to disburse the lower secondary scholarship funds for 
academic year 2017-18? 

Tranche 1 date D____/M_____/Y_____   Tranche 2 date D____/M_____/Y   Tranche 3 date D____/M_____/Y______    

What were the steps in the process? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q14. Is this the same for each tranche of the scholarship?  Yes ……….  No…………. 

If No what are the differences? (Please explain) 

 

 

 

 

 

Q15. What date was the first request for funds made in: 
d. 2015-16 D____/M_____/Y_____    
e. 2016-17 D____/M_____/Y_____    
f. 2017-18 D____/M_____/Y_____    
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Q16. Where did the Provincial Treasury send the scholarship disbursement in the following years? 

 School year 2015-16 School year 2016-17 School year 2017-18 

Q6. POE Account    

Q7. DOE accounts    

Q8. School accounts    

Q17. What did the POE do to supervise the presentation of scholarship funds to recipients in secondary schools?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q18. Does the POE monitor the scholarship holders or schools after the initial presentation?  Yes ……….  No…………. 
Q19. If YES, how does it do this? (Please explain) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q20. Where there any problems in the process of disbursement in any of the years for lower secondary 
scholarships? (state the problem and the solution if any) 
2015-16  

 

 

 

2016-17  

 

 

 

 

2017-18  

 

 

 

Q21. In your view, how satisfactory is the current scholarship disbursement process for secondary level? (Please 
explain) 
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V.Satisfactory          Satisfactory          Neither           Unsatisfactory          Very unsatisfactory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q22. What, if anything, could be done to improve it at secondary level? (Please explain) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

14.2 Provincial and district face-to-face interviews 

3 EVALUATION OF THE NATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMMES OF THE MINISTRY 
OF EDUCATION, YOUTH AND SPORTS IN CAMBODIA (2015-2018) 

Oxford Policy Management have been tasked by the Ministry of Education Youth and Sports in Cambodia with 
evaluating the primary and secondary scholarship programs run by the Ministry. We will be seeking information 
from central and provincial departments as well as schools, teachers, scholarship holders and their parents over 
the next few months. This set of questions is about how the funds for scholarships are processed and given to 
students. We would like to know how the process works in your POE or DOE. We would also like to know your 
opinions on how well the current system works and how it might be improved.  

CONFIDENTIALITY: We value your information and opinions, but we will not identify you or use your name or 
position in any of our reports or analysis.  

4 KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS – PROVINCIAL + DISTRICT LEVEL 

Date……………………………………………………..     Time……………………………………………………………………… 

Interviewer……………………………………………    POE/DOE Official Name ………………………………………………… 

Location ……………………………………………… Position…………………………………Gender………     Phone No……..………… 

This interview is in the POE               DOE               
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This interview is about Primary scholarships              Secondary scholarships               Both types    

 

5 MODULE 1 – SCHOLARSHIP SELECTION QUESTIONS  

Q1. How many primary/secondary scholarship programmes operate in your province/district? 
Probe: govt and non govt, WFP, ADB, UNICEF 

 

 

 

 

Q2. What is your role in the implementation of the government/PB scholarship programme in primary/secondary 
schools? 
Probe: selection of students, enforcing conditionalities etc 

 

 

 

 

Q3. How is this different from the role of the provincial/district office? 
 

 

 

 

Q4. What are the main steps in the process of selecting primary scholarship recipients for the government/PB 
scholarship?  
Probe: Criteria for selecting students, data sources, quotas per school or per district, communication with 

school and students etc 
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Q5. Is there a manual to help you implement the govt/PB scholarships? Yes              No  
Q6. Is there a copy of the manual in your office?  Yes              No  
Q7. Do you have your own personal copy of the manual?  Yes                  No   

 

Q8. Do you find the manual helpful? Are there ways it could be improved or changed to make it more useful? 
 

 

 

 

 

Q9. How do you decide the selection criteria for primary/secondary scholarship students? 
 

 

 

 

Q10. Are the criteria similar across districts and schools in your Province, in other Provinces? Why or why not? 
 

 

 

 

 

Q11. Is it the same for primary and secondary levels? If not how is it different? 
 

 

 

 



Country-led Evaluation of MoEYS Scholarship Programmes 

  124 

 

 

Q12. Is it the same for other, non-government scholarship programmes? What are the main differences? 
 

 

 

 

 

Q13. What data sources do you use for identifying eligible students for the government/PB scholarship? Are 
these the same for primary and secondary scholarships? 

Probe: IDPoor 1, IDPoor 2, poverty indicators, School Committee assessment, enrolment in previous 

scholarship  

 

 

 

 

 

Q14. Were there any problems in the process of selection for primary/secondary scholarship in the past few 
years? What were these problems? How were they resolved? 

Probe: exclusion errors, inclusion errors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q15. Do parents or guardians ever complain about their children not being selected? If they do how do you deal 
with the complaints? 
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Q16. Do you think the selection process targets the correct students at primary/secondary level? Why or Why 
not? How could it be changed to better target deserving students? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q17. Are the primary/secondary scholarships provided by the government merit based or means based? Why do 
you think so? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q18. Is the amount of the scholarship for primary/secondary government/PB scholarship too large, too small or 
about right for recipients? Why or why not? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q19. What would be an ideal value of the transfer size? Why? Probe: what factors should be taken into 
consideration (inflation, school costs, wages they could earn)? 
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6 MODULE 2 - FUND FLOW QUESTIONS  

Q20. How well does the process of allocating government scholarships to provinces/districts work in practice? 
Probe: Meetings at the Centre or the POE; Discussions between provinces and districts; differences between 
primary and secondary scholarship arrangements 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q21. How does the number of scholarships get translated into the POE budget? Does this work well, or could it 
be improved? If so, how could it be improved? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q22. (POE) Who is responsible to see that the three tranche disbursement requests are made to PEF? Does this 
process work well? About how long does it take from initial request till the scholarships funds are in schools? 
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Q23. How long does it take for the schools to pass on the scholarship money to students once they receive it? 
Do you, or someone from your office go to every presentation of the funds? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q24. Do you think the current arrangement of three tranches of scholarship funds per year is a good arrangement 
for the students and their families? Why or why not? How could this be improved? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q25. Do you see financial reports from schools on the scholarship funds? If so, are they sound and credible? 
 

 

 

 

 

Q26. Have you ever encountered problems with scholarship funding or reporting at either primary or secondary 
level? If so, what sort of problems and how were they solved? 
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7 MODULE 3 – PRIMARY SECONDARY COORDINATION QUESTIONS  

Q27. How and when do secondary schools select the students for scholarships in Grade 7? Probe: Do they involve 
the feeder primary schools; do they find out whether G7 students have previously had scholarships in G6? 
Do they involve POE and/or DOE officials in the selection? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q28. What are some ways that the scholarship selection process for Grade 7 could be improved, if any? 
 

 

 

 

 

Q29. Do you think G6 scholarship students should automatically receive or not receive scholarships when they 
enter Grade 7? Which do you think is best and why? 
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Q30. Does every primary school with scholarships in your Province/District feed into a secondary school with 
scholarships? If not what happens to those G6 students who go to a secondary school with no scholarships? 

 

 

 

 

 

8 MODULE 4 – SCHOLARSHIP MONITORING ISSUES  

Q31. What are your responsibilities for monitoring the scholarship programme? 
 

 

 

 

Q32. What monitoring do you actually conduct on the scholarship programme? If different from above, why? 
 

 

 

 

 

Q33. (For District officials) Do you visit schools? How many in a year, when, and how often? What do you do 
when you are in schools? 

 

 

 

 

Q34. Can you show me the monitoring data you collect? Take a photo of a representative format.  
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Q35. Does this include monitoring whether recipients meet conditionalities? Probe: Do you collect information 
on attendance and academic progress by scholarship holders? 

 

 

 

 

Q36. Does this data disaggregate by sex, age, ethnicity and any other vulnerable groups (e.g. migrants)? Why 
not? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q37. What do you do with the monitoring data you collect? Probe: Send to province, send to Phnom Penh, enter 
into the MIS, make decisions (which?), talk to schools, remove students from the programme if non-
compliant, nothing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q38. Can you give examples of any changes in your District/Province or national system made as a result of 
monitoring data? Please describe them. 
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Q39. Ideally, would you like to do more or less monitoring than you currently do? What would you want to do? 
Why? Probe: what decisions would it help you take or what actions would it help you carry out? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q40. What prevents you from doing monitoring as you want to? Probe for time, resources for travel, authority. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Feedback 

Q41. If not covered: Aside from monitoring data, do you collect any feedback from recipients or non-recipients 
(students or parents) on the scholarship programme? 

 

 

 

 

 

Q42. What is done with this feedback?  
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Q43. How is this feedback collected? Probe for interviews, forms, phone surveys, hotline, etc. 
 

 

 

 

Q44. How do you think this system could be improved? 
 

 

 

 

 

9 MODULE 5 – DESIGN ISSUES  

Q45. Do you have sufficient resources to carry out your responsibilities for the scholarship programme?  
 

 

 

 

Q46. Are there things that you are supposed to do in relation to the scholarship programmes that you cannot 
do? What are they? Why is this? 
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Q47. Do you have any other suggestions for how the scholarship programmes could be improved? Probe – this 
is the end of the interview, so please tell us anything important we have not covered 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your time and cooperation  
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14.3 School-based interviews 

14.3.1 Introduction to all interviews 

Introduction 

Hello. My name is …………. and my colleague’s name is ……………. We are working for Oxford 
Policy Management or OPM, a research institute from Oxford. We are conducting a research study 
in partnership with UNICEF. We have come to ask you some questions about basic education in 
Cambodia, and particularly about the primary and secondary scholarship programs of the Royal 
Government of Cambodia.  

We do not work for UNICEF or the Royal Government of Cambodia. We are an independent company 
who are doing an independent review of the scholarship programs to better understand how they 
work in practice and how they can be improved in the future.  

We would like to ask your views on a range of questions. The answers that you give us will be 
completely confidential and will not be linked to you. We are asking these questions in different 
communities in ______ (name of provinces) to understand and assess how these programmes are 
working in different localities. Your personal contributions and views will not be shared with anyone 
else in a way that identifies you. Therefore, nobody – in this community, in the district, at UNICEF or 
any other concerned organization or person working for the programme – will know what you tell us. 
This information is not being collected to assess your community, school or district but to understand 
scholarship programmes, so please feel free to share your thoughts without any reservations. 

Before we begin, we would like to ask for your explicit oral informed consent. Please note that this 
interview is voluntary, and you are under no obligation to answer any or all of our questions, although 
it would help us if you did. You are welcome to ask us any question during or after the interview. If 
you agree to this interview, you can still ask not to answer any question during the interview, or to 
terminate the interview at any time.  

Before we start, could I also ask you a logistical question? Would you be ok with us recording this 
interview in case we are unable to note everything down when we talk? We would then go back and 
transcribe the interview for missing information, but nobody else except the researchers will have 
access to this. (If the researchers sense any discomfort or uncertainty from the respondents, assure 
them again that only you will have access to this recording, and also that you can either not record in 
particular places or not record at all if they are uncomfortable with it.)  

Do you have anything you want to ask me, or can we start? 
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14.3.2 School Director KII 

The interviewers must fill out this sheet for all school interviews. 

Date of interview 
 

Province Name  

District Name  

Location  
 Urban          Rural 

School Name 
 

EMIS School Number 
             

School Type  
 Primary School          Secondary School      

 

Interviewer Names   

Start Time and End time  
  :     :   

Researcher Comments 

 

 

Total # of enrolled students  

Total # of scholarship students  

Total # of Male scholarship 

students  

Total # of Female scholarship 

students  

Verified by school register? 
 Yes         No 

 

Profile of Respondent 
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Interviewer: Note down participant details. Participants are free to withhold personal identification 
details (name and number) if they choose to do so. This information must not be disclosed to members 
outside of the research team. 

Respondent Name 
 

Age (yrs) Ethnic 
group 

Gender (M/F) Level of formal education 

 

 

   

Interviewer: make sure the questions are open ended and use the probes below to help you ask the 
‘why’ and ‘how’ questions.  

Section 1: Introduction (5 minutes) 

Q1. How long have you been at this school?  How long have you been a school director here?  

Q2. What do you like most about your job?  

 

Q3. In general how do your satisfy with your school performance? 

Very Satisfactory          Satisfactory          Neither           Unsatisfactory          Very Unsatisfactory 

 

Please explain your answer. 

Section 2: Allocation & Selection process 

Q4. How many scholarship programs in your school? Which programs and for what grade? 

Q5. What according to you is the purpose of these scholarship programs in your school? 

Probe: ask separately for primary and secondary scholarships. Make sure you differentiate 
between govt and non-govt scholarships. 

Q6. Are the primary/secondary scholarships provided by the government merit based or poverty 
based? Why do you think so? 

 

Q7. Could you tell us what activities you take part in for the scholarship program? 

 

Q8. Could you tell us the process and timelines for the following activities that are to be conducted 
during the implementing the scholarship programs in your school: 
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a. Receiving information about the allocation of scholarship per school from POE: When? 
How many? Do you think that amount of scholarship is enough for poor student? why?  

b. During the selection process, how and when do you –  

i. Disseminate information on scholarships to teachers and communities: when? and 
How? 

ii. Preliminary selection of poor students (first list): when and how and by 
whom? Do you fill out any student assessment form? How is this done? Can we 
see a copy of this form? 

iii. The meetings for reviewing and approving the proposed name lists of poor 
students: when and how 

iv. Verification of information by LSC of the poor students: (shall personally visit the 
houses of all students whose names are in the lists) 

v. LSC holds another meeting to approve temporary list: Do you or Committee 
members visit any or all of the students eligible for scholarships to check their 
eligibility? If yes which students are visited and how are the reports of the visits 
processed? 

vi. Provisional scholarship students’ name lists shall be posted for complaint 

vii. Final official name lists and submit them to DSC for review and PSC for 
approving and affixing stamp.  

c. During implement process: how? when? 

i. Contract with parent  

ii. Monthly meeting of LSC: Monitor absence of recipient and Monitor study 
performance of recipient 

iii. Enforcement of contract 

d. During disbursement 

i. Activities before disbursement 

ii. Activities during disbursement: public meeting 

e. Report: what? and when? to whom? 

 

Q9. Do parents or guardians ever complain about their children not being selected? If they do how do 
you deal with the complaints? 

Q10. Were there any else problems in the process of selection for primary/secondary scholarship 
in the past few years? What were these problems? How were they resolved? 
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Probe: eligible students excluded from programme;  

Q11. How should these selection scholarship processes be improved to better target deserving 
students? 

Q12. According to your idea, how many times of disbursement of scholarship the program should 
be and why? How much the amount of each time should be and why?  

 

Q13. Do you think that the current of scholarship is appropriate?  

a. If yes why? 

b. If no, how much should be? explain reason 

Q14. At the moment, the amount of scholarship for Grade 4, Grade 5 and Grade 6 is the same – in 
each grade students receive Riels 240,000 per year. Do you think this amount should be different 
for each grade? Why or why not? 

Q15. If there are other NGOs scholarship programs in your school, please explain how they 
compare with the govt scholarship? 

Section 3: Fund Flow/Scholarship payments  

 

Q16. In the last school year (2017-18), how many times did you receive payment of scholarship 
program?  
 
When did you request and the funds for scholarship payments arrive for each time? Please state 
the exact month. 
 

Date of requested  Amount   
First time 

Second time  

Third time 

 

Date received   Amount 
First time 

Second time  

Third time 

 

Q17. A) Have you ever faced any delays/difficulties in receiving the scholarship payments? How do 
you go about handling/managing the situation?  
 

B) Would you/are you able to communicate these delays to the relevant authorities? Would you 
communicate that there will be delays to the beneficiaries (parents)? How? 
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Q18. From whom do the scholarship payments arrive?  
Prompt: PT/ PoE/ DoE/elsewhere.  

 

Q19. In which form do the payments arrive?  
Prompt: Bank account transfer/cash/checkbook/other mode. 

 

 

Q20. Please list the name of nearest bank to your school? How far from your school to any nearest 
banks?  How far from your schools to the nearest ACLEDA bank? 
 

Q21. Would it be suitable to deliver scholarship payments directly to parents using bank accounts 
or mobile money? Why or why not?  
 

Section 4:  Monitoring scholarships 

Q22. Is there any scholarship student in your school who has lost his/her scholarship because of 
low attendance or poor academic result? If not, why not? If yes, please explain the process of 
removal? 
 

Q23. Has your school been visited by POE or DOE to monitor/control the scholarship program? 
 

a. if yes, who? and when? What did they do? How did they recommend on your 
implementation of the scholarship program?  

b. Have they visited household of recipient?  
 

Q24. Please give a few explanations as to how the government scholarship affects students who 
receive it. Specifically: 
 

a. What kind of an impact does the scholarship make on the beneficiaries? (Probe – 
positive/negative impact) 
 

b. Do you feel there is an impact of the scholarships on the non-recipients? What is this 
impact? Why do you think it takes place? Probe for pros and cons, for instance do they 
find it motivating vs do they feel it is unjust etc.  

 

Q25. What do you think households spend the scholarship money on? What is the biggest 
expense? Probe: HH expenditure/school inputs such as books, uniforms etc., travel to 
school/family business.  
 

Q26. For primary school directors only – What happens to their scholarship when scholarship 
recipients leave 6th grade to study grade 7?   
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Q27. For secondary school directors only – Do you include scholarship recipients from grade 6 in 
the selected list of students for the scholarship in secondary school?  Why or why not? 

 

 Section 5: Complaints and suggestions 

Q28. Do you have enough human and financial resources to manage the scholarship program and 
report effectively? Please explain why or why not. 

Probe: different activities in the scholarship cycle require different inputs. Are all adequately 
available? 

Q29. Would you want to improve the scholarship programme? What are the things that can be 
improved? What is working well and should be maintained? Why? 

 

Q30. Do you have any questions for us? Please feel free to ask us anything. 

 

Thank you very much for your time; we really appreciate your help and support.  
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14.3.3 Teacher KII 

The interviewers must fill out this sheet for all school interviews. 

Date of interview 
 

Province Name  

District Name  

Location  
 Urban          Rural 

School Name 
 

EMIS School Number 
             

School Type  
 Primary School          Secondary School      

 

Interviewer Names   

Start Time and End time  
  :     :   

Researcher Comments 

 

 

Total # of enrolled students  

Total # of scholarship students  

Total # of Male scholarship students  

Total # of Female scholarship students  

Verified by school register? 
 Yes         No 
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Profile of Respondent 

Interviewer: Note down participant details. Participants are free to withhold personal identification 
details (name and number) if they choose to do so. This information must not be disclosed to members 
outside of the research team. 

Consent 
(Y/N) 

Respondent Name Name of school/institution  

   

Age 
(yrs) 

Ethnic group Gender 
(M/F) 

No. of years in 
current position 

Level of formal education 

     

Teaching which grades?  

 

Mark X for all grades that the teacher teaches 

Grade 5  

Grade 6  

Grade 7  

Grade 8  

Grade 9  

Interviewer: make sure the questions are open ended and use the probes below to help you ask the 
‘why’ and ‘how’ questions.  

Section 1: Introduction 

Q31. How long have you been at this school? How long have you been a teacher here?  

Q32. What do you like most about your job? What are the key challenges you face in this job? 

Q33. Do you teach grades which include government scholarship students? Please explain which 
grades.   

Section 2: Allocation & Selection process 

Q34. What according to you is the purpose of the government scholarship programs? 

Probe: ask separately for primary and secondary scholarships. Make sure you differentiate 
between govt and non-govt scholarships. 

Q35. Are the primary/secondary scholarships provided by the government merit based or means 
based? Why do you think so? 

Q36. Could you tell us what activities you take part in for the scholarship program? 
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Probe: ask for her role in the scholarship programme. Note if she is involved in the selection 
committee or as a community leader. Also note if she is a parent of a scholarship recipient 

Q37. Could you tell us the timelines and process for the following activities that are to be conducted 
during the process of implementing the scholarship programs at the school level: 

a. Receiving information about the allocation of scholarship per school 

b. During the selection process, how and when do you –  

i. Check for basic documents that make children eligible such as the IDs, poverty 
scorecards, etc. Could you also mention any other documents that might be 
required?  

Probe: IDPoor 1, IDPoor 2, poverty indicators, School Committee assessment, enrolment in previous 

scholarship.  

ii. Do you fill out any student assessment form? How is this done? Can we see a copy 
of this form? 

Probe: in class by teacher, sent to parents etc 

iii. Select final students who will receive scholarship? Please talk about what guidance 
you use to do the same and what are the timelines for this selection process.  

Probe: how to do you select ‘students whose parents/guardians have strong commitment to 
encourage their schooling’ 

iv. Do you or Committee members visit any or all of the students eligible for 
scholarships to check their eligibility? If yes which students are visited and how are 
the reports of the visits processed? 

v. Communicate the final list of selected students to relevant authorities and the 
selected students?  

vi. Receive confirmation – from authorities on the list, and then students on accepting 
the scholarship/participation  

Q38. Were there any problems in the process of selection for primary/secondary scholarship in the 
past few years? What were these problems? How were they resolved? 

Probe: eligible students excluded from programme; ineligible students includes in the programme 

Q39. Do parents or guardians ever complain about their children not being selected? If they do how 
do you deal with the complaints? 

Q40. How could the selection scholarship process be changed to better target deserving students? 

Q41. Do you think it’s better to receive the same amount/money in each transfer of scholarships? 
Why or why not? 

Q42. What would be an ideal value of the transfer size of scholarships? Why?  
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Probe: what factors should be taken into consideration (inflation, school costs, wages they could 
earn)? 

Q43. At the moment, the amount of scholarship for Grade 4, Grade 5 and Grade 6 is the same – in 
each grade students receive Riels 240,000 per year. Do you think this amount should be different 
for each grade? Why or why not? 

Q44. Are there other non-govt scholarships that operate in your school? If so, please explain how 
they compare with the govt scholarship? 

Probe: Are they cash payments or in kind? Are they paid or given in one tranche or spread through 
the year? Do they have conditions and if so what are they? 

Section 3: Fund Flow/Scholarship payments  

Q45. In the last school year (2017-18), when did the funds for scholarship payments arrive for first 
time and the second time? Please state the exact month. 
 
Month 1 –  
Month 2 – 

 

Q46. Do students face any delays/difficulties in receiving the scholarship payments? How do you 
go about handling/managing the situation?  
 

C) How are the delays communicated to relevant authorities? Are the delays communicated to 
the parents or students? How? 

 

Q47. Do you have any nearest bank in your community/school? How far is it? What is the name of 
the bank? 

 

Probe: probe for nearest ACLEDA bank 

 

Q48. Would it be suitable to deliver scholarship payments directly to parents using bank accounts 
or mobile money? Why or why not?  
 

Section 4:  Monitoring scholarships 

Q49. Is there any scholarship student in your school who has lost his/her scholarship because of 
low attendance or poor academic result? If not, why not? If yes, please explain the process of 
removal? 
 

Q50. Please give a few explanations as to how the government scholarship affects students who 
receive it. Specifically: 
 

a. What kind of an impact does the scholarship make on the beneficiaries? (Probe – 
positive/negative impact) 
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b. Do you feel there is an impact of the scholarships on the non-recipients? What is this 
impact? Why do you think it takes place? Probe for pros and cons, for instance do they 
find it motivating vs do they feel it is unjust etc.  

 

Q51. What do you think households spend the scholarship money on? What is the biggest 
expense? Probe: HH expenditure/school inputs such as books, uniforms etc., travel to 
school/family business.  
 

Q52. For primary school directors only – What happens to their scholarship when scholarship 
recipients leave 6th grade?   

 

Q53. For secondary school directors only – Do you include scholarship recipients from grade 6 in 
the selected list of students for the scholarship in secondary school?  Why or why not? 

 

 Section 5: Complaints and suggestions 

Q54. Do you have enough financial and human resources to manage the scholarship program and 
report effectively? Please explain why or why not. 

Probe: different activities in the scholarship cycle require different inputs. Are all adequately 
available? 

Q55. How would you want to change this scholarship programme? What are the things that can be 
improved? What is working well and should be maintained? 

Do you have any questions for us? Please feel free to ask us anything. 

Thank you very much for your time; we really appreciate your help and support.  
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14.3.4 Student (recipient and non-recipient) KII 

The interviewers must fill out this sheet for all school interviews. 

Date of interview 
 

Province Name  

District Name  

Location  
 Urban          Rural 

School Name 
 

EMIS School Number 
             

School Type  
 Primary School          Secondary School      

 

Interviewer Names   

Start Time and End time  
  :     :   

Researcher Comments 

 

 

 

  



Country-led Evaluation of MoEYS Scholarship Programmes 

  147 

Profile of Respondent 

Interviewer: Note down participant details. Participants are free to withhold personal identification 
details (name and number) if they choose to do so. This information must not be disclosed to members 
outside of the research team. 

Consent 
(Y/N) 

Respondent Name Name of school/institution  

   

Age 
(yrs) 

Ethnic 
group 

Gender 
(M/F) 

ID poor? (Y/N) Disability? 

     

Student enrolled in scholarship?  

 

Mark X for all grades in which student received govt scholarship 

Grade 5  

Grade 6  

Grade 7  

Grade 8  

Grade 9  

Interviewer: make sure the questions are open ended and use the probes below to help you ask the 
‘why’ and ‘how’ questions.  

Section 1: Introduction 

1. Could you tell me more about yourself? What do you do?  
Note for the interviewer: Ask about work, play and school. This is an ice breaker question 

2. Could you tell me more about your family?  
Probe: Do you live with parents? How many brothers and sisters do you have? Does your family 
hold an IDpoor card? 

3. Do you receive any scholarship? Can you tell me a little bit about it? 
Probe: since when, how much, govt or non govt 

Section 2: Attitude towards school 

4. Do you enjoy going to school? – Why or why not? 
 

5. Have you ever wanted to or decided to not go to school –If yes, why? Could you tell us what 
happened? What changed your mind – what made you continue in school? 
 

6. Did someone counsel you against dropping out? Who did– how did they convince you? 
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7. Have you ever been asked to not go to school and help-out with work at home or outside? If yes, 
who did so – why? What did you do– how and why were you able to continue your education? 
 

8. Till what age/grade would you like to study?  
Prompt: primary/lower secondary/upper secondary/higher education levels?  

 
9. At what age do you think children should start contributing to the family income? What work can 

they do to help the family? 
 

10. Do you think you learn useful skills at school – Why or why not? 
 

11. Tell us about your aspirations? What would you like to be when you grow older? 

12. Do you ever move for work for you or your family? Tell us what happens. 

The following sections will be different for recipients and non-recipients. Choose the 
appropriate section. 

Section 3: Receiving the scholarship (RECIPIENT) 

13. Could you describe your understanding of how the selection process for the scholarships works? 
How were you chosen out of your class? 

14. Did someone come to your house during the selection process? Who was it? Why did they do? 

15. Do you know when the payments for the scholarships come? When? 

16. Do these payments come in time for your needs? Why or why not? 

17. Do you know how/in what form the payments for the scholarship come? Please elaborate.  

18.  How do you receive the scholarship? Is there a ceremony? What happens during the ceremony? 

Probe who attends, when is the money actually given out etc 

19. How do you feel in this ceremony? Would you want to change anything about it? 
Probe child feels embarrassed or proud. 

20. Who in your house usually spends the money received from the scholarships? 

21. What is the scholarship money usually spent on? Could you name the top three things the money 
is used for? 

22. Do you receive the full amount of scholarship money? How much is it? Do you have to give some 
of this money to anyone outside your family? Please explain. 

23. Has the scholarship changed your ability or willingness to come to school in any way? How? 

24. Has the scholarship changed your views about working to support the household income in any 
way? How? 
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25. Is there anything else you want to tell us about the impact of the scholarships on you and your 
family? 

26. How satisfied would you say you are with the scholarship programme? 

Very Satisfied          Satisfied          Neither           Unsatisfied          Very unsatisfied 

27. Could you suggest ways in which the scholarship program can be improved to be more impactful 
for you? 

Section 3: The scholarship program (NON-RECIPIENTS) 

28. Could you describe your understanding of how the selection process for the scholarships works? 
How were children chosen out of your class? 

a. Were you included in the selection process in any way? 

b. Were you made aware of the conditions for being eligible and then selected for these 
scholarships? 

c. Was the outcome of the selection process made clear to all students in the school, 
yourself included? 

29. Do you have any complaints about the scholarship program? In which ways do you think it can 
be improved?  

Prompt: selection process, transparency etc 

 

Do you have any questions for us? Please feel free to ask us anything. 

Thank you very much for your time; we really appreciate your help 
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14.3.5 Parent (recipient and non-recipient) KII 

The interviewers must fill out this sheet for all school interviews. 

Date of interview 
 

Province Name  

District Name  

Location  
 Urban          Rural 

School Name 
 

EMIS School Number 
             

School Type  
 Primary School          Secondary School      

 

Interviewer Names   

Start Time and End time  
  :     :   

Researcher Comments 

 

 

Total # of enrolled students  

Total # of scholarship students  

Total # of Male scholarship students  

Total # of Female scholarship students  

Verified by school register? 
 Yes         No 

  

 

Profile of Respondent 
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Interviewer: Note down participant details. Participants are free to withhold personal identification 
details (name and number) if they choose to do so. This information must not be disclosed to members 
outside of the research team. 

Consent 
(Y/N) 

Respondent Name Name of school/institution  

   

Age 
(yrs) 

Ethnic 
group 

Gender 
(M/F) 

ID poor? (Y/N) Disability? 

     

Student enrolled in scholarship?  

 

Mark X for all grades in which student received govt scholarship 

Grade 5  

Grade 6  

Grade 7  

Grade 8  

Grade 9  

Interviewer: make sure the questions are open ended and use the probes below to help you ask the 
‘why’ and ‘how’ questions.  

Section 1: Introduction 

1. Could you tell me more about yourself? What do you do?  
Probe source of income or job, no of children etc 

2. Could you tell me more about your family? Probe: How many children do you have and how old 
are they?  

3. What do your children do now? Are any children at school? Do they receive any scholarship? 
 

4. If yes, what type of scholarship is it? 

Section 2: Attitude towards school 

4. Do you think your children learn useful skills at school – Why or why not?  
 

5. Does (child’s name) enjoy going to school? – Why or why not? 
 

6. Has (child’s name) ever wanted to or decided to not go to school –If yes, why? Could you tell us 
what happened? How did your child change her/his mind – why did (child’s name) continue going 
to school? 
 

7. Did someone counsel you or (child’s name) against dropping out? Who did so– how did they 
convince you and your child? 
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8. Have you (or anyone else in the family) ever asked (child’s name) to not go to school and help 
out with work at home or outside? If yes – why? What happened that enabled your child to 
continue their education? 

9. Till what age/grade would you like for (child’s name) to study? Why? Prompt: primary/ lower 

secondary/upper secondary/higher education levels?  
 

10. At what age do you think children should start contributing to the family income? What work can 
they do to help the family? 
 

11. Tell us about your aspirations for your (child’s name)? What would you like (child’s name) to be 
when she/he grow older? 

12. Does your family ever move for work? Tell us what happens. 

Interviewer Choose the appropriate sections for parents of scholarship or non-scholarship 
students. 

Section 3: Receiving the scholarship (RECIPIENT) 

13. Could you describe your understanding of how the selection process for the scholarships works? 
How were children chosen out of (child’s name)’s class? 

14. Did anyone visit your home to verify details during the scholarship process? Who was it? What 
did they do? 

Probe check IDpoor cards, fill student assessment forms etc 

15. Do you know when the payment for the scholarships comes? Can you state the months? 

16. Do you know how/in what form the payment for the scholarship comes? Please elaborate. 
Probe Is there a ceremony? Who attends? What happens? When is the money given out? 

17. Do you usually get the scholarship payments in time? Why or why not? 

18. Do you prefer to receive the same amount/money in each transfer of scholarships? Why or why 
not? 

19. Would you prefer receiving the scholarship money directly? Why or why not?  

20. If you received this money directly, would you prefer cash or withdrawing from bank or mobile 
money transfer? Why? 

21. What would be an ideal value of the transfer size of scholarships? Why?  

Probe: what factors should be taken into consideration (inflation, school costs, wages they could 
earn)? 

22. At the moment, the amount of scholarship for Grade 4, Grade 5 and Grade 6 is the same – in 
each grade students receive Riels 240,000 per year. Do you think this amount should be different 
for each grade? Why or why not? 
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23. Has your child ever been taken off the scholarship programme? When was this? What happened? 

24. Are you aware of the conditions for receiving scholarship? What are they? 
Probe attendance, good academic performance 
Probe signing a ‘contract’ before receiving scholarship 

25. Who in your house usually spends the money received from the scholarships? 

26. What is the scholarship money usually spent on? Could you name the top three things the money 
is used for? 

27. Do you make payments out of the scholarship money to any one at school? Who is it? How much 
is this payment? 

28. Has the scholarship changed (child’s name)’s ability or willingness to come to school in any way? 
How? 

29. Has the scholarship changed your or your child’s views about working to support the household 
income in any way? How? 

30. Is there anything else you want to tell us about the impact of the scholarships on you and your 
family? 

31. How satisfied would you say you are with the scholarship programme? Why? 

Very Satisfied          Satisfied          Neither           Unsatisfied          Very unsatisfied 

 

32. Do you have any suggestions about the scholarship program? In which ways do you think it can 
be improved? In what ways do you think it is working well? Prompt: timing of transfer, selection 
process, transparency etc. 

33. Do you know where to make complaints about the programme? Who would you talk to? 

34. Have you ever made any complaint about the programme? What was it about? If so, was the 
complaint resolved?  

Section 3: Receiving the scholarship (NON-RECIPIENT) 

35. Have you ever received support from NGOs or government for education of your children? If so, 
when was it? What type of support was given? 

36. Are you familiar with the government’s scholarship programme? 

37. If so, could you describe your understanding of how the selection process for the scholarships 
works? How were children chosen out of (child’s name)’s class? 

38. Do you have any suggestions about the scholarship program? In which ways do you think it can 
be improved? In what ways do you think it is working well? Prompt: selection process, 
transparency etc.  

39. Do you know where to make complaints about the programme? Who would you talk to? 
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40. Have you ever made any complaint about the programme? What was it about? If so, was the 
complaint resolved? 

Do you have any questions for us? Please feel free to ask us anything. 

Thank you very much for your time; we really appreciate your help 
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14.3.6 Out of school child 

The interviewers must fill out this sheet for all school interviews. 

Date of interview 
 

Province Name  

District Name  

Location  
 Urban          Rural 

 

Interviewer Names   

Start Time and End time  
  :     :   

Researcher Comments 

 

 

Profile of Respondent 

Interviewer: Note down participant details. Participants are free to withhold personal identification 
details (name and number) if they choose to do so. This information must not be disclosed to members 
outside of the research team. 

Consent 
(Y/N) 

Respondent Name Guardian’s Name 

   

Age 
(yrs) 

Ethnic 
group 

Gender 
(M/F) 

ID poor? (Y/N) Disability? 

     

Child’s schooling history 

 

Mark X for all grades in which student enrolled 
in school and received govt scholarship 

Child ever attended 
Child Received 
scholarship 

KG                       KG                       

Grade 1 Grade 1 

Grade 2 Grade 2 
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Grade 3 Grade 3 

Grade 4 Grade 4 

Grade 5 Grade 5 

Grade 6 Grade 6 

Grade 7 Grade 7 

Grade 8 Grade 8 

Grade 9 Grade 9 

Interviewer: make sure the questions are open ended and use the probes below to help you ask the 
‘why’ and ‘how’ questions.  

Section 1: Introduction 

1. Could you tell me more about yourself? What do you do? Note for the interviewer: Ask about work, 
play etc. this is an ice breaker question 

2. Could you tell me more about your family? Probe: How many brothers and sisters do you have 
and how old are they? What do your parents do? 

3. Did you ever go to school? When was it? Tell me more about your time in school? 

Section 2: Attitude towards school 

4. If/when you previously attended school, did you enjoy going to school? – Why or why not? 
 

5. When you decided to not go to school, why did you come to this decision? Could you tell us what 
happened?  
 

6. Did someone counsel you against dropping out? Who did–what did they say? 
 

7. Have you ever been asked to not go to school and help-out with work at home or outside? If yes, 
who did so – why?  
 

8. At what age do you think children should start contributing to the family income? What work can 
they do to help the family? 

 

9. Do you currently work somewhere? What do you do? Can I ask you how much income you earn 
(per month)? 
 

10. Till what age/grade would you like to study? Prompt: primary/secondary/higher education levels?  
 

11. Do you think there are useful skills at school – Why or why not?  
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12. Tell us about your aspirations? What would you like to be when you grow older? 

13. Do you migrate with your family for work? Tell us what happens? 

14. In your family who makes decision for children? Who generally decides if children should go to 
school or not, why? 

Section 3: The scholarship programme 

15. Have you ever received any scholarship or support for schooling? Who gave this support? When 
was this? 

16. Do you know about the national primary and secondary school scholarships by the Royal 
Government of Cambodia?  

a. Do you know the amount of scholarships given to students? How much is it? 

b. Do you know the process of selection for these scholarships? Please elaborate. 

c. Would getting these scholarships change your willingness/ability to attend school? Why? 
Why not? 

Do you have any suggestions about the scholarship program? In which ways do you think it can be 
improved? Prompt: transfer size, selection process, transparency etc. 

Do you have any questions for us? Please feel free to ask us anything. 

Thank you very much for your time; we really appreciate your help  
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14.3.7 Out of school child’s parent 

The interviewers must fill out this sheet for all school interviews. 

Date of interview 
 

Province Name  

District Name  

Location  
 Urban          Rural 

 

Interviewer Names   

Start Time and End time  
  :     :   

Researcher Comments 

 

 

Profile of Respondent 

Interviewer: Note down participant details. Participants are free to withhold personal identification 
details (name and number) if they choose to do so. This information must not be disclosed to members 
outside of the research team. 

Consent 
(Y/N) 

Respondent Name Guardian’s Name Relationship to child 

    

Age 
(yrs) 

Ethnic 
group 

Gender 
(M/F) 

ID poor? (Y/N) Disability? 

     

Child’s schooling history 

 

Mark X for all grades in which student enrolled 
in school and received govt scholarship 

Child ever attended 
Child Received 
scholarship 

KG                       KG                       

Grade 1 Grade 1 

Grade 2 Grade 2 
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Grade 3 Grade 3 

Grade 4 Grade 4 

Grade 5 Grade 5 

Grade 6 Grade 6 

Grade 7 Grade 7 

Grade 8 Grade 8 

Grade 9 Grade 9 

Interviewer: make sure the questions are open ended and use the probes below to help you ask the 
‘why’ and ‘how’ questions.  

Section 1: Introduction 

5. Could you tell me more about yourself? What do you do?  
Probe source of income or job, no of children etc 

6. Could you tell me more about your family? Probe: How many children do you have and how old 
are they?  

7. What do your children do now? Are any children at school? Do they receive any scholarship? 
 

8. Do you have children who left school or never entered school? Who are they? When did they 
leave education? 

Section 2: Attitude towards school 

4. If/when (child’s name) attended school previously, did she/he enjoy going to school? – Why or 
why not? 
 

5. Why did (child’s name) drop out or leave school? Could you tell us what happened?  
 

6. Did someone counsel you or (child’s name) against dropping out? Who? What did they say? 
 

7. Have you (or anyone else in the family) ever asked (child’s name) to not go to school and help 
out with work at home or outside? If yes – why?  
 

8. Till what age/grade would you like for (child’s name) to study? Prompt: primary/secondary/higher 

education levels?  
 

9. At what age do you think children should start contributing to the family income? What work can 
they do to help the family? 
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10. Do you think your children learn useful skills at school – Why or why not?  
 

4. Tell us about your aspirations for your (child’s name)? What would you like (child’s name) to be 
when she/he grow older? 
 

5. Do you migrate with your family for work? Tell us what happens. 

Section 3: Receiving the scholarship 

6. Have you ever received support from NGOs or government for education of your children? If so, 
when was it? What type of support was given? 

7. Do you know about the national primary and secondary school scholarships by the Royal 
Government of Cambodia?  

a. Do you know the amount of scholarships given to students? How much is it? 
b. Do you know the process of selection for these scholarships? Please elaborate. 
c. Would getting these scholarships change your willingness/ability to send your child to 

school? Why? Why not? 
d. Would getting these scholarships change your child’s willingness/ability to go to 

school? 

8. Do you have any suggestions about the scholarship program? In which ways do you think it can 
be improved? Prompt: transfer size, selection process, transparency etc. 

Do you have any questions for us? Please feel free to ask us anything. 

Thank you very much for your time; we really appreciate your help 
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Annex 15. Limitations and Mitigations 

Despite extensive efforts to design and deliver a rigorous, iterative, and adaptive mixed-methods, 
theory-based and non-experimental evaluation, we are aware that some challenges and limitations 
remain. We detail them here and how we addressed them. 

Challenge 1- Availability and quality of data: The quantitative analysis for this evaluation depended 
on the availability and quality of data on the scholarship programmes. In addition, information 
regarding households and communities expected to benefit from these scholarship programmes 
could further inform the success (or failure) of the targeting, distribution, and implementation 
strategies and modalities. Even when data is available, the quality of data can often be low, making 
it difficult to validate the findings and compare outcomes to disaggregate meaningfully across different 
types of recipients and non-recipients.  

Mitigation Strategy and outcome: We sought to consolidate a comprehensive list of relevant 
datasets and engage directly with MOEYS, MEF, and other relevant ministries to ensure the 
availability of the dataset we need. We will also seek the help of UNICEF in facilitating access to this 
information, so that we can ensure the comprehensiveness and rigour of the evaluation. This strategy 
enabled us to obtain the EMIS and public expenditure tracking survey (PETS) data and the (public) 
ID Poor data. However, because the scholarship programmes do not have an MIS or individual 
student tracking, this was not sufficient to analyse the effectiveness or targeting of the scholarships 
in any very specific way. This underpinned an emphasis on gathering primary data on these issues. 

Challenge 2- Engagement with out of school children and their parents: Using schools as units 
of analysis facilitate the evaluation research process, as they are often established and have 
extensive networks. While it is extremely important for this kind of evaluation to identify and interact 
with out of school children and their parents, it is often very difficult to do so in practice. That they are 
not enrolled in school provides some evidence about the precarious nature of their relationship with 
formal institutions, making their identification even more difficult.  

Mitigation Strategy and outcome: The evaluation team engaged not only with schools but also with 
the wider communities around these schools to purposively identify out of school children and their 
families. Once we identified some out of school children, we used snowball sampling to find more 
OOSC. We were mindful of the ethical challenges of this process and ensured that we were respectful 
to all potential respondents to put them at ease throughout this process. We were able to obtain 
several very useful interviews with out of school children, some of whom had previously received the 
scholarship. 

Challenge 3- Timely delivery of evaluation products: The evaluation has been expected to 
respond to a number of very important and extensive questions across multiple indicators related to 
the OECD DAC criteria. The timeline for the delivery of the evaluation is narrow, which could lead the 
evaluation team to be rushed. The tight nature of the assignment could also mean that key 
stakeholders do not get enough time to assess and engage with the findings emerging from each 
stage of the evaluation.  

Mitigation Strategy and outcome: We reviewed the timing of each phase of the assignment with 
UNICEF and the consultant in charge of framework development and proposed deliverables with 
phased degrees of detail to meet these timelines. We have generally been able to meet these 
deadlines, with the exception of the preliminary evaluation report that was delayed pending the 
availability of provincial interview data. To mitigate this, we engaged directly with the framework 
consultant to share our emerging findings. It has proved difficult so far always to get high quality 
engagement with the findings. For example, the early findings note presentation was moderately well 
attended and we received limited feedback on the note. We expect to continue to engage following 
the submission of the draft and final evaluation reports as needed. 
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Challenge 4- Recall bias: Since we have re-constructed a theory of change for the scholarship 
programmes retrospectively, we have to rely on recall of duty bearers and rights holders to inform this 
process. This can lead to potential problems in ensuring accuracy and testing the validity of these 
findings.  

Mitigation Strategy and outcome: We have extensively triangulated of evaluation findings through 
a range of stakeholders at all levels of engagement, including government officials, school staff, and 
school and community level participants, and primary and secondary data. This gives us good 
confidence in the validity of these findings. 

Challenge 5- Sample size/evaluation approach: Reviewers and interviewees in inception phase 
raised questions about the possibility of generating nationally or otherwise ‘representative’ results 
without a sample survey. This is clearly a limit of the evaluation (as indeed the TOR make clear). It 
also raises an important risk: that stakeholders, particularly duty bearers, expect any evaluation to 
generate representative results and are less likely to use results if they are not founded on 
representative results. 

Mitigation Strategy: We were not in a position to generate – and have not generated – nationally 
representative data (in a statistical sense). We have aimed to communicate our approach clearly (in 
the inception report and other documents) to stakeholders to ensure their expectations are aligned 
with what is possible. We emphasise that the existing data from the World Bank allows us to say 
something about the impact of the scholarship programme at an aggregate level, and this is 
complemented by qualitative data that while not statistically representative will stand for different case 
types and help us unpick causal mechanisms behind impact for different household types. For the 
studies on fund flow, allocation and coordination, we have gathered information in every province. 

In addition to these challenges and mitigation, there are the general limits that, as noted in Volume I, 
we rely on qualitative data to get to grips with the great diversity of approaches to the implementation 
of the scholarship programmes in practice. 
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Annex 16. Biographies of Evaluation 
Team Members 

16.1 Evaluation Team Leader: Ian MacAuslan (Oxford Policy 
Management) 

Ian MacAuslan served as the evaluation team leader for the country-led evaluation of the Cambodian 
national education scholarship programmes. He holds a Master of Philosophy in Development 
Studies from the University of Sussex, and Master of Arts in Politics, Philosophy and Economics from 
the University of Oxford.  

Mr MacAuslan leads OPM’s global education portfolio out of OPM’s office in Yangon, Myanmar. He 
facilitated the founding of OPM’s team that works specifically on education equity.  He has 12 years 
of experience leading research and evaluation projects in South Asia, Central Asia, and Sub-Saharan 
Africa. Mr. MacAuslan has previously been contracted by UNICEF to conduct evaluations in India, 
Kenya, and Nigeria. He has also lived and worked in Cambodia in 2005 and 2009. 

16.2 Maham Farhat: Social Protection and Financial Inclusion Team 
Member 

Maham Farhat served as the social protection and financial inclusion consultant throughout the 
duration of this evaluation. She holds a Master of Science in International Public Policy from University 
College, London. She is based out of OPM’s office in Yangon, Myanmar where she leads OPM 
Myanmar’s social policy work. Maham has worked on social protection issues across four countries 
in the South-East Asia region.  

Ms Farhat has designed, supported and implemented evaluations in ten countries around the world. 
She has experience in conducting mixed methods evaluations of unconditional and conditional cash 
transfer programmes in many countries, including the conditional cash transfer component of Benazir 
Income Support Programme in Pakistan; as well as DFID-supported Education Fund in Sindh.  

16.3 Seng Bunly: National Education Consultant  

As the managing director of BN Consult in Cambodia, Mr Seng Bunly has almost 20 years of 
experience working in Cambodian education policy analysis and evaluation, along with his experience 
working for Royal Government of Cambodia. He holds a Master of Science in Economics from the 
University of London. He served as a team leader during the Cambodia Education Sector Support 
Programme evaluation. He has ample experience conducting equitably-focused mix-methods data 
collection and analysis in a Cambodian context.  

16.4 Russell Craig: National Education Consultant  

Serving on the evaluation team as a national education consultant, Mr Russell Craig brings with him 
over 28 years of experience in education, both globally and in Cambodia. He holds a Master of Social 
Science in Organisational Development Sociology from the University of New England, Australia. He 
has multiple years of experience working in Cambodia, most recently in a project monitoring the 
progress of an education project for the Swedish International Development Agency (SIDA). He has 
previous experience working with UNICEF on scholarship programmes and extensive experience 
conducting equity-based analyses. 
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16.5 Sareoun Huy: National Education Consultant 

Mr Sareoun Huy assisted this evaluation as a national education consultant. He holds a Master of 
Development and Management from the University of Phnom Penh and a WASH in School 
certification from Emory University. He previously worked as a Senior Programme Assistant at 
UNICEF Cambodia for 13 years. He has previous experience working with the Cambodian Ministry 
of Education, Youth and Sport, as a government official and as a teacher. Mr Huy has ample 
experience in conducting data collection and is fluent in both Khmer and English. 

16.6 Dr Shrochis Karki: Mixed-Methods Lead 

Supporting the team leader of this evaluation by providing inputs into evaluation instrument design 
and reviewing analytical methods and processes, Dr Shrochis Karki serveed as the evaluation’s 
mixed-methods lead. He holds a PhD in International Development from the University of Oxford and 
a Master of Philosophy in Development Studies from the University of Oxford.  

Dr Karki has experience conducting evaluations in four countries in Asia and Africa, including an 
evaluation of a scholarship programme in India. He has lectured at a university level and has been 
published in peer-review journals. 

16.7 Pratima Singh: Analyst 

Pratima Singh supported this evaluation in comprehensive data analysis. She holds a master’s 
degree in Economics from the University of Oxford. She has experience conducting mixed-methods 
data analysis on numerous social protection projects. 

16.8 Dr. Stuart Cameron: Quality Assurance 

As a preeminent expert in education for marginalized groups and education inequalities, Dr. Stuart 
Cameron provided quality assurance from OPM’s perspective to complement UNICEF’s quality 
assurance mechanisms during this evaluation. He previously worked for UNICEF’s Office of Research 
and with UNESCO’s Education for All programme. He holds a PhD from the University of Sussex 
focused on education amongst marginalized and at-risk groups and a Master’s in Development 
Economics from the University of East Anglia. 
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Annex 18. Summary of Findings, Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

Evaluation 
question 

Findings Conclusions Recommendations 

Relevance 
• To what 
degree are the 
objectives of 
the scholarship 
programmes 
relevant to the 
ESP, the 
National Social 
Protection 
Policy 
Framework, the 
Decentralisation 
and De-
concentration 
process, the 
National 
Strategic 
Development 
Plan, and other 
relevant policies 
and strategies? 

Highly relevant. 
All documents 
make explicit 
reference to the 
scholarship 
programmes, 
and the 
scholarship 
programmes’ 
stated objectives 
align closely with 
the ESP’s 
objectives of 
improving 
equitable access 
and the 
NSPPF’s 
objectives of 
reducing inter-
generational 
poverty through 
supporting 
human capital 
development 
amongst poor 
households. 
Providing 
scholarships to 
poorer students 
is one of the key 
priorities of the 

Overall, the evaluation 
concludes that the 
scholarship 
programmes are highly 
relevant: well-aligned 
with existing national 
plans, documents and 
priorities, 
complementary to other 
programmes, with 
approximately 
appropriate transfer 
sizes and modalities 
and clear equity 
objectives. Monitoring 
and feedback 
processes, however, 
leave substantial room 
for improvement. 

The scholarships are 
clearly relevant to 
Cambodia’s 
development and 
education objectives as 
stated in key policy 
documents. 

The amount and 
frequency of payments 
(i.e., three evenly 
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ESP to address 
equity of access. 
The NSDP also 
references 
scholarships, 
noting they are 
an ESP priority, 
and a means to 
improve equity 
and educational 
access, both 
contributing to 
the NSDP’s 
long-term goals 
of Cambodia 
becoming an 
upper middle 
income country. 

spaced tranches of Riel 
80,000 starting in 
November) seem 
approximately 
appropriate, on the 
basis of school data and 
comparisons with other 
programmes.  

The potential for 
learning within the 
scholarship programme 
is limited by 
inadequacies in 
monitoring and 
feedback mechanisms. 
Duty bearers above 
school level have limited 
direct access to rights 
holders and there are 
limits to the reports that 
pass from school to 
district, province and 
central level.  

• To what 
extent has the 
selection of 
beneficiaries or 
geographical 
areas 
complemented 
the targeting of 
other social 
programmes to 
reach to the 
worst-off and 
most vulnerable 
children? Have 
there been any 
gaps in relation 
to targeting and 
coverage of the 
scholarships? 

All provinces in 
Cambodia 
receive both 
primary and 
secondary 
scholarships. 
However, not all 
districts, nor all 
schools receive 
scholarships. 
Furthermore, not 
all eligible 
students receive 
scholarships.  
Complementarity 
with other social 
programmes is 
limited in 
practice. 
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• How adequate 
has the size 
(value) and 
regularity of the 
scholarship 
been to achieve 
the scholarship 
programme 
objectives? Has 
the allocated 
funding 
reflected the 
level of needs 
of scholarship 
recipients and 
the operating 
needs? 

Analysis of 
survey data 
suggests that on 
the basis of 
comparisons 
with expenditure 
requirements 
and wages in 
Cambodia, and 
with other 
scholarship 
programmes, the 
transfer size is 
approximately 
appropriate. The 
figures below 
show that 
Cambodia is in 
line with similar 
programmes 
elsewhere, and 
that the 
scholarship 
covers between 
15 and 9 per 
cent of total 
direct and 
opportunity costs 
of education. 

 

• To what 
extent have 
equity, gender 
equality and 
human rights 
goals and 
processes been 
incorporated 
into the 
planning of the 
scholarship 

E quity, gender 
quality and 
human rights 
goals have been 
important in 
informing the 
planning and 
design of the 
scholarship 
programme. In 
the design of 
both primary and 
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programme? 
Has the 
scholarship 
been designed 
to provide for 
equal 
participation by 
all relevant 
groups (i.e., 
girls and boys)? 

secondary 
scholarships, 
student selection 
is on the basis of 
poverty, and 
school selection 
is on the basis of 
a mix of poverty 
and education 
indicators, and 
there are explicit 
equity goals in 
the key strategy 
and programme 
documents. For 
the secondary 
scholarships, 18 
out of 30 
scholarships in 
each school are 
reserved for 
girls. 

• To what 
degree has the 
scholarship 
programme 
included 
processes and 
mechanisms to 
support the 
effective design 
and 
implementation 
of the 
programme and 
elicit feedback 
from 
scholarship 
recipients? 

The practical 
working of the 
mechanisms by 
which people 
can provide 
feedback on or 
complaints 
about the 
scholarships is 
not entirely 
clear. On paper, 
the process 
appears strong. 
In practice, data 
from the 
provincial and 
district 
interviews 
indicate that very 

The MoEYS should invest in communications around rights and entitlements, feedback 
systems, and the use of these data, so that rights holders know their rights and are able to 
complain when these are not met, and duty bearers respond to these complaints. 
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limited feedback 
was sought, and 
in some districts 
no feedback was 
collected. 

Efficiency 
• How timely 
and effectively 
has the 
scholarship 
delivery 
process been 
managed, 
including the 
timeliness and 
frequency of 
payments to 
recipients? 
What are the 
consequences 
of late 
payments for 
recipients? 

Transfers are 
almost never 
timely. This is for 
a combination of 
reasons: delays 
in allocating 
scholarships to 
schools 
particularly for 
primary schools 
when 
information on 
this needed to 
flow between the 
sub-national 
levels (central 
interviews with 
scholarship 
units); delays in 
the POE 
communicating 
to the MEF the 
amount required 
to transfer; 
delays in 
transferring 
monies to 
provincial 
treasuries 
caused by the 
start of the 
financial year 
(Finance 
Department 
interview); and 

Overall, there are some 
inefficiencies in the 
scholarships because 
transfers are not made 
at the start of the school 
year and the absence of 
a budget allocation for 
travel for monitoring and 
selection both mean that 
impact is lower than it 
would be otherwise. It 
would be more cost 
efficient to pay on time 
and allocate funding for 
monitoring. 

Scholarships have 
rarely been paid on 
time, for a mix of 
reasons. This causes 
some difficulties for 
rights holders, but these 
do not appear, from the 
school level data, to be 
very substantial in all 
cases. The mode of 
payment – handed over 
to parents in a 
ceremony at school – 
was typically felt to be 
appropriate, and rights 
holders were concerned 
about costs of travel to 
banks to collect money. 
Where mobile money 

MoEYS pay further attention to the issue of timely payments, in particular the process by 
which schools select students and communicate this list to districts and provinces, and by 
which Provincial Offices of Education requisition transfers from the Provincial Treasuries. 
Once this requisition is made, the transfers can be made quickly and the money should 
(now) be available in provincial treasuries in the last quarter of the fiscal year. However, the 
process leading up to this requisition should be carefully examined, as it is most likely the 
timing of selection that delays payments now that the fiscal year issue is addressed. 
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delays in 
transferring 
monies to 
schools and 
then students. 

alternatives existed – 
such as WING – rights 
holders were favourable 
to being paid in this 
way. 

The feedback, 
monitoring and parts of 
the selection function 
are under-resourced, 
which has negative 
consequences for these 
processes and probably 
outcomes. 

• How effective 
have the 
current 
governance 
arrangements 
been, including 
staffing 
resources and 
roles and 
responsibilities 
of partners in 
the delivery and 
monitoring of 
the 
programmes? 

There are many 
duty bearers 
involved in the 
implementation 
of scholarships. 
At the central 
level, they 
include various 
departments 
within MoEYS, 
NGOs and 
development 
partners such as 
UNICEF, ADB 
and World Bank. 
At the provincial 
and district level, 
they largely 
include POE and 
DOE staff. At the 
school level, 
they include 
local scholarship 
management 
committees 
(LSMCs), school 
staff, and local 
authorities. The 
allocation of 
roles and 
responsibilities 
for all these 
actors, in 
principle is clear. 
At the school 
level, the 
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availability of 
scholarship 
manuals helps 
clarify roles and 
responsibilities. 
However, in 
practice, there 
are challenges 
in coordination 
amongst 
partners at the 
central level. At 
the provincial 
and district level, 
all DOE and 
POE officials 
reported making 
monitoring visits 
during student 
selection and 
payments; 
however, all 
respondents all 
noted the lack of 
funds available 
for monitoring. 
At the school 
level, the picture 
from duty 
bearers on the 
adequacy of 
resources to 
implement the 
scholarship was 
mixed. 

• Are there 
other feasibly 
ways to 
implement the 
scholarship 
programmes 

The design of 
the scholarship 
programmes is 
cost efficient. 
The programme 
probably has an 

The MEF should allocate funding for monitoring, including household visits, by duty bearers 
at school and district level, and for training on how to do this. 
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that would be 
more cost-
efficient? 

inefficient 
allocation of 
resources 
because too few 
resources are 
allocated to 
monitoring, 
feedback, and 
the part of the 
selection 
process that 
requires visits to 
recipient 
households. 

Effectiveness 
• To what 
extent have the 
expected 
objectives of 
the scholarship 
programmes 
been achieved 
or likely to be 
achieved in 
terms of 
reduced drop-
out, improved 
promotion and 
completion 
rates, improved 
attendance and 
to some extent 
learning 
outcomes? 

Scholarships 
increase the 
educational 
attainment of 
students from 
poor 
households. 
However, they 
are not sufficient 
to overcome all 
barriers to 
attainment. 
Respondents felt 
that better 
attainment may 
have contributed 
to improved 
learning 
outcomes but 
there is no hard 
evidence for this. 

Overall, the findings 
above indicate that the 
primary and secondary 
scholarship 
programmes are 
achieving their 
objectives in terms of 
improved attendance 
and effort for upper 
primary and lower 
secondary students 
from poor households. 
This is consistent across 
boys and girls. The 
scholarships are highly 
valued by rights holders 
and provide significant 
encouragement to them 
in their studies. 
Conditionalities, the idea 
that the scholarships are 
for clever students and 
the public process of 
payment tend to 
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• How 
effectively have 
the scholarship 
programmes 
identified 
children who 
are not-in-
school for 
socio-economic 
reasons and 
brought them 
back, and 
maintained 
them into the 
school system? 
Has the 
scholarship 
promoted equal 
access by girls 
and boys to 
primary and 
secondary 
education? How 
have the 
conditionalities 
attached to 
scholarship 
receipt affected 
this in practice 
at primary and 
secondary 
school? 

Selection at the 
level of province, 
district and as 
far as can be 
told school and 
student reflects 
socio-economic 
status and 
education 
outcomes.  
The current 
selection 
process of 
scholarships 
focuses on 
children who are 
in school and 
likely to drop out 
(as they are 
assessed to be 
poor). The initial 
lists are drawn 
usually by 
teachers in 
classrooms. This 
means that 
children who 
never attended 
school are 
unlikely to be 
included in this 
list. The current 
process of 
replacements 
and the 
enforcement of 
conditionalities, 
combined with 
the lack of 
individual level 

reinforce the sense from 
rights holders that they 
should study hard. The 
conditionality around 
scholarship receipt (i.e., 
needing to attend 
regularly and have good 
results) seems to be 
implemented reasonably 
appropriately, although 
conditionality on results 
is more problematic. In 
practice, while the 
conditions are usually 
monitored at school 
level, they are used as 
threats that are typically 
only enforced if children 
drop out entirely. Given 
that households’ 
livelihoods are 
vulnerable this 
discretion – when 
sensitively applied by 
the LSMC – is 
appropriate. 

However, the evaluation 
also indicates that there 
are limits to the 
scholarships’ 
achievements. In 
particular: 

• Impact on learning 
and subsequent 
employment is likely 
limited, as would be 
expected by the 
theory of change.  

The MoEYS should remove the condition on results or performance. Scholarships should be 
received conditional on regular attendance (though school-level duty bearers should 
continue to implement this sympathetically), but not on results. School level duty bearers 
should continue to collect data on attendance, results, completion and progression, and tell 
parents and students that they do this. 
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student data and 
poor monitoring 
is unlikely to 
enable the 
systematic 
tracking and 
retention of 
students who 
drop out. This is 
compounded by 
the issues 
around transition 
of Grade 6 
scholarship 
students to 
Grade 7 
scholarships. 
Overall, the 
scholarship 
programmes are 
not designed to 
systematically 
track or maintain 
children in 
school. 

Conditions are 
irregularly 
enforced. The 
condition on 
attendance 
helps encourage 
students to 
attend regularly 
but is usually 
enforced 
sympathetically.  
Conditions on 
performance are 
rarely enforced 
and international 
experience 

• Impact on transition 
from grade 6 to 
grade 7 is limited, 
because although 
the schooling costs 
rise, the scholarship 
value does not, and 
there is no 
guarantee that 
grade 6 recipients 
will receive a 
scholarship for 
grade 7. There are 
recommendations 
on how to address 
this below. 

- The 
practical 
processes 
of the 
allocation of 
scholarships 
to 
provinces, 
districts, 
and schools 
and the 
selection of 
students in 
schools lead 
to some 
undesirable 
outcomes. 
The school 
and EMIS 
data 
discussed in 
sections 
indicate 
some 
exclusion 
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suggests this 
would 
inequitable. 

errors (poor 
students 
who don’t 
receive the 
scholarship) 
and 
inclusion 
errors 
(recipients 
who are not 
(ID) poor). 
Not having 
an IDPoor 
card is not 
in itself 
necessarily 
a problem 
as IDPoor 
surveys are 
conducted 
only every 
three years, 
and poverty 
in 
Cambodia is 
very 
dynamic. 
Participants 
at the 
validation 
workshop 
emphasised 
the 
importance 
of school 
level duty 
bearers 
using their 
discretion to 
include 
households 

• How well have 
the design and 
implementation 
of the 
programmes’ 
geographic 
allocation and 
student 
targeting 
mechanisms, 
such as ID-Poor 
or other 
targeting 
mechanisms 
being used to 
target potential 
scholarship 
recipients? Are 
these targeting 
mechanisms 
effective in 
reaching the 
most vulnerable 
children? 

The 
scholarships’ 
geographical 
and students 
targeting 
mechanisms are 
quite well 
targeted on 
poverty, using 
IDPoor data (for 
school selection) 
and databases 
(for student 
selection). 
The government 
scholarship 
programmes 
(both primary 
and secondary) 
are not 
designed, nor 
implemented to 
specifically 
include children 
with disabilities, 
ethnic minorities 
or children from 
single-parent 
households. 

The MoEYS develop and implement a more consistent basis for the allocation of 
scholarships to provinces, districts and schools across primary and secondary scholarships. 
This should include allocating both primary and secondary scholarships to districts on the 
(same) basis of poverty or education indicators (for example, allocate scholarships in 
proportion to the number of poor households with school-age children in that district). 
Districts could then allocate scholarships to schools on the basis of poverty, education 
indicators (such as drop-out) and the relationship between primary and secondary schools, 
to ensure transition. In practice, the programmes will need to honour existing scholarships 
and change allocations over a three year period (as current grade 4 students maintain their 
scholarships and move through grades 5 and 6 and into secondary school). 

• What have 
been the risks 
to achieving the 
scholarship 

There are major 
risks around 
imperfections in 
the labour 

The MoEYS takes steps to develop a detailed manual for school-level duty bearers covering 
all areas of activity and make some plans to provide training to key duty bearers such as the 
school director, secretary and local chief. 
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programmes' 
objectives? 
Have been risks 
managed 
appropriately 
(i.e., in the 
transfer of 
funds)? 

market; 
challenges with 
education 
quality; 
substantial other 
barriers to 
student 
attendance 
(such as 
migration); and 
imperfect 
operational 
processes 
(principally 
targeting, 
payment, 
monitoring and 
variable 
implementation). 
These risks 
largely remain, 
though the 
fiduciary risk on 
transfer of funds 
is quite small. 

who are 
poor but do 
not have an 
IDPoor 
card. 
However, 
rights 
holders 
noted that 
selection 
was not 
perfect. Part 
of this was 
caused by 
substantial 
variation in 
the 
practices of 
selecting 
students at 
school level, 
unclear 
guidance or 
training on 
what 
school-level 
duty bearers 
should do, 
and no 
budget for 
household 
visits by 
school or 
district-level 
duty 
bearers. 
Some 
schools felt 
they had too 
few 
scholarships 

• How satisfied 
have the 
parents and 
their children 
been with the 
scholarship 
programmes? 

Rights holders 
were typically 
very satisfied 
with the 
scholarship. All 
recipient children 
and their parents 
were asked to 
rate the 
scholarship on a 
scale from 1 
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(very satisfied) 
to 5 (very 
dissatisfied). 
Other than in 
eight cases 
(which were both 
parents and 
students, and 
boys and girls), 
this rating was 
always 1: very 
satisfied. 

to be worth 
the effort 
involved. 

Impact 
• To what 
degree and how 
have the 
scholarship 
programmes 
contributed to 
influence 
households' 
investment 
decisions 
regarding 
education? 
What do 
households 
spend the 
scholarships on 
and who 
spends it? 

Expenditure on 
education 
increased 
following 
scholarship 
receipt. 
Spending 
patterns did not 
change very 
much, but 
recipients had 
more resources 
available to 
spend on school 
materials and 
expenses and 
household basic 
needs than 
previously. 
Most rights 
holders reported 
that the 
scholarship 

Overall, there is clear 
evidence that 
scholarships were spent 
– typically by mothers or 
grandmothers – on 
educational material or 
expenses, or food. The 
scholarships did not, 
however, make any 
detectable contribution 
to transition from upper 
primary to lower 
secondary, because 
primary and secondary 
scholarships are poorly 
coordinated. There were 
some negative impacts 
on non-recipients who 
were envious and, in 
some cases, 
demoralised by not 
being selected. These 
negative impacts were 
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money was 
spent by the 
child’s mother, 
as the typically 
responsible 
family member 
for education, 
children and 
food. 

exacerbated when 
schools emphasised the 
difference between 
recipients and non-
recipients. 

• To what 
extent have the 
scholarship 
programmes 
contributed to 
student 
transition from 
primary to 
secondary 
education? How 
can the 
coordination 
between 
primary and 
secondary 
scholarships be 
improved to 
increase this 
impact? 

Contribution to 
transition was 
likely to be poor 
because, i) 
direct and 
opportunity costs 
of school are 
higher at grade 
7 than grade 6, 
but the 
scholarship 
value is the 
same, and ii) 
scholarship 
students in 
grade 6 are not 
guaranteed or 
likely to receive 
a scholarship in 
grade 7. 

The coordination 
between primary and 
secondary scholarships 
was poor, in some 
cases deliberately. This 
was because some duty 
bearers at MoEYS felt 
that the two 
programmes should be 
kept separate, and 
some rights holders at 
school level felt that 
primary recipients 
should not be selected 
for secondary 
scholarships. More 
fundamentally, there is a 
mismatch in the process 
of allocating 
scholarships to schools, 
and the absence of 
individual student 
tracking makes it very 
hard to guarantee a 
grade six student 
receives a scholarship 
in grade seven. This 

The MoEYS should include in the framework a commitment to develop a strategy for how the 
scholarship programmes can support improved student transition between grades 6 and 7. 
This should consider: whether scholarship students in grade 6 can be guaranteed a 
scholarship in grade 7 if they enrol and attend regularly, irrespective of their gender; and 
whether the lower secondary scholarship value could be more than the upper primary value 
(which would address the higher education costs but avoid creating envy within the same 
school). A long-term strategy to ensure grade 6 recipients receive scholarships in grade 7 
will probably require some form of unique student identification, whether through IDPoor or a 
MoEYS unique student identifier. Short-term, the MoEYS should pilot and evaluate an 
approach to improving transition within a district or province. 
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contributed to a very 
limited impact on 
transition from primary 
to secondary school. 

• Are there any 
unintended 
results either 
positive or 
negative 
associated with 
the 
implementation 
of scholarship 
programmes? 

There are a 
cluster of 
unintended 
impacts of the 
scholarship 
around non-
recipients. Most 
duty bearers 
reported that 
parents and 
students who did 
not receive the 
scholarship were 
envious of 
recipients. In 
addition, some 
non-recipient 
students were 
demoralised and 
lost confidence 
as a result of 
non-selection 
and in some 
cases stopped 
trying, eventually 
dropping out. 
Some teachers 
reported that it 
was hard to 
manage a class 
in which this 

There are some 
unintended negative 
impacts, particularly in 
terms of envy and 
demoralisation amongst 
non-recipients, which is 
sometimes reinforced by 
literally badging 
scholarship students in 
classrooms. There are 
recommendations on 
how to address this 
below. 

Communicate through provincial and district offices of education that schools should not 
label scholarship students in class and should downplay within classrooms the fact that 
some students receive a scholarship. 
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dynamic 
appeared. 

Sustainability 
• To what 
extent does 
MoEYS have 
ownership, 
capacity and 
resources and 
maintain the 
scholarship 
programmes 
after external 
funding 
ceases? 

Interviews in the 
MoEYS strongly 
suggest that the 
individuals and 
departments 
responsible for 
the scholarship 
have a strong 
sense of 
ownership for 
the scholarship 
programmes, 
which have been 
a vital part of the 
MoEYS’ agenda 
for the past 
several years. 
Subjectively they 
feel that they 
have the 
capacity to 
continue to 
manage the 
scholarship 
programmes in 
future. Financial 
sustainability 
depends on the 
government’s 
willingness to 
allocate 
resources to the 
scholarships, 

Overall, sustainability is 
strong, with high levels 
of ownership by the 
MoEYS and the MEF, 
and the use of 
Cambodian financial 
and human resources to 
run the programmes. 
Scaling up would 
require additional 
resources and capacity, 
and probably the 
development of some 
new procedures to 
ensure coherence 
across primary and 
secondary scholarships. 

Duty bearers are 
typically also supportive 
of the programme and 
feel a strong sense of 
ownership. The MoEYS 
has strong ownership of 
the programmes, and a 
reasonable level of 
resources to manage 
them.  
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which currently 
appears high. 

• To what 
extent can the 
primary 
scholarship be 
expanded to 
include grades 
1 -3? How 
should the 
scholarship 
programme be 
scaled-up? 
What would be 
reasonable as a 
scholarship 
size? 

The current 
scholarship size 
is roughly 
appropriate, so 
additional 
funding could be 
used to expand 
into grades 1-3 
or to add more 
recipients to the 
existing 
programme. 
There are 
arguments for 
both. 

The MoEYS should consider the long-term design of the scholarships as a single coherent 
programme covering all grades. 

Cross-cutting 
• To what 
extent are age, 
gender, 
ethnicity, etc. 
disaggregated 
data collected 
and monitored? 
How can the 
current 
programme 
performance 
indicators and 
monitoring and 
evaluation 
framework (incl. 
MIS) be 
strengthened? 

There is very 
limited use of 
monitoring data, 
and scant data 
collection and 
monitoring on 
the scholarships. 
Where data are 
collected they 
are passed 
upwards (district 
to province, 
province to 
MoEYS) but not 
recorded 
systematically, 
used to make 
decisions or to 
communicate.  

The scholarships in 
design and 
implementation take 
good account of equity. 
However, the 
programme MIS does 
not allow for 
consolidated and 
disaggregated data 
about recipients, which 
makes it difficult to 
produce programme 
improvements or argue 
for additional financing 
on the basis of impact or 
effectiveness. There is 
no individual student 
tracking, which makes it 

The MoEYS, requesting support from development partners, should develop a costed 
monitoring and learning strategy for the scholarship programmes that articulates what data 
they want to collect on the programme, how and when they want to collect, and what they 
want to do to communicate it, in order to improve the quality of implementation and 
communication of success. 
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At the central 
MoEYS level, 
they hold data 
for primary and 
secondary 
scholarships on 
the number of 
students 
receiving 
scholarships by 
grade and 
gender, but not 
age or ethnicity. 
EMIS data and 
scholarship data 
are poorly 
linked, with the 
Primary 
Scholarship Unit 
database using 
different school 
codes than 
EMIS in 
hundreds of 
cases. EMIS 
does not contain 
student-specific 
data, so the 
progression of 
individual 
students 
following receipt 
of scholarships 
cannot be 
tracked and 

difficult to consolidate 
the impact of 
scholarships on 
recipients. 
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compared with 
non-recipients. 

 


