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In the Central and Eastern European and 
CIS region (CEECIS), children and ado-
lescents are kept out-of-school for a range 
of complex and overlapping forms of exclu-
sion, disparities and inequalities. These are 
often captured in common expressions such 
as “poverty”, “lack of motivation” and “so-
cially vulnerable”. Adequate tools and meth-
odologies are often lacking, making it diffi-
cult to identify young people out-of-school, 
to assess the reasons for their exclusion and 
to inform policy and planning. In countries 
with high enrolment rates, the policy focus 
is on quality and learning outcomes rather 
than on barriers to schooling for the most 
disadvantaged groups (UNICEF, 2011).

To achieve universal basic education, children 
need equitable access to quality education. 
This must include children from marginalised 
ethnic minorities and migrant communities, 
children with disabilities and special educa-
tional needs, working children and all boys 
and girls regardless of their age and socio-
economic or socio-cultural background. 

Equity requires “securing all children’s 
rights to education, and their rights within 
and through education to realise their po-
tential and aspirations. It also requires im-
plementing and institutionalising arrange-
ments that help ensure all children can 
achieve these aims.”1 

1.1.	Out-of-School 
Children
Although the number of children out-of-
school has reduced over the past decade, 
UNESCO estimates that 56 million chil-
dren of primary school age will still be out-
of-school in 2015 (UNESCO 2010). Even 
more children of lower secondary school 
age are likely to be out-of-school.

In the European Union (EU), more than six 
million young people leave education and 
training with, at best, lower secondary level 
qualifications; the Early School Leaving rate 
was 14.4% in 2011.

The Education for All Global Monitoring 
Report of 2012 reports that 317,000 chil-
dren of primary school age and 315,000 
adolescents of compulsory school age are 
out of school in the Commonwealth of 
Independent States (CIS). Central Asia 
has the highest proportion of primary age 
out-of-school children who are expected to 
never enter school (51%) after Sub-Saharan 
Africa (UNICEF 2012, forthcoming). 
These children are the hardest to reach; 
holistic cross-sector policy responses are 
necessary to tackle the multi-dimensional 
aspects of their exclusion from education. 

1.2.	The Out-of-School Children Initiative 
regional and national studies currently be-
ing finalised. 

UNICEF’s Regional Office for CEE-
CIS launched the Regional Out-of-School 
Children and Adolescents Initiative 
(ROOSCAI) in 2011 as a follow-up of the 
Global Initiative. The Regional Initiative 
aims to strengthen on-going efforts to re-
duce the number of out-of-school children 

UNICEF and the UNESCO Institute for 
Statistics (UIS) launched a Global Initiative 
on Out-of-School Children in 2010. This 
aims to improve statistical information and 
analysis regarding out-of-school children 
(OOSC) and to scrutinise factors of ex-
clusion from schooling, alongside existing 
policies relating to enhanced participation. 
Twenty-five countries have taken part, with 

1  UNGEI-FTI Secretariat (2010) Equity and Inclusion in Education: A guide to supporting the education sector plan 
for preparation, revision and appraisal. THIS TITLE IS THE OFFICIAL TITLE OF THE PUBLICATION AND 
SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED.
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and early school leavers in the region, as 
well as supporting and monitoring innova-
tive national projects to share best practice 
and facilitate exchange of knowledge be-
tween countries. 

Under the Global Initiative for Out-of-
School Children, minors are categorised in 
various ways:
•	 Pre-primary age children who are not in 

pre-primary or primary school

•	 Children who will never enter (primary 
or lower secondary) school

•	 Children who will enter primary or lower 
secondary late

•	 Primary and lower secondary children 
who have dropped out

•	 Children currently enrolled in primary 
or lower secondary but who are at risk of 
dropping out

•	 Section 2 explains terminology pertain-
ing to out-of-school children and pre-
sents conceptual frameworks to frame 
the issue of children missing education

•	 Section 3 provides a brief overview of 
out-of-school children in Kazakhstan

•	 Section 4 presents a rapid assessment of 
the current system of identification and 
monitoring of out-of-school children and 
students who drop-out in Kazakhstan

•	 Section 5 briefly touches upon issues 
of statistical reporting on out-of-school 
children and students who drop-out in 
Kazakhstan

•	 Section 6 introduces examples of inter-
national good practice around out-of-
school children: monitoring and inter-
ventions to prevent children from missing 
education and responses to dropping-out

•	 Section 7 provides recommendations 
on how to reduce the number of chil-
dren missing education in Kazakhstan, 
by strengthening the identification and 
monitoring system for OOSC and im-
proving statistical reporting on these 
children

This report is the first step of UNICEF’s 
involvement in the issue of out-of-school 
children in Kazakhstan. It is based on a 
rapid desk review and a seven-day fact find-
ing mission from the UNICEF Regional 
Initiative Consultant, where key stake-
holders from State, Oblast and civil soci-
ety institutions met in Almaty, Astana and 
Eastern Kazakhstan. It includes feedback 
from multi-sector central and oblast insti-
tutional stakeholders and non-governmen-
tal organisations, whose members gath-
ered during a validation workshop held in 
Astana on 28th November 2012. 

This report attempts to explore issues per-
taining to children who are missing edu-
cation in Kazakhstan and to make recom-
mendations to inform policy development 
and to strengthen the current identification 
and monitoring system for out-of-school 
children and students who drop-out. The 
report does not investigate in detail the is-
sue of school absenteeism. The scope of the 
document is as follows: 

1.3.	About this report

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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Out-of-school children 
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terminology and 
conceptual frameworks

2



11

2.1.	Definition of terms
UNESCO, school dropping-out means 
leaving school education without having 
completed a started cycle or programme 
(e.g. primary education or lower secondary 
education). UNESCO also calculates the 
school drop-out rate by grade, which indi-
cates the proportion of children enrolled 
in Grade X who do not attend Grade X+1 
(minus repeaters). 

Many countries have included in their defi-
nition of dropping-out those with a certain 
number of days of non-attendance, usually 
between 15 and 30 days of unexcused ab-
sences (those with  no valid reason). This 
better captures the number of children who 
are missing education, even if they are still 
on the school roll.

Early school leaving is a term particularly used 
in the EU. It describes young people between 
18 and 24 who have only completed lower sec-
ondary education (or less) and who are not en-
gaged in further education or training.

Children at risk of dropping-out refers to 
those with individual, family or school 
situations which may contribute to the 
likelihood of the children dropping-out of 
education. 

Understanding of the terms “school”, “in” 
and “out” of school and “dropping out” var-
ies from country to country and between 
various bodies. 

School refers to any state-licensed educa-
tional institution, whether public or pri-
vate. It includes boarding schools and spe-
cial institutions for children with special 
needs where education programmes can 
be matched to the International Standard 
Classification of Education (ISCED) levels 
of education.

Children out-of-school describes those 
who are not enrolled and are not attend-
ing school, and those who are enrolled but 
are not attending school. This distinction 
is often difficult to capture in statistics, 
when the number of out-of-school children 
is drawn from population data minus the 
number of children not enrolled in school; 
this calculation method does not reflect the 
situation of enrolled children who do not 
attend school. 

Dropping-out covers children who are en-
rolled but not attending or who have left 
education before the end of a given cy-
cle, such as compulsory education. For 

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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Figure 1. Non-enrolment and drop-out factors

Individual/
Social factors

Background Individual Sex

Age

Health

Ethnicity & language

Location

Past experiences

Family Structure

Practices

Demographics

Resources

Mobility

Behaviours Engagement Academic

Social

Deviancy

Educational experience and performance

School factors Structure and resources

Systemic factors at macro level

Source: Adapted from Lyche (2010)

2.2	N on-enrolment and drop-out risk factors 
Several typologies capture the factors affecting non-enrolment and dropping-out. For the 
purpose of this report, we have adapted a model developed by Lyche for the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (Lyche, 2010) which identifies in-
dividual and social factors, school factors and systemic factors at macro level.  

Literature agrees that dropping-out from school is usually a process rather than a decision 
following a single (or exceptional) event. Based on the above framework, the list below 
identifies children and associated risk factors, drawing from several sources, including from 
Chávez Chávez et al. (1991). Systemic factors are also outlined. 
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2  Defined as families with conflict, misbehaviour, potential child neglect or abuse, or addictions – particularly sub-
stance abuse. 

Individual and social factors
Pe

rs
o

n
a

l 
ch

a
ra

ct
er

is
ti

cs
•	 Children with a disability and those with special educational needs
•	 Overage children
•	 Children with low self-confidence
•	 Teenage boys
•	 Pregnant teenage girls and teenage mothers
•	 Children with no documents (ID cards, birth certificates, resident permits, 

etc)
•	 Working children
•	 Children with other vulnerability factors - such as those with a background in 

public care, married or teenage-parent students
•	 Children who have regularly changed their place of residence or school
•	 Children who live far from school and for whom no transport is provided

Ed
u

ca
ti

o
n

a
l 

ch
a

ra
ct

er
is

ti
cs

•	 Children who are absent frequently and/or for long periods of time
•	 Children who have been expelled from school
•	 Children with poor academic performance records
•	 Children who do not participate in extra-curricular activities or in school life
•	 Children with poor school behaviour
•	 Children who have repeated a year twice or more
•	 Children with no pre-primary education
•	 Children who have not mastered the language of instruction
•	 Children who are bullied at school

Fa
mi

l
y 

ch
a

ra
ct

er
is

ti
cs

•	 Children from poor, low socio-economic status households
•	 Children of ethnic minorities, including Roma children
•	 Children of migrants
•	 Children with a large number of siblings
•	 Children with one or more siblings who have dropped-out
•	 Children who are orphans or from single parent households (or with one par-

ent often absent)
•	 Children from socially vulnerable families or with conflicts in the family, in-

cluding those from dysfunctional families2

•	 Children from families where education is not valued.

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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3  Pastoral care refers to school support for the personal and social wellbeing of students - covering health and social 
issues as well as behaviour management and emotional support.
4  School climate refers to the quality and character of school life: norms, goals, values, interpersonal relationships, 
teaching and learning practices, organisational practices and the physical environment of the school (adapted from the 
National School Climate Centre. http://www.schoolclimate.org/)

School factors 

Among the 
school level 
factors (“push 
factors”) that 
may affect the 
non-enrolment 
or dropping-
out process and 
students’ final 
decision to leave 
school, we find:

•	 Schools with high drop-out rates
•	 Schools with high intake of pupils from socially disadvantaged back-

grounds when these are not well supported
•	 Schools with weak or inadequate academic discipline and attendance 

rules and policies (including lack of support for students falling 
behind)

•	 Schools not offering classes in the children’s first languages or sup-
porting learning in the language of instruction

•	 Schools with weak pastoral care  and support for students
•	 Schools with a poor climate 
•	 Schools with a high incidence of violence or bullying
•	 Schools with a low level of student participation in school life or 

school governance
•	 Schools with weak parental participation and weak relationships be-

tween the home, the community and the school
•	 Schools not promoting their school identity or sense of belonging.

Not all children presenting one or more of the characteristics above will necessarily miss out 
on education while children outside these categories may miss school. 

Systemic factors at macro level

National level 
factors include:

•	 Legislation and enforcement of legislation, and the degree to which 
it is aligned with international human rights instruments

•	 Social values around gender equality, social inclusion and 
non-discrimination

•	 Social inclusion and non-discriminatory political agenda
•	 Education policies, strategies and funding which focus on equality 

of access
•	 Degree of education quality
•	 Degree of respect for human rights and diversity and non-discrimi-

nation in and through education
•	 Relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of cross-sector co-ordination 

and support mechanisms for children at risk of not enrolling in or 
dropping-out from education.
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Figure 2. Non-enrolment and drop-out risk points across a child’s school career 

Age 6-7 / Enter a country / Enter a district

Start Education Finish Education
Fail to start appropriate 

provision

Fail to find a 
place

Fail to register  
a new school

Move School

School withdrawal 
and transfer

School 
drop-out

School  
exclusion

Chaildren  
not in school

Age 16 / Leave a country / Leave a district

Source: Adapted from Identifying and Maintaining Contact with Children Missing or At Risk 
of Going Missing from Education.Process Steps.- Good Practice Guide (2004) and Bath and 
North East Somerset Council (2007) Children Missing from Education - Children’s Services. 

2.3.	Non-enrolment and drop-out risk points 
In addition to the risk factors described in 
the previous section, there are several par-
ticular risk points which can affect non-en-
rolment or drop-out. Identifying these risk 
points and assessing prevention and response 
mechanisms is critical to the identification 
and monitoring system for out-of-school 
children.

The diagram below captures, throughout the 
school career of a child, the various points 
when s/he is at-risk of not entering or not 
remaining in education. 

The risk points are:
•	 Failing to start appropriate provision 

(at the appropriate age, when entering 
a country or when moving to another 
district)

•	 School withdrawal (parental withdrawal 
of a child from a given school, or chil-
dren withdrawing of their “own will”)

•	 School official/unofficial exclusion

Once a child is out of the system, there are 
two additional risk points:
•	 Failing to register at a new school (after 

withdrawal, transfer or exclusion)
•	 Inability to find a new school place 

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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Out-of-school children 
in Kazakhstan: 

a brief overview

3
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Out-of-school children  
in Kazakhstan:  

Data shows that almost every child enrols in school or in a special 
educational institution in Kazakhstan. There is, however, a small 
number of children who do not have access to education, and a 
number who do not attend class regularly. 

After a brief overview of the legislative framework for children’s 
right to education in Kazakhstan, this section presents available 
educational data relating to out-of-school children. It then maps 
the groups of children who are most at-risk of missing education 
and explores the barriers they encounter to access or remain in 
education. 

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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3.1.	Legal framework for children’s right to 
education 

(No. 398, 28/08/2012). However, Decree 
No. 468 also specifies that permanent and 
temporary non-citizens and stateless chil-
dren can only be enrolled in school if their 
parents submit some kind of documenta-
tion - such as registration of residence, ref-
ugee or migration cards or stateless person 
certificates. 

The Republic of Kazakhstan has a strong 
regulatory framework with regard to school 
enrolment and transfer, including:
•	 Registration of children and adoles-

cents of 6-17 years of age and move-
ment of students in secondary schools 
in Kazakhstan (1997)5 

•	 Government Decision of 28.08.1998, № 
812 on “Measures to Further Reform the 
System of Secondary Education in the 
Republic of Kazakhstan”

•	 Decree of the MoES of Kazakhstan 
of 29.08/03.09.2001 № 701-2/645 on 
“Approval of Departmental Reporting 
Forms for Registration of School Age 
Children Not Covered by Education” 
(with the Ministry of Internal Affairs of 
Kazakhstan)

Educational reform in Kazakhstan is cur-
rently guided by the State Programme of 
Educational Development for 2011–2020. 
The Programme’s objectives include im-
proving the financing system for equal ac-
cess provision, equal access and inclusive 
education, improved educational resources 
and technologies and full pre-school educa-
tional coverage.  

Children’s right to education is enshrined 
in a number of instruments signed, ratified 
or enacted by the Republic of Kazakhstan. 

Kazakhstan has signed most of the interna-
tional rights conventions relating directly 
or indirectly to children’s right to educa-
tion. However, while the Convention on 
the Rights of the Child (CRC) and the 
International Covenant on Economic, 
Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) have 
been ratified, Kazakhstan is yet to ratify 
the Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities and is not a party of the 
International Convention on the Protection 
of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and 
Members of their Families (1990) or the 
Convention Against Discrimination in 
Education (1960). 

The right of all children with Kazakh citi-
zenship to access education is enshrined 
in the Constitution and in the Law of 
Education. Other national rights instru-
ments reassert the right to education, for 
instance the 2002 Law on Social, Medical 
and Educational Support for Children with 
Disabilities, the 2002 Law on the Rights 
of the Child and the Standards on Special 
Social Services in Education (2009). 

The right to education for permanent and 
temporary non-citizens and stateless chil-
dren is guaranteed by Decree No. 468 of 
28th September 2010. While this Decree 
used to explicitly exclude seasonal and 
border workers from education, a recent 
amendment has removed this exclusion 

5  “On the Registration of Children and Teenagers Aged 6-17 Years and Movement (starting and leaving) Between 
Secondary Schools of the Republic of Kazakhstan”. 
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3.2.	Data on out-of-school children and 
students who drop-out 

Table 1. MICS pre-school education data (2006 and 2010-11)

Indicators 2006 2010-2011

Pre-school attendance (2006)7

Attendance in early childhood education (2010-11)
16.0% 37.0%

School readiness8 39.5% 81.6%

6  National Centre for Education Quality Assessment (2011). National Report on the Status and Development of 
Education.
7  Number of children aged 36-59 months who attend some form of early childhood education programme.
8  Number of children in first grade who attended some form of pre-school the previous year.

There is little data on out-of-school children 
and children who drop-out in Kazakhstan. 

Data presented in this section comes from 
two main sources: Multiple Indicator 
Cluster Surveys (MICS 2006 and 2010-
2011) and official education statistics. 

3.2.1. Early childhood 
and pre-school education
According to MICS data (Table 1), the pre-
school attendance rate was 37% in 2011. 
Other data sources from the Ministry of 
Education (Chart 1) reveal that the net en-
rolment rate of children aged 1-6 years in 
pre-school education reached 41.6% in 20106. 
Data discrepancy between the MICS and 
the Ministry can be explained by the differ-
ent age range captured by indicators. While 
the MICS counts children between 36-59 
months (i.e. 3-5 years old), the Ministry in-
cludes children aged 6 in its calculation. 

The Ministry of Education also provides 
information on the net enrolment rate for 
those aged 5 and 6 years in compulsory pre-
school, which reached 89% in 2010. The 
MICS uses a different indicator: school 
readiness, which captures the number of 
children in grade 1 of primary school who 

have received some kind of pre-school pro-
vision the previous year. This increased 
drastically from 39.5% to 81.6% between 
2006 and 2011. 

Based on available data, we can conclude 
that between 11% and 18.4% of children 
aged 5 and 6 years are out-of-school. Pre-
school age children make up the majority of 
out-of-school children in Kazakhstan. 

Chart 1 demonstrates inequalities in terms 
of access to pre-school education between 
cities and rural areas. This is also a critical 
finding of the MICS. Although the gap is 
slowly closing between rural and urban ar-
eas in terms of access, the MICS of 2010-
2011 shows that only 78% of children in 
Grade 1 had attended pre-school the previ-
ous year in rural areas, compared to 85.6% 
of children in urban areas. 

There was also a slight gender difference - 
to the disadvantage of boys: 80.4% of male 
and 82.7% of female children had attended 
pre-school the year before entering primary. 
There was a more significant differential be-
tween rich and poor households, with 86.5-
91.6 % of Grade 1 children from wealthier 
households attending pre-school the previ-
ous year, compared to 71.1-78.8% from the 
poorest households. 

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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3.2.2. Primary and 
secondary education 
According to the MICS, the Net Intake 
Rate at primary school level was 93.8% in 
2010-11 (children aged 7 in Kazakhstan en-
tering the first grade of primary), indicat-
ing that a small percentage of children enter 
school at a later age (some are enrolled in 
Grade 2 at the age of 7 if they have entered 
primary school aged 6). Regional variations 
were significant. The Net Attendance Rate 
was 99.3% in 2010-11; 0.7% of children sur-
veyed were not attending primary school at 
the time of the survey. While some were 
probably attending pre-school, the major-
ity of the 0.7% were missing education alto-
gether and the remainder were probably not 
receiving an education appropriate to their 
age and developmental stage. 

MICS data for secondary education (Table 
2) shows that the Net Attendance Rate was 
96.1% in 2010-11. MICS data does not pro-
vide disaggregation between lower and upper 

Chart 1. Enrolment rate of children aged 1-6 years in pre-school education and 
training (% of total number of children of appropriate age)

Source: Data of the Agency of Statistics of the Republic of Kazakhstan, from National Centre for 
Education Quality Assessment (2011) - National Report on the Status and Development of Education.

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

23.2%

36.4%

6.7%

27.6%

38.7%

12.4%

32.8%

44.0%

35.6%

45.2%

20.1%

37.0%

44.8%

20.1% 20.1%

41.6%

47.5%

20.1%

Republic of Kazakhstan		  City		  Viage

secondary education attendance but reveals 
that the transition rate from primary to sec-
ondary education was 100% in 2010-11.

Chart 2 presents data from the Ministry of 
Education. Data on primary and secondary 
education varies slightly between the MICS 
and the Ministry of Education, as the lat-
ter reports 100% of net enrolment in pri-
mary, 100% in basic secondary education 
and 99.9% in upper-secondary education in 
2010. This data discrepancy can be partially 
explained by the fact that MICS indicators 
focus on attendance (children currently 
going to school) rather than enrolment 
(children on a school roll). Data from the 
Ministry captures enrolment, which is likely 
to be higher than attendance, since children 
can be on the school roll but not attend.

Another set of data, from UNESCO-UIS, 
gives slightly different figures. According 
to the 2012 Education For All Global 
Monitoring Report, the Net Enrolment 
Rate for primary in 2010 was 88%, with 
4000 children (33% girls) estimated to be 
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out-of-school. The same report reveals a 
drop-out rate of 2% in primary education, 
and a transition rate for the year ending 
2009 of 100%. The Gross Enrolment Rate 
for secondary education was 100%, with 100 
youngsters estimated to be out-of-school. 

Data points to the fact that a small number 
of children are missing primary education 

(0.7% according to MICS data) and a slight-
ly larger number at secondary level (maxi-
mum 3.9% according to MICS data). 

Ministry data indicates that where children 
drop-out from school, they are likely to do so 
in the transition from Grade 9 to Grade 10 ( 
from lower to upper-secondary) - as confirmed 
by education officials and practitioners. 

Table 2. MICS primary and secondary education data (2006 and 2010-11)

Indicators 2006 2010-2011

Net Intake Rate in primary education 92.9% 93.8%

Net Primary School Attendance Rate (2006)
Primary School Net Attendance Ratio (adjusted) (2010-11)

98.0% 99.3%

Net Secondary School Attendance Rate (2006)
Secondary School Net Attendance Ratio (adjusted) (2010-11)

95.3%9 96.1%

Children reaching grade five (2006)
Children reaching last grade of primary (2010-11)

99.7% 100.0%

Transition rate to secondary school 99.7% 100.0%

Source: Agency of Statistics of the Republic of Kazakhstan, from the National Centre for 
Education Quality Assessment (2011) - National Report on the Status and Development of 
Education.

Chart 2. Ratio of enrolment in primary, basic secondary and secondary educa-
tion (% of population aged 7-17 years)

99.3%

99.8%

99.0%

100.0% 100.0%
99.9%

Primary Education Basic Education Secondary Education

2005

2010

9  “1.6 percent of secondary school age children are attending primary school when they should be attending secondary 
school. The remaining 3.1 percent are not attending school at all.” (MICS 2006)

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 



22

more than 10 days. School directors can be 
reluctant to openly reveal attendance “prob-
lems” in their school, particularly when 
enrolment and school funding are linked. 
Interviews with police child liaison offic-
ers and education officials and practitioners 
reveal that schools tend to prefer to resolve 
problems internally before referring the 
case to the authorities. This means that the 
overall number of children missing school 
for more than 10 days is likely to be higher 
than the figures in Table 3. 

The definition of “returned to school” is 
also ambiguous, since many cases see chil-
dren sent far from home to institutions for 
children with deviant behaviours, rather 
than returning to their previous school. 
Although they receive education at such 
institutions, their personal and school en-
vironments change drastically, potentially 
leading to further problems.

NGOs also provide information on school at-
tendance, based on research studies conducted 
on small samples of respondents in selected 
oblasts. The NGO Report to the UN Human 
Rights Committee on the Implementation 
of the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights by the Republic of Kazakhstan 
quotes results from an NGO survey on work-
ing and street children. These show that most 
children working on the streets progressively 
drop-out from school -either temporarily or 
permanently. 

3.2.3. Data on children 
not enrolled or not 
attending school 
Very little data is available on out-of-school 
children in Kazakhstan, either from govern-
mental or non-governmental sources. 

Children not receiving 
education due to health issues

The database of children missing education, 
held jointly by the Ministry of Internal 
Affairs and the Child Rights Protection arm 
of the Ministry of Education, gathers infor-
mation on children who miss education for 
more than 10 days without a valid reason. 
More information on this database is pro-
vided in section 4.2.2.

Table 3 below summarises the data for the 
last two school years, ending 2011 and 2012.

The number of children missing education 
for more than 10 days without a valid reason 
has fallen over the past five years. In 2008-
2009, it was reported that 3,512 students were 
missing school, of which 347 did not return 
by the end of the academic year.10  Data from 
2011 and 2012 confirms a steady fall.

Data from this database is not fully accurate, 
as schools do not always alert the Oblast 
authorities each time a child is missing for 

Table 3. Minors not attending school without a valid reason for more than 10 days 
(2010, 2011 and 2012)

15 May 2011 15 May 2012

Declared minors not attending school for more than 10 days 
without a valid reason since the beginning of the school year 1756 894

Of which: those who returned to school at some point dur-
ing the school year 1542 706

Of which: those still absent from  school in the last report-
ing month 214 188

Source: Child Rights Protection Committee

10  Government of Kazakhstan and UN Country Team (2010). Millennium Development Goals In Kazakhstan.
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Children not receiving 
education due to health issues

Children with disabilities are assessed by 
the Psychological, Medical and Pedagogical 
Commission (PMPC), which provides a 
certificate specifying whether the child can 
participate in education and, if so, the level 
of education s/he should receive. In 2010-
2011 there were 5,649 children who were 
not attending school due to health issues - 
including severe or multiple disabilities. In 
2011-2012, the figure was 5,230 (of which 
3,159 were from rural areas), accounting for 
0.2% of the total student population. 11 

Invisible children
All the data presented in the previous 
sections refers to children registered in 
Kazakhstan and who are mostly on the 
school roll. It does not account for children 
who live in Kazakhstan on a permanent or 
temporary basis and who are not officially 
registered. These children are likely to never 
enter school, or to enter school late. 

These children are invisible from official 
statistics and reports, due to challenges in 
estimating or assessing their number accu-
rately. The Commission on Human Rights 

under the President of the Republic of 
Kazakhstan (2012) alludes to the infringe-
ment of children’s rights to education when 
their parents are not documented, based 
on UNHCR sources. The NGO Report 
to the UN Human Rights Committee on 
the Implementation of the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights by the 
Republic of Kazakhstan also flags problems 
encountered by refugee children, whose lack 
of legal documentation prevents them from 
attending public schools. Based on monitor-
ing activities in the cities of Almaty, Taraz 
and Karaganda, the report mentions that 
several hundred children were refused edu-
cation, mostly due to schools expelling or 
not admitting children whose parents were 
irregular migrants or whose parents did not 
have local registration and working permits. 

3.2.4. Children at risk of 
missing education
Risk factors

Typology of risk factors for children miss-
ing education in Kazakhstan can be out-
lined from the following sources: the data-
base on children missing education for more 

11  Data from the Committee on Child Rights Protection. Astana, 2012.

Box  1.  
Absenteeism in Kazakh schools

School absenteeism is a strong predicator of disengagement from 
education and dropping-out. A forthcoming UNICEF study on suicide 

among teenagers in Kazakhstan (UNICEF, forthcoming) has found that, of 2922 
students interviewed, 16% admitted having missed five or more days of school inten-

tionally over the past school year (2012-23). Of these, 22.5% felt that school was often or 
very often not relevant to them. Of all those interviewed, 7% stated that school was often 
or very often irrelevant and, of these, 47.5% admitted having missed five or more school 
days over the past year. Clearly, youngsters’ perceptions of school relevance are a strong 

contributing factor to absenteeism. When students do not feel supported by their 
teachers or adult school staff, they are also very likely to miss school intention-

ally. Of the 10.5% who revealed that they often or very often felt unsup-
ported by their teachers, 35.5% claimed to have missed five or 

more days of school intentionally over the past 
academic year. 

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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Table 4. Typology of risk factors for children missing education
In

di
vi

du
al

/ 
So

ci
al

 f
ac

to
rs

B
ac

kg
ro

un
d

Individual

Sex
Girls who marry early or fall pregnant, as 
well as runaway boys and boys with be-
haviour issues

Age Drop-out teenagers and non-enrolled 
(pre) primary children 

Health Children with disabilities, children with 
chronic illnesses and children with HIV

Past experiences
Abused, neglected and trafficked chil-
dren, those  bullied at school or in conflict 
with the law, and working children 

Ethnicity & 
language

Children from Roma, Lyuli and other mi-
nority communities, and those who do 
not master the language of instruction

Location Children from rural and remote areas

Family

Structure Orphan children and those from single-
parent families

Practices Children without or with limited parental 
care and those from dysfunctional families 

Demographics No information available

Resources Children from low-income families

Mobility

Internal migrants and foreign migrants, 
particularly irregular migrants and seasonal 
migrants, as well as refugees and Oralmans 
[ethnic Kazakhs who have returned since 
independence in 1991]

B
eh

av
io

ur
s

Engagement

Academic “Lack of interest” in school education and 
irregular attendance

Social Isolated children and those who withdraw 
from social interaction

Deviancy Children with behaviour problems, including runaways and 
those affected by addictions - such as substance abuse

Educational 
performance

Low achievers and children who have changed school often

Sc
ho

ol
 f

ac
to

rs Structure and 
resources

Lack of transport, qualified staff or materials

School practices
Enrolment or discipline procedures, stigmatisation and dis-
crimination, and low inclusion practices: for such groups as 
CWDs and underachievers



25

Migrant children Internal, seasonal and irregular migrant children make up a large number 
of those at risk of exclusion from education. Kazakhstan hosts seasonal 
workers from neighbouring countries but also from travellers’ communi-
ties, such as Roma and Lyuli. These groups enter from countries in the 
region or even from Eastern Europe. No accurate data is available on these 
groups, particularly when they hold passports for which no visas are re-
quired to enter Kazakhstan. 
However, some oblasts count migrant children when they encounter 
them. In the city of Almaty, for instance, 13 migrant children were not 
in school at the end of the 2011-12 academic year.12

Working 
children

The Commission on Human Rights under the President of the Republic 
of Kazakhstan (2011) reported 553 cases of child labour among mi-
nors in 2010-11 (911 in 2009-10). In 2011-12, the number fell to 17013. 
Working children are at risk of not enrolling in school or of dropping-
out if they are seasonal migrants. Oblasts keep track of working chil-
dren. In Almaty, 18 were identified in August 2012.

Children with 
disabilities

In January 2011, there were 147,679 children with developmental dis-
abilities - out of 4,940,494 children under 18 living in Kazakhstan 
(2.98%).14  The Fourth Periodic Report to the CRC Committee (RK, 
2012) showed that 3.4% of children had disabilities and that, of these, 
85% were receiving education (RK, 2012). It is unclear from the re-
port whether the 15% not receiving education comprise only compul-
sory school-age children or also younger children.

than 10 days without a valid reason;  a re-
cent report on Access to Quality Education 
for Children from Vulnerable Groups (IC 
Sange, 2011); the NGO Alternative Report 
to the Fourth Periodic Report to the CRC 
Committee; and meetings with selected 
respondents. 

It is important to recognise that risk factors 
are often interlinked and overlapping. For 
instance, sex, age, ethnicity and family prac-
tices all contribute to placing some teenage 
girls at risk of not completing compulsory 
education – particularly those from very 
traditional Muslim Turkish families, who 
are married at 14 (Collective, 2012). Sex, 
age, location, family resources and mobility, 
as well as educational performance, can con-
tribute to the exclusion of low performing 

12  Personal communication. August, 2012.
13  Child Rights Protection Committee. Indicators in the Child Protection Sphere in the Republic of Kazakhstan in 2011.
14  The Commission on Human Rights under the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan (2011).

teenage boys from large, very poor families 
of internal migrants, who must work to 
support themselves and their relatives.

Some children might be enrolled but be fre-
quently absent or absent during specific pe-
riods of the year, such as the harvest season. 
Although the report does not investigate in 
detail the issue of absenteeism, it recognises 
that irregular attendance is potentially a 
contributing factor to the drop-out process 
and a risk factor to children’s performance 
and engagement.

Data

There is little quantitative data available with 
which to assess the number of children at-
risk of being out of school and, particularly, 
no sex or age disaggregated data. 
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The 2011 World Disability Report estab-
lishes an international disability benchmark 
of 5.1% for children between 0 and 14. The 
Kazakh rate of 2.98-3.4% for children up 
to 18 suggests that the disabilities of many 
children remain unregistered and that they 
may not be receiving adequate education-
al provision in response to their specific 
needs, particularly if enrolled in mainstream 
schools lacking trained staff. Alternatively, 
some parents may feel reluctant to declare 
the disability of their children, keeping them 
at home to avoid future institutionalisation.

The discrepancy between urban and rural 
areas is likely to stem from children in ru-
ral areas being more likely to miss school 
to attend to chores or help with harvesting. 
The 2012 NGO Alternative Report to the 
CRC Committee emphasises that children 
working in cotton fields from August to 
November are missing school, as their av-
erage working day is 8-9 hours (Collective 
2012). 

Profile of children who missed 
education for at least 10 days 
without a valid reason 

The MIA and CRPC database provides a 
rough profile of children yet to be enrolled 
in school at the time of reporting. Useful 
information includes the oblast and urban/
rural areas, and whether children are living 
in low-income or dysfunctional families. 
It is unclear how children are classified if 
they live in a low-income family which is 
also dysfunctional. Furthermore, the crite-
ria used to define a dysfunctional family are 
unclear and may not be consistently applied 
countrywide. The definition of children 
who “do not want to study” and of “migra-
tion” is also unclear, since migration criteria 
do not distinguish internal from external 
migration. Data is not disaggregated by sex.

Chart 3 presents the number of children 
reported on the database as missing educa-
tion for more than 10 days in 2011 and 2012. 
Data reveals a slight decrease in number 
over the past two years and shows that chil-
dren missing education come mostly from 
urban areas. 

Chart 3. Primary and secondary school-
aged children registered as having missed 
education for more than 10 days without a 
valid reason (2011 and 2012)

15  Ibid.
16  Ibid.
17  This is the official terminology in Kazakhstan, although we prefer to use the term “children with behaviour prob-
lems or behaviour issues”.
18  The Commission on Human Rights under the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan (2011).

Children living 
in dysfunctional 
families

In January 2011, there were 17,481 children living in dysfunctional 
families - of 4,940,494 in total (0.35%).15

Children without 
parental care

In January 2011, there were 38,386 parentless children or children 
without parental care - of 4,940,494 in total (0.77%).16

Children with 
“deviant” 
behaviour17 

In January 2011, there were 13,766 children with “deviant” behaviour 
- of 4,940,494 in total (0.27%).18
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Chart 4 below presents the profile of chil-
dren who, at the end of the academic year, 
were still not enrolled in education. The 
oblast database contains more information 
on children, particularly their year of birth, 
grades they have been enrolled in and the 
action taken to resolve their case. This in-
formation is not available aggregated at na-
tional level.

Chart 4. Profile of children who failed to re-
turn to school at the end of the school year 
(2011 and 2012)

At the end of the 2010-11 academic year, 
214 children who had missed education for 
at least 10 days without a valid reason had 
not yet returned. Of these, 214 children 
(9%) were living in a low-income family and 
74% in a dysfunctional family. By the end 
of the 2011-12 academic year, 188 children 
were still not attending school, of which 
22% were living in a low-income family and 
57% in a dysfunctional family. In short, the 

majority of children who were still not in 
school at the end of the past two academic 
years were living in dysfunctional families. 
A more specific description of the exact 
characteristics of dysfunctional families 
would provide greater information on the 
real reasons behind the non-attendance of 
children. 

Another profiling element for these chil-
dren is their willingness to study and their 
migration status. Of the 214 and 188 chil-
dren not returned to school at the end of 
the last two academic years, respectively, 
26% and 29% “did not want to study”19 
while 19% had migrated.

Table 5 below presents regional disparities 
and trends.  

The oblasts with the highest number of 
declared minors not attending school for 
more than 10 days without a valid reason 
are East Kazakhstan (798 children in 2011), 

Chart 3. Primary and secondary school-aged children registered as having 
missed education for more than 10 days without a valid reason (2011 and 2012)

Declared children still out-of-
school at the end of the school year

Declared children not attending 
school for more than 10 days with-
out a valid reason since the begin-
ning of the school year

2011
urban

2012
urban

2011
rural

2012
rural

214 188

41 25

1756

894

440

234

19  This turn of phrase masks the complex reasons behind children’s decisions not to attend school.
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Karaganda (232 children in 2011 and 194 in 
2012) and North Kazakhstan (99 children 
in 2011 and 100 in 2012). 

It is also interesting to note that, in 2011, 
it was in South Kazakhstan that the high-
est proportion of children failed to re-
turn to school (56%) followed by Almaty, 

urban 2011

urban 2012

Living in a dysfunc-
tional family

Living in a low-
income family

Do not want  
to study

Migrated

Chart 4. Profile of children who failed to return to school at the end of the school year 
(2011 and 2012)

rural 2011

rural 2012

74%

57%

66%
68%

9%

22%
24%

40%

26%
29%

20% 24%
19% 19%

17%

28%

Astana, West Kazakhstan and Almaty 
Province. In 2012, Almaty Province had 
the highest percentage (57%) followed by 
South Kazakhstan (41%), West Kazakhstan 
(45%), Aktobe (33%) and Astana (30%). 

Detailed tables on regional differences are 
presented in Annex 1.

Box  2  
Children at risk of not being 

enrolled or not attending school in Almaty 

•	 Children from single-parent families where the parent is addicted to drugs 
or alcohol, regardless of the family’s social status or income

•	Children without parents, orphans and street children
•	 Children unsupervised by their parents due to lack of time
•	 Children from low-income families

•	 Children from dysfunctional families, particularly those who lack parenting skills 
and fail to provide an appropriate environment for bringing up children
•	 Children with behavioural problems

•	Children from migrant families without documents

Source: Almaty Education Department 
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Table 5. Regional disparities for children missing education for more than 10 days, 
2011 and 2012

Total 
number of 
children on 
the database 
in 2010-11

Total 
number of 
children on 
the database 
in 2011-12

Number of 
children still 

out-of-school 
at the end of 

the school year, 
2010-11

Number of 
children still 

out-of-school 
at the end of 

the school year, 
2011-12

Akmola 94 64 13 14

Aktobe 39 15 12 5

Almaty Province 80 23 20 13

Atyrau 14 1 3 1

East Kazakhstan 798 150 15 13

Jambyl 66 50 11 17

West Kazakhstan 41 41 11 17

Karaganda 232 194 18 22

Kyzylorda 52 51 8 2

Kostanay 28 23 4 0

Mangystau 34 4 6 4

Pavlodar 24 20 2 3

North Kazakhstan 99 100 23 18

South Kazakhstan 90 92 50 43

Astana city 33 33 9 10

Almaty city 32 33 9 6

3.2.5. Barriers to accessing 
and remaining in education 
The UN Special Rapporteur on Education 
has outlined four categories of barriers pre-
venting children from accessing or remain-
ing in schools:  
•	 Economic obstacles
•	 Language and cultural obstacles
•	 Physical obstacles
•	 Administrative obstacles
To these, we can add social obstacles, which 
belong more to the family environment than 
to the action of institutional duty bearers. 
Factors affecting the quality of education 
must also be considered.

Education and Child Rights Protection 
District Officers in each oblast also iden-
tified specific profiles of children out-of-
school or dropping-out in their area. In 
Astana, for instance, teenage boys were 
identified as an at-risk group for running 
away from home and school, particularly 
following conflicts with parents or friends. 
This category spans social classes; more 
information on profiling in Almaty is pro-
vided in Box 1 below.

Literature and data are scarce on profiles of 
children missing education and it is likely 
that risk factors are very different for dif-
ferent groups of children in rural and urban 
areas and in various oblasts. 

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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Economic obstacles particularly affect 
low-income families. Although education 
is supposed to be free, hidden costs may 
apply. There is anecdotal evidence that il-
legal fees are collected in schools by head-
teachers and teachers, for additional ac-
tivities, events or school budget support. 
Textbooks, school supplies and winter 
clothes and shoes may be a great financial 
burden for the poorest families. NGOs also 
identify malnutrition as an important barri-
er to education (Collective, 2012). Hungry 
children and children whose diet is insuffi-
ciently nutritious are also more likely not to 
participate or to perform to their full poten-
tial in school, due to lack of concentration. 
Education related costs are a major barrier 
for refugee and returnee children. 

“My child does not want to go to school. At 
school, teachers and students are prejudiced 
against my child. We are poor, he does not 
have good clothes, and we cannot give money 
to the class.” 20

Language and cultural obstacles exist for 
children where the language of instruction 
is not their native language or where their 
first language is not taught at school as a 
second language. Not all schools provide 
Russian or Kazakh additional language 
classes, especially where there are only a 
few children affected. Schools where teach-
ing is available in minority languages often 
lack sufficient numbers of textbooks (IC 
Sange, 2011). The language barrier is one of 
the reasons for a high level of absenteeism 
among migrant and refugee children - ac-
cording to the IC Sange report.
Physical obstacles affect mostly children 
with disabilities, since they cannot easily 
access classrooms and other school facili-
ties. Another critical issue is transporta-
tion, particularly in rural areas where some 
villages lack schools and school transport 
fails to be organised - for able-bodied stu-
dents and those with disabilities. The IC 

Sange study (2011) identifies school trans-
port as a significant barrier for children, 
particularly in the winter, when fewer pass-
ing cars or buses can be stopped for a lift 
into school or back home. 
Administrative obstacles affect internal and 
external migrants, as well as refugees. School 
enrolment procedures require that families 
provide proof of address (such as a private 
housing certificate) and, often, a registra-
tion certificate. The administrative hurdles 
which must be jumped to obtain these docu-
ments can be Kafkaesque for families lack-
ing permanent addresses or who are living 
in accommodation not officially recognised. 
Although the Road to School campaign 
provides families with support in obtaining 
documentation, anecdotal evidence shows 
that parents may be passed from one ser-
vice to another for weeks, if not months, 
before managing to obtain their documents. 
Embarking on such procedures can be in-
timidating for vulnerable families, who do 
not feel confident engaging with adminis-
trative personnel and who may face chal-
lenges in understanding how the system 
works. Corruption is also reported, includ-
ing by private companies offering to under-
take the required administrative steps to 
accelerate the process. Corrupt practices in 
the school enrolment are also mentioned.
The 2010-11 MICS results show that 0.3% 
of children under the age of 5 lack birth 
certificates, which are key in obtaining 
further administrative documents for chil-
dren at the time of compulsory education 
enrolment. NGOs also report the challeng-
es faced by some families in gaining birth 
certificates for their children, which can 
impede their access to education at a later 
stage (Collective, 2012).

Arbitrary administrative decisions may be tak-
en by school directors. An NGO report from 
2006 (Collective, 2006) identifies that school 
directors’ decisions not to enrol children from 

20  Quoted in IC Sange (2011).
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vulnerable families - despite their location in 
the catchment area – are unjustifiable. Other 
NGOs report similar stories.

Social obstacles

Social obstacles to accessing and remaining 
in education fall under two main categories: 
•	 Obstacles within the family
•	 Obstacles in school and wider society

Obstacles relating to the family cover a 
range of parental attitudes and practices and 
parent-child relationships. Children living 
in dysfunctional households often face the 
addictions of their parents, particularly to 
alcohol, or their untreated mental illnesses. 
Domestic violence against spouses, partners 
or children can result, with parents lacking 
the ability, capacity or willingness to care 
for and raise their children. 
The IC-Sange study shows how some 
children are forced to take on parenting 
roles: running  the household or caring for 
younger siblings, cooking, cleaning and 
undertaking other chores. This has direct 
consequences for their schooling: tardiness, 
absenteeism, under performance due to 

stress, and lack of concentration from lack 
of sleep, as well as insufficient time, space 
or opportunity to study at home. 
The Almaty Education Department also 
emphasises that parents may fail to ap-
propriately stimulate their children, 
which affects their cognitive development. 
Meanwhile, other children endure exces-
sive pressure and unrealistic demands from 
parents, which affects their attendance and 
performance. Other children skip school to 
attract attention from parents who fail to 
set aside time for their offspring, perhaps 
due to feeling overloaded by work. 
Social factors are mostly at play outside 
the family sphere. In the IC Sange study 
(2011), teachers identify that those in their 
own profession can be negative, lacking 
understanding and readiness for inclusion. 
Teachers may have poor relationships with 
parents, use excessive discipline or be biased 
against certain students, particularly those 
from vulnerable groups. Vulnerable children 
echo these findings, with many believing 
that teachers do not value or recognise their 
opinion. This reveals that prejudice and 
negative attitudes towards certain groups 

Box  3  
Enrolling in school: a hurdle for 

internal migrants
Tatiana is a lone parent looking after her two children; her husband 

left the household several years ago. Tatiana is educated but is struggling to 
find a job, having been caring for her two children until they reached school age. 

Tatiana moved in spring 2012 from Oblast X to Oblast Y, where she has some rela-
tives. She has built a house, which is almost complete, but has not yet been registered by 

the authorities. In August 2012, her eldest daughter reached the official age for primary 
school. Tatiana has tried to enrol her but has failed several times due to her lack of “pro-
piska” – the housing registration document. Aware of the Road to School Campaign, 

Tatiana contacted the Child Rights Protection Committee to gain support in pro-
cessing her documents but was sent home and the Campaign has not visited her 

household. Tatiana has had no choice but to transfer parental responsibility 
for her daughter to a family member by power of attorney, placing 

her daughter with them. Aware of the situation, a nearby 
school has agreed to enrol the girl upon receipt 

of financial compensation. 
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remain a major obstacle to universal inclu-
sion, being contributing factors in students 
disengaging and dropping-out. Children 
also carry some of these negative views, par-
ticularly towards children with disabilities, 
migrant children and children from disad-
vantaged families. (IC Sange, 2011)

Quality of education factors
Children’s experience of school and learning 
influences the regularity of their attendance 
and their overall performance in education. 
Violence in school and in residential institu-
tions may contribute towards students dis-
engaging and dropping-out. A recent study 
conducted by UNICEF reveals the preva-
lence of violence in residential institutions 
for children (UNICEF, 2011). 
A report on violence in schools (Haar, 2013) 
by UNICEF/Commissioner for Human 
Rights in the Republic of Kazakhstan shows 
that violence and discrimination against chil-
dren prevails from school staff; 23.9% of 
children reported teachers having used vio-
lence and/or having discriminated against 
them in the past year. Psychological violence 
and discrimination are particularly reported, 
with 12% of surveyed children admitting that 
school staff had called them names or made 
hurtful comments. Meanwhile,  8.9% reported 
staff ridiculing, humiliating or embarrassing 
them in front of classmates. Some children 
reported discrimination from teachers on the 
basis of their disability (2.4%), clothes (1.9%) 
or gender (1.8%, because they were girls).

The survey also revealed information on 
school expulsions and transfers for student 
perpetrators of violence. Although very few 
schools reported a correlation between vio-
lence in school and dropping-out (only 3 
out of 40), school violence affects regular 
attendance; 15.8% of children reported miss-
ing school “sometimes” because they felt 
unsafe in school or on the way to school. 
Additionally, 2.4% of children reported miss-
ing school “often” because they felt unsafe. 
The study also revealed that students who had 
witnessed violence, were victims of violence 
or perpetrators of violence were more likely 
to miss school compared to children who 
were not witnesses, victims or perpetrators.
The Alternative NGO report to the CRC 
Committee refers to the case of a Grade 
1 student who was beaten by his teacher, 
which led to the child refusing to go to 
school for at least a week. The extent to 
which school-based violence impacts on ab-
senteeism is yet to be explored in depth.
The IC Sange study also confirms that many 
vulnerable children do not feel safe at school. 
2009 PISA results show the underperformance 
of Kazakhstan schools in comparison to those 
in other countries. Ranking at the bottom, 
Kazakhstan scores 390, 388 and 401 respec-
tively in reading, mathematics and sciences, 
below the OECD average of 493 for reading, 
496 for mathematics and 501 for sciences. This 
points to weaknesses in the quality of learning 
and teaching, which may be contributing to 
high absenteeism and dropping-out.

Box  4  
Violence and discrimination towards 

vulnerable children 

A third of socially vulnerable children surveyed (n=571) do not feel safe in the school 
environment. This proportion rises to almost half for children with disabilities (44%), chil-
dren with behaviour problems (44%) and children from dysfunctional families (41%).

18% of surveyed children admitted having no desire to have contact with children 
with disabilities and 29% shun children from disadvantaged families.

Source: IC Sange (2011)
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The quality of education, respect for chil-
dren throughout their schooling and inclu-
sive education are pre-requisites for children 
feeling accepted and appropriately support-
ed. They are also critical factors in reduc-
ing absenteeism and dropping-out, and in 
ensuring that no children are excluded from 
mainstream education as a result of physi-
cal, cognitive, behavioural or other charac-
teristics, such as lack of parental care. 

3.2.6. Children in 
special or residential 
institutions and those 
educated at home 
Thousands of children in Kazakhstan re-
ceive education in residential institutions or 
at home. Technically, these children are not 
“out-of-school”, but they are certainly de-
prived of their right to grow and develop in 
their homes and communities, or to properly 
develop cognitive and social skills based on 
exposure to real life situations and interaction 
with peers. This is a critical area for investi-
gation under the framework of the Regional 
Initiative for Out-of-School Children and 
Adolescents, needing further research.  

Children educated at home
In 2011, there were 7,882 children being ed-
ucated at home. This comprised 9% of the 
total number of school age students with 
disabilities. In fact, 61% of these children 
were from rural areas, pointing to transport, 
and other, limitations affecting enrolment 
in mainstream schooling. No recent study 
on the quality of home schooling exists. 

Children in special institutions
Kazakhstan has one of the highest propor-
tions of children institutionalised in the 
CEE-CIS region, since institutional care is 
viewed as a reasonable response when fac-
ing challenging situations or those of family 
crisis. (UNICEF, 2011)
There are three main categories of children 
in institutions: children with disabilities; 
children without parents or social orphans 
(i.e. children whose parents have been de-
prived of their parental rights or children 
with one or two parents unable to care for 
them for a variety of reasons); and children 
with behaviour problems (including chil-
dren in conflict with the law). 
There are currently more than 200 institu-
tions caring for children. In 2011, a total of 
34,500 school-age children with disabilities 
were catered for in special schools and care 
institutions. (MoES, 2011)

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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Identifying and monitoring 
out-of-school children and 
students who drop-out in 
Kazakhstan: 

a rapid assessment 

4
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4.1.	Identification and monitoring processes
To analyse the identification and monitoring system of OOSC and students who drop-out, 
the following framework has been used:

Figure 3. Identification and monitoring system for OOSC

recording casses

identifying children

identifying  
children’s needs

identifying  
response interventions 

monitoring  
response interventions’ 

implementation

lesson learning and 
knowledge sharing

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 



36

4.2.1. Identification of 
out-of-school children 
The identification of children out-of-school 
is currently conducted through several par-
allel and complementary activities. 

Census of children in schools’ 
catchment areas 

Every school conducts a census of children 
in their catchment area two or three times 
annually.21  Schools divide their catchment 
area into sectors and teachers visit every 
address in the sector for which they are 
responsible, collecting and verifying infor-
mation on all children from birth to 18. 
Information collected includes name, date 
of birth, sex, ethnicity, language of instruc-
tion, mother’s name, mother’s profession 
and mother’s phone number, father’s name, 
father’s profession and father’s phone num-
ber, school attended by the child and, some-
times, his/her engagement in extra-curric-
ular activities. A comment section enables 
teachers to record additional information, 
such as disabilities or impairments. 

Based on thorough analysis of census data, 
discrepancies between two rounds of data 
collection automatically result in an investi-
gation. If a child is found of whom there is 
no record, the school will attempt to verify 
the child’s last known school. For children 
who are resident in the catchment area yet 
are not attending school, follow up work is 
conducted. The census also identifies chil-
dren new to the area and which school they 
are attending. 

Raids and truancy sweeps

Multi-sector task teams, comprising repre-
sentatives from education, the Child Rights 
Protection Committee and the police, 

conduct raids and sweeps in locations where 
children may be at risk of labour exploita-
tion - particularly bazaars, train and bus 
stations and entertainment cafes. Working 
children’s schooling status is checked and 
runaways are sometimes located. About 
15,000 raids are conducted every year 
nationally. 

Road to School Campaign

The Road to School Campaign, organised 
every August for the past five years, mobi-
lises multi-sector teams to ensure that chil-
dren are enrolled in school before the start 
of the academic year. Identification activi-
ties include home visits, particularly for vul-
nerable families. 

A main drawback of the campaign has been 
that children from families of seasonal and 
irregular migrants have not previously been 
systematically identified. With the recent 
legislation change, such children should be 
identified next August. The Road to School 
Campaign is a preventive mechanism, rather 
than recording children’s cases or following-
up on the attendance of identified children 
during the school year. 

Hotline

Hotlines for children and members of the 
public are in place in all oblasts. It is report-
ed that some children missing education 
have been identified through this avenue.

School notification

Schools notify their local Education and 
Child Rights Protection Department of 
children who have dropped-out of school 
following an unjustified absence of 10 days 
or more. Referrals can also be made sepa-
rately to the police by schools or parents.  

21 The declared periodicity of the exercise varies, depending on respondents.

4.2.	Existing system and practices
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NGO notification

NGOs working with children and vulner-
able families may also refer cases of out-
of-school children to the Oblast Minors’ 
Commission. There are good examples 
across the country, particularly through the 
Road to School Campaign, of state-NGO 
collaboration in terms of identification and 
referral of children not going to school. 

School identification 
of children at-risk of 
dropping-out

Schools often have responsible officers 
or teams to oversee social issues. School 
psychologists establish lists of vulnerable 
students and those from low-income fami-
lies and schools must allocate 3% of their 
budget for student support (to pay for such 
items as school supplies, textbooks, clothes 
and summer camps). This could help pre-
vent dropping-out or absenteeism for mate-
rial reasons. 

Comments

As described above, there are a number of 
procedures and systems in place to iden-
tify children who are not in school, which 
confirm Kazakhstan’s commitment to 
education for all children. However, a few 
holes remain in the net regarding children’s 
school attendance. 

Although the census seemed well organ-
ised in the visited schools, some weaknesses 
were identified: 
•	 Census information does not seem to 

be used by local administrations and 
there is no evidence of systematic cross-
checking of children’s census lists with 
local registration lists, including health 
lists.

•	 The census only covers children who live 
in registered accommodation, including 
hostels. Street children and seasonal mi-
grant children are not accounted for. 

•	 It is unclear how the census captures 
information on children living in travel-
lers’ settlements (including Roma) and 
whether data on these groups is accurate.  

Multi-sector teams’ raids and sweeps may 
ignore children of Roma and Lyuli origin, 
particularly when these children have par-
ents who have entered the country legally, as 
informally reported by some respondents.

A weak point regarding referral to the 
Minors’ Commission is that schools may 
delay their notification, trying to solve ab-
senteeism internally first - as consistently 
reported by police officers in visited oblasts.

It is unclear whether drop-out risks are as-
sessed at school level based on a sensitive 
combination of vulnerability and personal fac-
tors. In addition, there does not seem to be a 
clear mechanism in place to enable community 
workers – such as sports coaches and youth 
centre staff – to liaise; this would help flag-up 
potential cases of dropping-out or children 
failing to be enrolled. It is also unclear as to 
what extent schools analyse attendance data 
and the causes of absences, and how strategies 
are devised to address these issues.

Lastly, there does not seem to be any system 
in place to identify children at-risk of not 
enrolling or dropping-out throughout the 
school year, as per Figure 2. There is a lack 
of targeted information about the education 
enrolment process, parental responsibilities 
and family support when a family enters the 
country or moves from one oblast to an-
other or has a child reaching pre-school or 
primary school compulsory age. 

Tracking systems for children transiting 
from Grade 9 to higher grades also seem 
weak, with no responsible officers to follow-
up individual cases when there is a high risk 
of dropping-out due to transfer between in-
stitutions. Similarly, it is unclear whether re-
sponsible officers are nominated to follow-
up on exceptional cases of children expelled 
below the age of 16 or before completion of 
Grade 12, regardless of their age.

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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There is no system of cross-checking infor-
mation on school attendance where families 
receive child benefits. Similarly, although 
health services keep records on children, 
these do not capture education information, 
which would enable them to identify chil-
dren not going to school. Health and educa-
tion lists are also not cross-checked at local 
or oblast level. 

4.2.2. Recording cases
Since 2010, the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
has held a database of vulnerable chil-
dren (Unified Registration of Minors in a 
Difficult Situation), including abused or 
trafficked children, child victims of vio-
lence, working children, children in conflict 
with the law and runaway children. These 
records aim, among other priorities, to pro-
vide targeted support intervention for these 
children. Included are records of children 
missing education for more than 10 days 
without a valid reason, providing the coun-
try’s most comprehensive database of chil-
dren missing education.

The database is kept up-to-date at oblast lev-
el on a monthly basis, when the Education 
and Child Rights Protection Department 
and the Internal Affairs Department recon-
cile their own records before jointly trans-
mitting them to central level. The Ministry 
of Internal Affairs is in charge of maintain-
ing the database at national level. 
Children’s records include: name, date of 
birth, name of the school and grade, address 
and telephone number, family social status 
(here are recorded orphans, children from 
dysfunctional families and children from 
low-income families), dates of missing edu-
cation, reasons for missing school (i.e. miss-
ing, no desire to study, migration or under 
criminal investigation) and measures taken.  

Comments 

There is no official record of non-enrolled 
children, including those identified through 
the Road to School Campaign. The number 
of out-of-school children enrolled in school 
every year is therefore unknown, as are their 
profiles and barriers to education. There are 
also no records of seasonal or irregular mi-
grant children who may come across social 
or police services.
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The database omits such information as 
gender and the total number of days of 
school missed before resolution of the case. 
Also lacking are clear criteria for deciding 
family status (“low-income family” or “dys-
functional family”) and there is no clear 
guidance on how to record when both are 
relevant. In addition, categories of reasons 
for missing school need to be more specific: 
“migration” does not specify whether inter-
nally or abroad; and  “no desire to study” 
is a symptom rather than a cause, failing to 
address any explanation. 

A rapid assessment of the database of one 
oblast, as of 15th May 2012, also reveals in-
consistencies in recording. A child who had 
disappeared with his family was labelled “no 
desire to study”, as was another who, upon 
return from a residential institution for 
children with deviant behaviour, ran away 
again from home and school. 

A more sensitive and precise description of 
each situation would enable practitioners to 
better identify a child’s needs and a suitable 
response. Additional and more consistent 
information would also support the devel-
opment of more appropriate prevention 
measures. 

4.2.3. Identifying 
children’s needs

Schools

School psychologists work with vulnerable 
children, using tests, interviews and dis-
cussion to discover children’s needs. The 
easiest needs to identify relate to financial 
and material conditions: often quoted as 
the main barriers for vulnerable children. 
Needs requiring psychological support may 
also be identified at school level for chil-
dren displaying several dimensions of vul-
nerabilities. Language and learning support 
needs should be easily identified by teachers 
and the pedagogical team but the extent to 

which this is achieved remains unclear; sev-
eral schools seem to lack a system of identi-
fying and supporting slower learners. 

Commission for Minors and 
inter-sector teams 

Through the Road to School Campaign, 
children’s needs are assessed and are often 
found to fall under the following categories: 
(i) financial, (ii) material, (iii) transport, 
or (iv) administrative. Needs assessment is 
conducted jointly after discussion with the 
child and his/her family. 

Needs assessment for children missing 
education and those on the database of the 
MoES and MIA also covers financial and 
material issues. There is only anecdotal evi-
dence of psychologists speaking with chil-
dren and their families to try to better un-
derstand the situation and identify the root 
causes of problems.  

Comments 

No clear procedure of assessing the needs 
of children missing education is apparent. 
Most stakeholders refer to discussions with 
families and children but the protocol for 
conducting these meetings appears to be 
lacking, as does documentation. The da-
tabase of children missing education does 
not include a needs assessment column, to 
ensure children’s needs are appropriately ar-
ticulated. There is anecdotal evidence from 
NGOs that insufficient time and resources 
are allocated to this critical stage of the pro-
cess; this can result in superficial analyses, 
overlooking the real reasons behind a child’s 
behaviour. Another issue raised is lack of 
staff expertise in engaging with dysfunc-
tional or vulnerable families. An incomplete 
assessment can lead to inappropriate or in-
sufficient measures. Lastly, it is unclear how 
NGOs and social services centres can con-
tribute to the identification of children’s 
needs.  

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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4.2.4	. Identifying 
response interventions 

At oblast level:

Common responses to the needs of out-of-
school children include: 
•	 Financial support through social ben-

efits, scholarships, material support 
(school supplies, clothes, etc), food sup-
port (free meals), transport support and 
registration/documentation support, 
particularly through the Road to School 
Campaign;

•	 Placement in a Centre for Adaptation of 
Minors (CAMs) before re-integration 
with the family, or placement in a home or 
a residential correctional/special school;

•	 Placement in a correctional school, usu-
ally from 3-12 months. One oblast’s 
database for children missing education 
detailed that, in May 2012, four cases 
(out of ten) were solved by sending chil-
dren to an institution for children with 
deviant behaviour;

•	 Deprivation of parental rights in cases of 
neglect or abuse;

•	 Placement in evening classes. From 2010-
2011, about 21,500 children were study-
ing via evening classes (MoES, 2011);

•	 Collaboration with embassies in cases of 
external migration, working children or 
children without parental care; and

•	 Requests for guardianships where chil-
dren are parentless.

There are examples of good practice in some 
oblasts. In Almaty, for instance, some pre-
ventive work has been conducted through 
social youth networks, including online. In 
East Kazakhstan, NGOs are facilitating life 
skills education classes in a residential insti-
tution for children with behaviour issues, 
helping build self esteem and strengthen-
ing communication and conflict resolution 
skills.

NGOs are also providing activities for chil-
dren at risk: psychological support, creative 
and sports classes and family activities. The 
breadth of activities depends on the number 
and capacity of NGOs in a given area. 

School level

Schools are able to contribute to financial 
and material issues students may face. Some 
students may also benefit from the support 
of a psychologist or from inclusion in extra-
curricular activities. Schools may help fami-
lies and support services liaise.  

Box 5.  
Centres for the Adaptation of Minors 

Centres for the Adaptation of Minors (CAM) are oblast residential centres 
for neglected, abused and runaway children aged 3-18 years. Children referred by 

the police, social services or NGOs may stay for a few days or up to three months. 
CAMs undertake health checks and provide counselling and other psychological services, 
while children attend classes on the premises. CAMs work with families to prepare re-

integration and liaise with residential institutions for children who have been abused or 
do not receive adequate parental care. 

CAMs have become a critical mechanism in the first response to ne-
glected children and young people with behaviour issues. 
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Comments

The panel of response interventions pro-
vided to children missing education appears 
limited. While the response to financial and 
material issues has been increasingly appro-
priate over the past five years, via the Road to 
School Campaign, other types of response 
mostly focus on withdrawing children from 
their family and community environments. 
Many school truant children are sent to res-
idential schools. Although they will receive 
education in these establishments, they may 
face challenges in terms of integration, be-
ing taken away from their traditional sup-
port mechanisms. Challenges may also oc-
cur for such children on returning to their 
family and school. These solutions do not 
address the reasons why children missed 
school in the first place. Lastly, there is no 
clear strategy for solving administrative 
hurdles, particularly for internal migrants, 
seasonal migrants and refugees.

Schools lack a holistic response towards 
children missing education and those who 
attend irregularly, failing to address under 
performance and learning support. In an en-
vironment promoting individual excellence 
and performance, students who struggle in 
class may be forgotten. There is little evi-
dence of extensive learning support mecha-
nisms being in place in schools or commu-
nities, including language support. Schools 
also have limited strategies by which to in-
clude children with special needs or to (re-) 
integrate children after a stay in a residential 
institution. 

There is little evidence of referral of chil-
dren’s cases to NGOs, which could possibly 
adopt a more child/youth-centred approach 
in the resolution of cases.

4.2.5. Monitoring the 
implementation of 
response interventions
Monitoring mechanisms appear weak, par-
ticularly regarding the review of response 
interventions and their impact on children. 
Certainly, it is unclear how children return-
ing from correctional schools are support-
ed, including whether they are monitored, 
and by whom.  

4.2.6. Lesson learning 
and knowledge sharing
Although a system is in place to collect 
data on children, there is little evidence of 
a systematic approach to analysis or inter-
pretation, to better inform policy develop-
ment and practice. No in-depth analysis of 
the database is available at oblast or national 
level and there is no indication as to whether 
boys or girls are more susceptible to missing 
school, their age, grade or the most com-
mon response interventions taken. 

There is also no formal mechanism at oblast 
level to document best practice or learn 
what works best in various situations.

If fewer children were institutionalised, re-
maining enrolled in mainstream schools, 
incidences of irregular attendance or drop-
ping-out might rise, due to inadequate pro-
vision and inappropriate and insufficient 
support. Accordingly, it is critical to learn 
lessons and to improve the system, to en-
able more children to enjoy mainstream 
education long-term. 

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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Statistical reporting 
on out-of-school children   

and students who drop-out 
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•	 There is limited information on home-
schooled children, such as the type of 
education they receive, through what 
channel, their grade, their type of dis-
abilities, and their performance in edu-
cation (e.g. transition and graduation)

•	 There is limited information on stu-
dents in special schools and residential 
care institutions, particularly sex-disag-
gregated data, age-disaggregated data, 
grade-disaggregated data and informa-
tion on their performance in education 
(e.g. transition and graduation) 

Lastly, information is also limited on those 
attending residential schools for children 
with deviant behaviours:
•	 Sex, age and grade disaggregated data for 

children in correctional schools
•	 Reasons for institutionalisation
•	 Length of stay of children in institutions
•	 Education indicators for these children 

(completion, transition, graduation and 
performance)

This is partially explained by the fact that 
several Ministries are in charge of spe-
cial and residential institutions and that 
several Departments or Agencies within 
the Ministry of Education (such as the 
Committee on Child Rights Protection and 
the National Centre for Education Statistics 
and Assessment) do not always have knowl-
edge sharing mechanisms in place to make use 
of different sets of data in education reports. 

Since October 2012, the Ministry of 
Education has embarked on a review of ed-
ucation indicators and calculation methods 
with support from UNESCO, to ensure 
compliance with international standards.

Vulnerable children rarely appear in edu-
cational statistical reports in Kazakhstan. 
Although the number of children with dis-
abilities and those from dysfunctional and 
low-income families are recorded, there is 
no quantitative and analytical information 
on children who are missing or at-risk of 
missing education. 

Information is lacking on:

•	 Out-of-school children (number and 
profile)

•	 Children dropping-out from school 
(number and profile)

•	 Invisible children - particularly migrant 
children (internal, external and season-
al), refugee children, working children 
and trafficked children

•	 Attendance/absenteeism rates, with rel-
evant disaggregation

•	 Disaggregation of selected education in-
dicators - such as the Net Intake Rate in 
Primary, Adjusted Net Attendance Rate 
in Primary, Adjusted Net Attendance 
Rate in Secondary, Transition to Grade 
10, Graduation Rate for Grade 9 and the 
Graduation Rate for the Last Grade of 
Upper Secondary, per:
•	 Sex
•	 Oblasts and rural/urban areas
•	 Children with disabilities
•	 Ethnicity (also used as a proxy for 

linguistic issues)
•	 Vulnerable children (low-income 

families, dysfunctional families, mi-
grants and refugees)

Information is limited regarding children 
with disabilities:

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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Examples of international 
practice for monitoring 
out-of-school children    

and conducting intervention  

6
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The purpose of this section is not to provide an in-
depth literary review of international best practice 
around monitoring and interventions for out-of-school 
children; rather, we aim to highlight practice relevant 
to the Kazakh context. This could feed into discussion 
by policy makers and practitioners, shaping future 
programmes for out-of-school children and those who 
drop-out.

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 
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6.1.	Involving and supporting parents
Parent education
Many projects across the world use pre-school and kindergartens as an avenue for instilling 
parenting skills and for strengthening the parent-child bond, including the father-child bond.  

Parent Education in Pre-Schools (PEPS), Singapore
Objective: To empower parents with effective parenting skills to nurture their children, and 
to promote better parent-child understanding and relationships. 

Here are some of the best practices and tips contributed by schools: 
1. 	 Extend PEPS programmes to workplaces located near PEPS schools. 
2. 	 Organise lunchtime parenting talks for working parents if PEPS schools are located near  

workplaces. 
3. 	 Disseminate information on PEPS programmes to parents: 

•	 during schools’ Pre-Orientation Sessions or Open House Days 
•	 including the PEPS programme schedule into an information pack given to all parents 
•	 including updates on upcoming PEPS programmes into communication books to 

parents
•	 providing parents with information on special events 
•	 providing family life education resource materials on PEPS programmes at the Parent 

Resource Centre
4. 	 Ways of increasing participation: 

•	 sending weekend activities for parents and children, to increase family togetherness 
through home projects

•	 sending feedback forms to allow parents to make suggestions, to help shape new pro-
grammes or activities

•	 inviting parents to be parent volunteers, sharing parenting tips with other parents, based 
on their experience and knowledge skills 

•	 inviting parents to take part in PEPS programmes
5. 	 Set up a Parent Support Group in PEPS schools, to discuss ways of sharing parenting skills 

and experience, helping parents become better parents.  
6. 	 Encourage more fathers to become involved in their child’s growing years, through focused 

programmes; these could include an exclusive breakfast session, where teachers can share 
ideas on how dads can engage with their children at home.  

Source: Adapted from http://app1.mcys.gov.sg/Policies/StrongandStableFamilies/
NurturingProtectingtheYoung/ParentEducationinPreSchools.aspx 

22  DfES (2004) Engaging Fathers: Involving Parents, Raising Achievement.
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Engaging fathers

Evidence is growing of the positive involvement of fathers in their children’s learning. The 
positive impact of fathers’ involvement (in addition to that of the mother, not instead of) 
includes “better school attendance and behaviour, less criminality, better school results, bet-
ter mental health and higher quality of later relationships”.22

Criteria for engaging fathers successfully
•	 Find out from fathers what sort of programme could interest them; don’t make assumptions
•	 Be creative about recruiting fathers in interventions and meetings: appeal to their chil-

dren to recruit them
•	 Make the school a welcoming place for them – it is often seen as a “women’s space”
•	 Start with one-off events and develop activities which are dynamic with not too much 

discussion
•	 Develop a programme specifically for fathers; fewer fathers tend to attend events for 

“parents”
•	 Engage with individual fathers on specific child learning and behaviour
•	 Organise dads’ breakfasts or dads’ activities after work
•	 Make use of fathers’ skills in school and in class
•	 Use fathers in a mentoring capacity
•	 Persevere for several years; change does not happen overnight
•	 Show them that their involvement will make a big difference in their children’s learning 

and attitude, even at a much later stage
•	 Engage fathers who are not living with their children by contacting them regularly and 

updating them on the progress of their children; do not contact them only for bad news 

Source: Adapted from DfES (2004) Engaging Fathers: Involving Parents, Raising Achievement.

Engaging with vulnerable and “challenging” parents 

The term “vulnerable parents” is here used to refer to parents in very difficult circumstances, 
including those with addictions to alcohol or drugs and those from dysfunctional families. 
Vulnerable parents may often feel that they are blamed and criticised for the behaviour or 
bad performance of their children when addressed by school representatives. They often feel 
helpless and do not know, considering their circumstances, how to address the issue. They 
may also feel that school meetings are repetitive, which justifies their non-attendance, or 
they may feel embarrassed by meeting the parents of their child’s friends. Conversely, some 
parents may demonstrate aggressive behaviour or anger when talking to school staff.  

Criteria for engaging with vulnerable and “challenging” parents
•	 Be consistent, ensuring that the same member of staff meets the family each time (ei-

ther nominate a staff member or comply with request) 
•	 Be persistent, accepting that change won’t happen overnight and that building a rela-

tionship may take years
•	 Provide timely support, working with social services to provide information or support 

to parents
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•	 Be honest, open and respectful
•	 Be culturally sensitive
•	 Don’t be patronising, judgemental or threatening
•	 Present issues and problems sensitively and in a way parents will understand•	

Always end meetings on a positive note and thank parents for their availability
•	 Maintain contact regularly and do not only contact parents when things go wrong
•	 Establish a culture of shared decision-making
•	 Engage CSOs and NGO centres, as they will bring different approaches, based on 

wide-ranging experience.

Country examples

The UK 

Examples of practice to ease the relationship with parents include: 
•	 Providing them with the phone number of a member of staff (of their choice if they wish)
•	 Starting phone conversations or meetings with calming messages
•	 Contacting parents when things are going well, so that communication with the school 

is not only associated with negative behaviour from their children
•	 Setting-up parent support groups for those with difficult or disengaged students 

Source: Ofsted (2008)

Hispanic Dropout Project, USA

The project documented different ways of involving Hispanic families in the life of the 
school. While parents tended not to attend scheduled parent-teacher meetings, they were 
more likely to come for informal dinners or picnics or to visit a dedicated parents’ room 
within the school.

Source: Lockwood, A. T. (2000) and Kerka (2006) 

Coffee mornings, UK

Many schools in the UK organise coffee mornings for parents, carers and grandparents of 
children. These can be casual sessions, to talk generally, or sessions to consult parents on 
specific topics. 

Home-school community liaison, Ireland

Overcoming parents’ negative perceptions or experience of education and schools can be 
challenging. In Ireland, schools have used a long-term approach to build trust between 
the home and the institution, providing parents’ rooms, inviting parents to take an active 
role in the classroom (such as reading activities or supporting their own child with special 
needs) and providing adult classes. 

Source: European Commission (2010)
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In the USA, Early Warning Systems have 
been developed in schools with a high-level 
of dropping-out.

Early warning systems present similar 
characteristics:

•	 Identification by the school of indica-
tors for at-risk students

•	 Monitoring of these indicators

•	 Person or team responsible for giving 
the alert

•	 Implementation of early intervention

•	 Referrals where appropriate

•	 Monitoring of intervention

•	 Evaluation of results

In Miami Dade County (Cicilia, no date), 
schools have used five broad indicators/
attributes to identify children at risk of 
dropping-out: 

•	 Academic: such as course failure

•	 Attendance: three or more unexcused 
absences per quarter, or truancy

•	 Behaviour: suspension or Office 
Discipline Referrals

•	 Parental involvement: participation in 
school activities, voluntary participation 
and parental accountability

•	 Student engagement: mentoring and par-
ticipation in extra-curricular activities 

School monitoring sheets and staff records 
are kept for each at-risk student, including 
the following information: 
•	 Baseline data for each of the five 

indicators/attributes
•	 A student goal for each attribute
•	 Strategies to achieve each of these goals
•	 Activities linked to each goal
•	 Named persons responsible for moni-

toring these activities 
•	 Timeline for implementing these activities 
•	 Status of these activities
•	 Results of these activities
•	 Specific interventions tailored  for each 

child at risk of dropping-out 

6.2.	School based early warning systems
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6.3.	Drop-out prevention and response teams 
cases referred to other agencies (such as the 
Labour Inspectorate, Police or Ministry).

The UK 

In England and Wales, each county has 
a Children Missing Education Team and 
a dedicated Children Missing Education 
Officer. The latter co-ordinates all informa-
tion on children known to be missing school 
for a long period and on those deemed at-
risk of not receiving education (by the pub-
lic or national or local agencies). 

These teams contribute to:
•	 Identifying children missing education
•	 Tracking children’s movement within 

and across regions
•	 Auditing school registers and attend-

ance registers
•	 Developing sound school de-registration 

protocols
•	 Tracking and monitoring school trans-

fer within public and private institutions 
and across local authorities

•	 Looking for school placements and al-
ternative education provision 

Drop-out prevention and response teams 
exist in various guises across the world - at 
school level or district level, or both - al-
though membership and remit vary.  

The Netherlands

Most secondary schools (including VET 
schools) in the Netherlands have advi-
sory teams to monitor children at risk of 
dropping-out. These can contact external 
stakeholders as soon as needed (such as 
Youth Services, Police, Social Services or 
Psychologists). They also provide mentor-
ing at children’s request. 

Albania

Teachers identify cases of potential drop-
ping-out, while school psychologists are 
responsible for creating and up-dating re-
cords for children who have dropped-out 
or show irregular attendance, develop-
ing an action plan tailored to each child. 
Multi-disciplinary teams monitor cases 
and implement action plans. Family visits 
are conducted by the school psychologist 
and by regional inspectors, with unresolved 

6.4.	Cross-sector collaboration and sharing 
of information records 

cross-sector panel, which is also in charge 
of finding alternative education placements 
for these children. 

Best practice

In Sheffield, health, social services and edu-
cation agencies/professionals access chil-
dren’s information data from a centralised 
system. Any practitioner checking a child’s 
details will be notified automatically if the 
child does not appear on a school roll and are 
asked if they wish to make an online referral 
to the Children Missing Education Officer.  
Discussion may also take place with other 

Example: National Lost Pupils’ 
Database in England and Wales 

Children whose whereabouts cannot be 
traced are placed on a National Lost Pupils’ 
Database, a sub-section of the School-to-
School online system, which aims to better 
track school transfers. 
Whenever a child from the Lost Pupils’ 
Database is identified, the local authority 
shares this information with the last locality 
in which the child was recorded.
Each county maintains a database of chil-
dren out-of-school, reviewed monthly by a 
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enables the identification of children not 
enrolled in school. 

A recent survey from Ofsted (England and 
Wales Inspectorate) in 15 counties demon-
strated positive results from involving the 
health services in finding and referring chil-
dren not enrolled in school (Ofsted, 2010). 
This finding supports the critical importance 
of close collaboration between education and 
health services, and of a mechanism enabling 
health services to refer knowledge of out-of-
school children to education services. 

Best practice of collaboration 
between health and education 
services
In one English county, a simple but effec-
tive system of exchanging information has 
been established. A public health nurse, 
responsible for vulnerable children and 
families, “agreed with the local hospital’s 
accident and emergency department that, 
each time a family attended, the nurses 
would ask the name of the child’s school. 
If none was given or they were uncon-
vinced by the answer, a standard form was 
submitted to the public health nurse, who 
followed up.” (Ofsted, 2010)

agencies, such as the homeless section, do-
mestic violence forums and NGOs. 
Source: Identifying Children Missing 
Education - Good Practice (2004).

Example:  
Linking databases in Lithuania

“In Lithuania, a national information system 
is in development: the National Information 
System on Children’s Absenteeism and 
Pupils’ Truancy. This will integrate several 
databases (including the national register 
of residents and national register of pupils) 
while linking them to other information 
systems and databases. Tailored information 
on Early School Leaving (ESL) and pupils 
at risk of this can be extracted. The system 
will include student monitoring, tracking 
and early warning functionalities.”23

Education and Health 
collaboration in the UK

In the UK, all practitioners and agencies 
working with children and their families 
must systematically record data on children, 
including their name, age, address, name of 
the child’s primary carer, name of the child’s 
doctor and the name of the school in which 
the child is enrolled. Record triangulation 

Identification and Monitoring of Out-of-School Children and Dropping-Out of Students 



52

6.5	 Supporting students
Strengthening the relationship between students, teachers and 
other adults 

Across various texts, this is emphasised as a corner stone of preventing dropping-out and of 
encouraging school re-entry. Approaches vary, depending on context, school culture and the 
relations which exist between adults and young people.   However,  all such texts promote a 
culture of respect within school and between individuals. The school organisational struc-
ture shapes the way in which adults and students interact. Experience shows that drop-out 
prevention strategies are more successful where they respect the individuality of each stu-
dent and offer opportunities for supportive and caring adult-student relationships. (Annie 
E. Casey Foundation, 2009)

Critical factors:
•	 Respect and understanding of students’ individuality, backgrounds and needs
•	 Safe and neutral environments, where students can freely express themselves

•	 Serious consideration given to students’ views, concerns and problems
•	 Open communication between students and adults
•	 Constant link between adults and students and constant support on emotional and 

academic matters
•	 Regular feedback between adults and students
•	 Opportunities for teachers/staff and students to participate in activities together
•	 Expansion of network of adults available to students beyond teaching staff (such as 

support staff and specialised staff)
•	 Promotion of team work across the school, ensuring teachers and non-teaching staff 

meet regularly to talk about students’ specific needs
•	 Clear communication of school expectations (academic and behavioural) and of school 

caring practices 

Source: Adapted from Hamre & Pianta, ND
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Mentoring
Mentors are commonly defined as trusted counsellors. Depending on settings and resourc-
es, mentors are drawn from school staff, young people themselves, or other members of the 
community. Anecdotal evidence suggests that mentors external to the school are greatly ap-
preciated by students at risk of dropping-out or disengagement and by students re-entering 
education institutions. 

Insertion Support Groups, France
Target group: Students at risk of dropping-out and students re-entering education

Mentors: School staff (not necessarily teachers), community members and youth workers

Insertion Support Groups (GAIN) have been introduced in selected secondary schools 
and vocational schools in Paris suburbs. GAINs work with students disengaged from edu-
cation and at risk of dropping-out. They also work with students re-entering education af-
ter long periods of absence and with students who have lacked regular attendance. GAINs 
are initiated internally by schools but external persons can contribute: mentors or social/
youth workers, engaging children in extra-curricular activities. 

Some GAINs have developed partnerships with community organisations, such as 
Insertion Centres. Young people have the opportunity to participate in activities to which 
they are not usually exposed - such as working with animals or gardens, creative work-
shops (theatre, creative writing and arts) or ICT lessons. 

Community youth workers involved with GAINS are regularly invited to meetings, to 
provide feedback on how well young people are doing in extra-curricular activities. 

Mentors can be teachers (but not the class teacher of the child with whom they are part-
nered), other school staff (librarians, nurses, career advisors or school assistants) or exter-
nal persons - such as sports club managers, community workers or business men/women. 

Mentors undertake the following: 
•	 Meeting with the student to assess their situation and explain why GAIN assistance 

is offered, as well as confirming the voluntary participation of the student in the pro-
gramme and explaining the objectives and modalities of the programme;

•	 Establishing dialogue to understand the reasons behind absenteeism, poor performance 
and behavioural issues, reassessing and re-validating these reasons over time;

•	 Jointly developing an action plan engaging the responsibility of the student and of the 
mentor (roles and commitments from both parties), monitoring the plan, assessing pro-
gress and making changes as appropriate; and

•	 Helping the student in identifying support and opportunities - such as catch-up classes, 
homework groups, work placement, extra-curricular activities, or being referred to health 
and social services or collective therapy groups and support groups. 

The mentor is reminded not to put pressure on the student, allowing time for them to 
express themselves. Mentors should be accessible and available for meetings, respecting 
their engagement with the student. Teacher-mentors must not adopt an authoritarian atti-
tude and should use appropriate, non-threatening vocabulary, which may differ from that 
traditionally used in schools.
Source : Ministere de l’Education Nationale (2012)
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Tutoring through homework clubs

Tutoring, particularly through homework clubs, is a common intervention in deprived areas 
or areas with a high proportion of migrants. Tutors can be either paid or voluntary, with 
recruitment conducted through schemes, partnerships with universities or word of mouth. 
When tutors are volunteers, it is important that their role is discussed, well outlined and 
supported by organisations. Volunteers’ commitment is critical in ensuring continuity and 
consistency.  

Kosovo, Balkan Sunflowers
In Kosovo, Roma NGOs are working closely with schools to support homework clubs. 
Balkan Sunflowers is one such, working in selected municipalities, through learning cen-
tres, to provide support to Roma, Ashkali and Egyptian children, young people and wom-
en. The main child-focused activities include a pre-school centre, school preparedness, 
language classes and homework clubs. These provide a positive environment in which 
children can study, run by volunteers who establish peer-to-peer mechanisms by which 
children help one another. Tutors are mostly secondary school students and young people, 
receiving a payment of 35 Euros a month, as well as schoolbooks, training and support 
in helping younger children in their learning. They work 2-3 hours per day, supervised 
by full-time staff and more experienced facilitators. Balkan Sunflowers reports that tutor 
involvement in homework clubs is helping children to stay in school and complete their 
studies, and significantly contributes to self-confidence, as well as communication and 
social skills.

Source: Balkan Sunflowers, 2010.

Belgium
In the French-speaking community, a tutoring programme has been set-up whereby uni-
versity students tutor small groups of children (3 to 8 in number) from deprived areas or 
whose schools have a large proportion of pupils from disadvantaged homes. They give 
academic support and teach learning skills, as well as developing projects to complement 
the activities of their particular community organisation.  Children have been found to 
gain greater confidence in their ability to learn, improved French language skills and tend 
to then hand in homework with greater regularity. 

Source: Lepage & Romainville (2009)

After School Programmes

In 2009, Romania’s Ministry of Education, Research, Youth and Sports provided funding 
and support to enable schools to extend after-school classes, allowing students to stay at 
school for leisure, sports and other supervised activities, including learning. This gave stu-
dents up to eight hours in school in total. Partnerships with parents associations and other 
NGOs and civil society organisations were encouraged and the programme provided spe-
cialised activities tailored to children with learning disabilities and to gifted children.24
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Learning-support in transition 
and exam years 

It is not uncommon for students to drop-
out between education cycles (e.g. either in 
the last year of lower secondary or in the 
first year of upper secondary) and in exam 
classes (e.g. last year of upper secondary). 
To curb this trend, schools and govern-
ments have set up various learning support 
mechanisms: subject specific small group 
tutorials, exam revision clubs, extra classes, 
and one-to-one sessions. The idea has been 
to give students extra help (and confidence) 
to help them stay in school over critical edu-
cation stages.  

Critical factors

•	 Learning to learn. To gain higher grades, 
students need to be able to work inde-
pendently. This can be achieved by learn-
ing how to organise learning and work-
load and by instilling a classroom culture 
whereby students are responsible for 
their learning;

•	 Familiarisation with the next cycle. 
Parents, as well as students, can be 

anxious or have misconceptions with 
regard to higher cycles of education. 
To overcome this, schools have organ-
ised meetings for parents and children, 
alongside visits to upper secondary and 
vocational schools. Other initiatives 
include welcoming those from higher 
grades as speakers (a mix of former and 
non-former students) and setting up 
a shadow system, whereby a younger 
student shadows an older student for a 
day. School websites can also play a role 
in disseminating information, including 
on social, physical and cultural activities 
organised by the school and on support 
systems for new students;

•	 School collaboration. Close collabora-
tion between primary and lower sec-
ondary and lower and upper secondary 
schools to prevent students’ disengage-
ment at transition (Ofsted, 2008); and

•	 Continuity in mentorship. It is impor-
tant for mentors to accompany students 
throughout their promotion process to 
another school, across key transition 
stages. (Ofsted, 2008) 

In Hertfordshire, England, a Children Out-
of-School Survey is conducted for those 
missing 50% or more over the survey period 
(this includes children absent for legitimate 
reasons, such as illness). Based on the re-
sults, local authorities and schools work 
together to develop strategies to reduce 
absenteeism. They also identify students in 
need of additional learning and other types 
of support.  

Good practice around 
attendance policies and dealing 
with absenteeism: 

•	 Clear communication with parents 
and students regarding the attendance 

policy. Schools might communicate in-
formation in several languages and both 
in writing and in meetings, to maximise 
coverage. Communication of the policy 
is particularly important when chil-
dren enter a new school or cycle (Year 
1 of primary school and the first year of 
lower secondary and upper secondary 
school);

•	 Clear definition of excused and unex-
cused absences. Where the school has re-
sponsibility for assessing the validity of 
an excuse, it is important that flexibility 
be built in, to reflect each student’s spe-
cific home situation (such as caring for 
sick relatives);

6.6	A ttendance policies and absenteeism 
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6.7.1. Financial support 
for schools
In Switzerland, additional financial resourc-
es and support are given to schools where 
more than 40% of children have a migrant 
background. In the UK, the British Ethnic 
Minority Achievement Grant is allocated 
to schools - according to the rate of under-
performance by ethnic minority groups and 
the number of students learning English as 
a second language.  

6.7.2. Emphasis on 
pre-school
Early childhood education and pre-school 
education are critical in improving mi-
grant children’s language skills and future 
education performance. A UNICEF study 
(UNICEF, 2008, quoted in Schapiro, 2009) 
shows that, in Germany, migrant children’s 
attendance of pre-school narrows “the gap 
between them and native children in terms 
German language skills and improves their 

6.7. Education for migrant and refugee children

•	 Consistent implementation of the at-
tendance policy and of sanctions;

•	 Communicating with students and fami-
lies, to understand the problem and con-
vey the value of attendance;

•	 Tackling the underlying causes of absen-
teeism rather than the symptom (absen-
teeism) – such as providing free school 
meals to prevent afternoon tardiness, 
free transport (or review of bus routes 
and schedules) or early/late school 
opening (to enable working parents to 
bring/collect children);

•	 Ensuring that sanctions do not deprive 
children of instruction time (do not 

prevent children from attending class for 
being late);

•	 Working with the whole community 
on school attendance, particularly with 
shops and cafes frequented by students 
skipping classes. In the UK, this is sup-
plemented by awareness-raising on the 
importance of attendance, reminders 
on regulations regarding the selling of 
alcohol and tobacco to minors, hotline 
numbers for businesses to use to alert 
schools of truant children and collabo-
rative work to avoid tardiness in school; 
and

•	 A system to track absenteeism and 
truancy. 
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educational record, putting them on a par 
with children from low-income German 
families. The level of immigrant children’s 
German proficiency is likely to be less where 
the proportion of children of the same ethnic 
group is high in their pre-school.” (Schapiro, 
2009)

6.7.3. Language learning 
support

Second language acquisition

In areas prone to high levels of immigra-
tion, schools may welcome children from 
many different nationalities, whose mother 
tongue differs from the language of in-
struction. Second language course schemes 
vary and may be conducted inside or out-
side school hours. Children may be taken 
out from specific subjects (usually mother 
tongue/literature classes) to take their sec-
ond language course. To be effective, such 
lessons should be taught by trained teach-
ers, using relevant learning and teaching 
materials and making appropriate connec-
tions with mainstream class teaching. It is 
also critical that teachers from all subjects 
are engaged in the language learning pro-
cess for children and that language teaching 
is not the sole responsibility of the second 
language teacher.

Norway: Basic Norwegian Language for 
Minorities. In 2007, the government intro-
duced this new curriculum, for newly arrived 
immigrant students:  a transitional, level-
based, age-independent curriculum plan for 
students from ISCED 1 through ISCED 
3. It aims to provide systematic level-based 
teaching in L2, so that such students can be 
integrated into ordinary classes as soon as 
possible, enjoying a smooth transition to 
mainstream classes. (OECD, 2010)

Mother tongue support

In Austria, the Backpack Parents Project 
gives parents materials to teach their chil-
dren in their mother tongue. In the UK, 
mother tongue classes are organised in 
schools after class or on Saturday morning. 
Learning in school rather than in a com-
munity centre valorises the child’s mother 
tongue. 

6.7.4. Parents’ involvement 
and awareness raising

Creating a culture of schooling 
at home

In Finland, the Creating a Culture of 
Schooling at Home project aims to organ-
ise thematic discussion groups for parents 
with an immigration background. School 
staff and/or NGO staff run sessions which 
focus on home-school communication and 
information sharing, on school and educa-
tional matters. Additionally, advice is given 
on child development, language acquisition 
and homework support. Discussions are run 
in Finnish and in parents’ mother tongues. 

Information DVDs

In Austria and Ireland, information DVDs 
are distributed (in various languages) to 
migrant parents, to inform them about the 
education system: what and how children 
will be learning. (OECD, 2010)

Platforms for migrant parents

In the Netherlands, the government initial-
ly funded its Platform for Ethnic Minority 
Parents and Education, to allow migrant 
parents to attend sessions on the educa-
tion system and the importance of parental 
support. Funding also paid for sessions for 
teachers, helping them better understand 
the cultural and social cultural contexts of 
migrant children. (OECD, 2010).
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Recommendations   

7
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Kazakhstan has been pro-active in ensuring 
that all children of compulsory school age 
attend school. Despite significant efforts in 
recent years, including widening access to 
early childhood education, extending com-
pulsory education to Grade 12 and stipu-
lating that all permanent and temporary 
migrants and stateless children are eligible 
to education while living in Kazakhstan, a 
small number of children are not enrolled 
in school, particularly pre-school education 
and upper-secondary. A number of children 
attend irregularly and drop-out through the 
school year, being absent for more than 10 
days without a valid reason or being fre-
quently absent, including during the har-
vest season. Lastly, thousands of children 
are educated at home or in residential in-
stitutions, usually far from home, because 
they have disabilities, special learning needs 
or behaviour problems. These children are 
not included in mainstream schools, where 
they could enjoy greater academic and so-
cial stimulation and be better prepared for 
adult life in their communities.

All children have the right to education, 
regardless of their background or personal 
circumstances. In order that all children can 
learn, education systems must be inclusive 
and of good quality. Only then will all chil-
dren be enrolled, remaining in local schools 
throughout their schooling and performing 
to the best of their abilities. Several dimen-
sions come into play when framing educa-
tion systems most likely to deliver good 
quality education to all children, as synthe-
sised in Figure 6 below: 

(i) Quality education factors

(ii) Children missing education/drop-out 
interventions

(iii) State social inclusion agenda

(iv) Cross-sector collaboration and com-
munity involvement 

Keeping this framework in mind, and based 
on the preliminary findings of this report, the 
following recommendations are made to the 
Government of Kazakhstan and stakeholders 
across sectors to support their on-going ef-
forts for the schooling of all children.
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quality & respect 
in education

drop-out 
interventions

Figure 4. A framework for the enrolment, retention, completion and graduation 
of all children
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Office. Regional Initiative on Out-of-School Children and Adolescents.



61

7.1.	Summary of recommendations
Recommendation 1: Increase early childhood education and pre-school coverage

Recommendation 2: Create an inclusive education system

Recommendation 3: Remove remaining barriers to access

Recommendation 4: Provide education to internal, seasonal and undocumented 
migrant children

Recommendation 5: Improve the quality of education

Recommendation 6: Prevent institutionalisation of children missing education

Recommendation 7: Support schools in developing prevention and early response 
interventions

Recommendation 8: Devise a holistic action protocol for monitoring out-of-
school children

Recommendation 9: Increase community and NGO involvement

Recommendation 10: Conduct census of invisible children

Recommendation 11: Use the new EMIS system to track children’s movement and 
identify children at risk of dropping-out

Recommendation 12: Broaden the scope of prevention and response interventions

Recommendation 13: Closely monitor children’s cases

Recommendation 14: Document best practice and share lessons

Recommendation 15: Systematic reporting on children missing or at-risk of miss-
ing education 

Recommendation 16:    Measure new indicators

Recommendation 17: Improve reporting on children receiving education in special 
institutions and on children with disabilities

Recommendation 1: Increase 
early childhood education and 
pre-school coverage

The Government of Kazakhstan is com-
mitted to the expansion of pre-school and 
it is recommended that on-going efforts are 
sustained, to ensure that all children receive 
at least one year of pre-school education, 
particularly in rural and remote areas. It is 
also recommended that pre-school educa-
tion expansion programmes are combined 
with parenting education and community 

services, in order to support vulnerable fam-
ilies. Activities focusing on parenting skills, 
fathers’ involvement, language learning 
support, information dissemination about 
primary school enrolment and information 
dissemination about available local social 
support services are particularly encouraged.

Recommendation 2: Create an 
inclusive education system

Despite national level commitment to inclu-
sion in education, the overall approach re-
mains traditional, with extensive provision of 

7.2.	General recommendations
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vulnerable and migrant families within 
their catchment area;

•	 Schools provide Russian or Kazakh second 
language classes for students who cannot 
be educated in their mother tongue;

•	 Teachers, school psychologists and 
school directors are trained in inclusive 
education and school practices that are 
respectful of differences and supportive 
of all children; and

•	 Good teaching practice and learning ma-
terials for special schools are shared with 
regular school teachers.

Recommendation 3: Remove 
remaining barriers to access

NGOs continue to report that children do not 
enrol or do not attend school due to financial, 
transport, administrative and selection barri-
ers. It is therefore recommended that:
•	 School practice is closely monitored 

with regard to fees for school enrolment, 
maintenance or other activities;

•	 Support continues for low-income fami-
lies at the beginning of the school year, 
such as giving free school supplies and ma-
terials, including in VET upper-secondary 
institutions for low-income families;

•	 Efforts to provide students with free 
school transport continue, ensuring that 
bus timetables are flexible, to prevent 
children waiting on-site unsupervised 
for long periods;

•	 Administrative barriers to children’s en-
rolment are removed - such as registra-
tion certificates and proof of residence, 
particularly for migrant children;

•	 Sanctions are made against schools which, 
despite the removal of Year 1 entrance 
tests, maintain this practice with the aim 
of enrolling the most able pupils; and

•	 The Road to School Campaign is ex-
tended, to bring all children into school, 
ensuring that they complete their educa-
tion successfully. 

special education for children with disabili-
ties, children without parents and children 
with behaviour issues. Recently updated leg-
islation on seasonal migrant children’s right 
to education has a number of implications 
with regard to the provision of education for 
these children. It is recommended that:
•	 Amendment No. 398 is widely dissemi-

nated to oblasts and school authorities;
•	 Legislation is enforced by a series of 

concrete measures to identify seasonal 
migrant children and to cover their spe-
cific education needs in terms of access 
and learning outcomes. Oblasts with a 
high proportion of migrant population 
should discuss and strategise how to in-
clude seasonal migrant non-citizen chil-
dren in the education system;

•	 Review and revision of methods of iden-
tifying children with severe disabilities 
and children previously considered as 
“uneducable” continue, alongside review 
and revision of teaching methods, to en-
sure that all children receive education 
meeting their needs, abilities and best 
interests;

•	 Strategies are developed to accelerate the 
inclusion of children in mainstream edu-
cation and to ensure that their specific 
needs are addressed, both in school and 
through community day care services;

•	 The deinstitutionalisation of children 
with disabilities and children with behav-
iour issues is accelerated and their inclu-
sion in mainstream schools supported by 
sound plans and integration activities;

•	 Awareness raising activities are organised 
nationally and locally with parents, chil-
dren, teachers and other practitioners, aim-
ing to overcome the discrimination, stigma 
and bullying experienced by children with 
disabilities, those from vulnerable or very 
poor families, migrants and refugees, and 
children with behaviour issues;

•	 Clear sanctions are adopted against 
schools refusing to enrol children from 
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Recommendation 4: Provide 
education to internal, seasonal 
and undocumented migrant 
children

Seasonal and undocumented migrant chil-
dren are traditionally excluded from educa-
tion in Kazakhstan. Internal migrants may 
also face administrative hurdles to enrolling 
in school when moving across oblasts. To 
ensure that seasonal migrant children enjoy 
their right to education, including Roma 
and Lyuli and undocumented migrant chil-
dren, it is recommended that:
•	 Administrative barriers are removed and 

children may be enrolled in school with-
out registration certificates or proof of ad-
dress. The latter is particularly important, 
so that this information is not used as en-
trapment for undocumented families;

•	 MIA and the MoES work jointly to ensure 
that children’s rights to education and par-
ents’ legal status issues are kept separate;

•	 Clear regulations are developed and fol-
lowed in order that undocumented chil-
dren can be included in school;

•	 The MoES works jointly with the 
Ministry of Labour in implementing 
the Employment Programme to 2020, 
to better predict population movements 
and strengthen measures to support in-
ternal migration, helping schools with 
enrolment and transfers;

•	 Research studies are conducted to esti-
mate the number of children from sea-
sonal migrant families, their educational 
needs, the barriers they may face to ac-
cess and succeed in education and the 
best way to facilitate their schooling;

•	 Schools are made aware of their obliga-
tion to enrol seasonal migrant children, 
even for a few months, and to develop 
mechanisms to include and support 
them in their learning, nurturing part-
nerships with schools from the chil-
dren’s countries of origin and offering 
language learning support;

•	 Schools are adequately supported by fi-
nancial, administrative and other means 
to include these children;

•	 Early childhood education programmes 
are flexible and community-run, to max-
imise children’s school preparedness and 
language learning;

•	 Mediators from children’s communities 
are identified, to mediate school-family 
relationships and build understanding 
on both sides regarding cultural expecta-
tions and practices;

•	 Partnerships are developed at national 
level with Ministries of Education from 
children’s countries of origin, to rein-
force collaboration and harmonise prac-
tices; and

•	 A portfolio system is developed in rel-
evant languages to enable teachers to 
record key curriculum areas studied by 
seasonal migrant children and their pro-
gress in key competences, sharing this 
information with schools of origin or 
schools in the next country to which 
children are headed.

Recommendation 5: Improve the 
quality of education

Figure 6 above shows that students’ reten-
tion and performance in school relies on 
the quality of the education they receive. 
Emphasis should be placed particularly on 
the following:
•	 Creation of a school culture of learning 

support, through flexible curriculum im-
plementation, differentiated pedagogy, 
individualised approaches and tailored 
learning support activities - including for 
students with special educational needs;

•	 Greater focus on learning outcomes, in 
terms of teaching and learning practices 
and assessment;

•	 Violence prevention and response, in and 
around schools, particularly for vulner-
able children;
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•	 Inclusion of flexible life skills education 
programmes in schools, particularly to 
support students with low self-esteem 
and students with behavioural issues;

•	 Increased parental and youth participa-
tion, with focus on vulnerable families, 
based on best international practice;

•	 Training of teaching and management 
staff in child and adolescent develop-
ment, inclusive education, drop-out 
prevention and engagement with dys-
functional families and those in difficult 
situations; and

•	 Ensure children with disabilities are pro-
vided with all necessary learning materi-
als and aids necessary for them to learn 
and develop.

Recommendation 6: Prevent 
institutionalisation of 
children missing education

The institutionalisation of children is not in 
their best interest. It is recommended that 
Commissions for Minors and multi-sector 
teams consider a range of alternatives, to 
give children missing education and other 
children at-risk of being institutionalised 
a chance to grow-up and develop in their 
community:
•	 Create school-based and community-

based mentoring schemes with older 
children, youth activists, sports coaches 
or adults as part of a school integration 
or re-integration plan;

•	 Use contracts between schools, parents 
and young people, detailing learning, at-
tendance, behaviour and participation 
objectives, as well as support mecha-
nisms, to enable children and families to 
meet these objectives;

•	 Involve youth organisations, CSOs and 
NGOs in providing small-group and in-
dividualised support to children at risk 
of missing education and children re-
integrating in school;

•	 Develop integrated community-based 
specialised social services; and

•	 Introduce a case management approach, 
whereby one responsible officer is in 
charge of co-ordinating interventions 
from all relevant sectors.

Recommendation 7: Support 
schools in developing prevention 
and early response interventions

Schools must be supported in order to be-
come more inclusive, while catering for chil-
dren’s various needs. It is recommended that 
Education and Child Protection Departments 
build schools’ capacities and financially sup-
port schools, in order to develop drop-out 
prevention and early response interventions:
•	 Support schools in identifying and im-

plementing appropriate absenteeism and 
drop-out prevention strategies;

•	 In rural areas, support schools and local 
authorities in raising parental awareness 
on the importance of sending children 
to school every day, including during the 
harvest season;

•	 Support schools in developing creative 
strategies and partnerships to include 
and to establish constructive relation-
ships with vulnerable parents and dys-
functional families;

•	 Support schools developing sustainable 
partnerships with social services, NGOs 
and civil society organisations, to enable 
a greater number of people to be involved 
in social and psychological support for 
children and to diversify approaches and 
practices;

•	 Support schools and community organi-
sations in developing programmes tar-
geting teenage boys; and

•	 Consider additional financial and human 
resources support for schools with high 
absenteeism, low performance, disci-
pline issues or a high proportion of chil-
dren at-risk of dropping-out. 
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7.3.	Recommendations for strengthening 
the existing monitoring system for out-of-
school children  

•	 Ensure that records include information 
on the sex of the child and on needs as-
sessment, better capturing the reasons 
why children drop-out from school;

•	 Provide clear guidance on how to fill in 
reporting forms, to ensure consistency 
across oblasts;

•	 Outline monitoring mechanisms, to en-
sure that children returning to school or 
sent to correctional schools continue to 
be followed; and

•	 Strengthen the tracking of children 
moving across oblasts, to ensure internal 
migrants do not miss education due to 
administrative issues.

Recommendation 9: Increase 
community and NGO involvement

It is critical that NGOs, particularly those 
working with vulnerable families, migrant 
families and children with disabilities, help 
in the identification and monitoring pro-
cess. NGOs can help establish lists of chil-
dren not enrolled in school from the most 
vulnerable communities, while providing 
support to families and young people not 
enrolled or in the process of dropping-out. 
NGO services should be integrated into 
response interventions available for out-of-
school children.

Recommendation 10: Conduct 
census of invisible children

As the current child census conducted by 
schools does not cover invisible children 
– such as seasonal worker children, travel-
ler children, street children and working 
children - it is recommended that a census 
of these children is conducted through col-
laborative work between state agencies and 

Recommendation 8: Devise a 
holistic action protocol for 
monitoring out-of-school 
children

The identification of children is the strong-
est aspect of the existing system of moni-
toring out-of-school children, particularly 
those in the process of dropping-out. To 
strengthen the overall monitoring system, it 
is recommended that an action protocol is 
devised for monitoring out-of-school chil-
dren, and shared with national, oblast and 
school level stakeholders, from all relevant 
sectors. This protocol should: 
•	 Include the identification of children 

not enrolled in school, those dropping-
out from school and those missing edu-
cation for more than 10 days without a 
valid reason;

•	 Cover all children, including internal 
and external seasonal migrant children 
and travellers;

•	 Cover pre-school to upper secondary 
education;

•	 Identify the roles and responsibilities of 
each person involved, at different levels, 
including the role of NGOs and health 
and social services in identifying and re-
ferring children not in school or at-risk 
of not being in school;

•	 Ensure cross-checking of education 
and health lists to identify OOSC and 
include a mechanism by which doctors 
and hospital staff check the educational 
status of all children dealt with, mak-
ing referrals where they feel answers 
provided by parents or children are 
unsatisfactory;

•	 Provide clear guidance on how to assess 
the needs of children and their families;
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NGOs. Areas to focus upon include mines, 
plantations and other places where seasonal 
migrant are likely to work, as well as travel-
ler settlements. Results can be used to in-
form education provision and delivery for 
these children.

Recommendation 11: Use the new 
EMIS system to track children’s 
movement and identify children 
at risk of dropping-out

The new Education Management Information 
System (EMIS) is to be finalised by 2015, 
providing a unique opportunity to improve 
the existing system. The EMIS will give each 
child a unique education ID number, which 
should considerably ease the tracking of chil-
dren from one location to another, particu-
larly across oblasts and education levels. It 
should also be able to flag children of com-
pulsory school-age who were previously en-
rolled in school but have disappeared. Where 
the reason for non-schooling is unsatisfac-
tory (such as external migration), a manual 
investigation can follow. 

Because the system will include all relevant 
data on the school history of a child, such 
as absenteeism, individual information and 
performance, it will be possible to identify 
children at risk of dropping-out by combin-
ing several risk factors. This information 
could be generated at oblast level to iden-
tify schools with the most at-risk children 
and to devise supportive prevention inter-
ventions. Early warning systems could also 
be developed at school level, based on the 
school-MIS version of the EMIS system, 
guiding targeted interventions for specific 
groups of children.

Electronic systems are only tools. Human 
input and analysis are necessary to make the 
system flexible, taking into consideration 
all situations. Safeguards against misuse of 
information and confidentiality issues are 
also to be seriously considered.

Recommendation 12: Broaden 
the scope of prevention and 
response interventions

Those involved at local level should be 
aware of the range of potential prevention 
and response interventions, for application 
at school and community level, to prevent 
children from being sent to correctional 
schools where other responses better ad-
dress their needs.

Recommendation 13: Closely 
monitor children’s cases

It is recommended that a responsible officer 
(psychologist or social worker) from the 
multi-sector team is nominated as case man-
ager for each child. The officer should be 
responsible for monitoring the effectiveness 
of the chosen interventions, and for review-
ing and revising as necessary. The officer 
should also monitor the re-integration of 
the child into their family and into school, 
including upon the return of the child after 
placement in a correctional school.

Recommendation 14: Document 
best practice and share lessons

It is recommended that each oblast docu-
ments its approaches, identifying challenges 
and best practice, learning from experience, 
to inform future practice and to help train 
staff. Information can then be shared na-
tionally, with other oblasts. 

In addition, it is recommended that avail-
able data on children not enrolled in school, 
from the Road to School Campaign, be 
combined with that from the database on 
children missing education, for in-depth 
analysis and interpretation. The results can 
inform national level policy for prevention 
and response interventions. Such thorough 
analysis could begin with the school years 
ending 2010, 2011 and 2012. 
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Recommendation 15: Systematic 
reporting on children missing 
or at-risk of missing education 

The Yearly National Education Report should 
systematically present and analyse data on:
•	 Number and profile of children not en-

rolled in school from pre-school to up-
per secondary

•	 Absenteeism rates per level of educa-
tion, including disaggregation by sex and 
child profile

•	 Number of children missing education 
for more than 10 days per oblast without 
a valid reason and their profile, and the 
re-entry rate in regular schools and in 
special or correctional institutions

Based on the new EMIS system, additional 
indicators could be presented and analysed, 
such as:
•	 Number of children at-risk of dropping-

out due to a combination of the follow-
ing characteristics:
•	 Low-income families
•	 Dysfunctional families
•	 Distance to school
•	 Change of school more than twice
•	 Past experience of institutionalisation

Recommendation 16: Measure 
new indicators

The Government of Kazakhstan should 
systematically measure the following 
UNESCO indicators in relation to out-of-
school children and those who drop-out: 
•	 Net Intake Rate, in first grade primary 

school 
•	 Primary Adjusted Net Attendance Ratio
•	 Secondary Adjusted Attendance Ratio
•	 Age Specific Enrolment Ratio
•	 Repetition rate, by grade 
•	 Out-of-school children

•	 Drop-out rate by grade
•	 Percentage of new entrants to primary 

education who have attended pre-prima-
ry education 

The Early School Leaving Indicator, i.e. the 
proportion of young-people aged 18 to 24 
with, at best, lower secondary completion and 
not further engaged in training or education 
should also be included in Labour Surveys. 
Lastly, when measuring pre-primary educa-
tion provision, the Government may want 
to consider calculating the proportion of 
children aged between 4 years and the age 
for compulsory primary education who are 
participating in early childhood education. 
This would enable comparison with EU 
countries, for which the benchmark is 95%.

Recommendation 17: Improve 
reporting on children receiving 
education in special institutions 
and on children with disabilities
Reporting on children receiving education 
in special institutions should be more de-
tailed, to include:
•	 Systematic sex-disaggregation of the 

number of children enrolled in special 
and correctional institutions

•	 Performance and graduation rates, sex-
disaggregated, for those enrolled in spe-
cial or residential institutions for chil-
dren with deviant behaviour

•	 Performance and graduation rates for 
children with disabilities

•	 Average and median length of the insti-
tutionalisation of children

•	 Yearly proportion of children with dis-
abilities (from special schools and from 
home education programmes) who inte-
grate into mainstream education

•	 Proportion (disaggregated by sex and 
location) of children with disabilities re-
ceiving home education 

7.4.	Recommendations for strengthening 
data collection and reporting on OOSC 
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Annex 1: Tables on children missing 
education for more than 10 days 

Table 6. Profile of children not in school for more than 10 days 
without a valid reason at the end of the academic school year 2010-11
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Akmola 94 13 0 0% 6 46% 6 46% 3 23%
 Of which rural 55 5 0 0% 3 60% 2 40% 1 20%
Aktobe 39 12 2 17% 8 67% 3 25% 4 33%
 Of which rural 17 4 2 50% 2 50% 2 50% 1 25%
Almaty Province 80 20 7 35% 6 30% 3 15% 6 30%
 Of which rural 37 11 6 55% 4 36% 2 18% 3 27%
Atyrau 14 3 0 0% 3 100% 1 33% 0 0%
 Of which rural 0 0 0 0% 1 0% 0 0% 0 0%
East Kazakhstan 798 15 0 0% 15 100% 3 20% 2 13%
 Of which rural 181 6 0 0% 6 100% 0 0% 2 33%
Jambyl 66 11 0 0% 11 100% 1 9% 0 0%
 Of which rural 17 2 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0%
West Kazakhstan 41 11 0 0% 6 55% 9 82% 1 9%
 Of which rural 7 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Karaganda 232 18 0 0% 18 100% 0 0% 5 28%
 Of which rural 69 2 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0%
Kyzylorda 52 8 4 50% 3 38% 5 63% 0 0%
 Of which rural 16 2 1 50% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0%
Kostanay 28 4 0 0% 4 100% 2 50% 1 25%
 Of which rural 14 1 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0%
Mangystau 34 6 1 17% 1 17% 3 50% 0 0%
 Of which rural 7 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Pavlodar 24 2 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0%
 Of which rural 7 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
North Kazakhstan 99 23 2 9% 21 91% 13 57% 10 43%
 Of which rural 4 3 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0%
South Kazakhstan 90 50 0 0% 49 98% 5 10% 4 8%
 Of which rural 9 4 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 0 0%
Astana city 33 9 3 33% 3 33% 2 22% 3 33%
Almaty city 32 9 1 11% 3 33% 0 0% 2 22%
Total 1756 214 20 9% 158 74% 56 26% 41 19%
Of which rural 440 41 10 24% 27 66% 8 20% 7 17%
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Table 7. Profile of children not in school for more than 10 days 
without a valid reason at the end of the academic school year 2011-12
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Akmola 64 14 2 14% 6 43% 1 7% 4 29%
 Of which rural 37 4 2 50% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25%
Aktobe 15 5 2 40% 3 60% 3 60% 1 20%
 Of which rural 6 1 1 100% 1 100% 1 100% 0 0%
Almaty Province 23 13 5 38% 6 46% 2 15% 4 31%
 Of which rural 12 6 5 83% 4 67% 0 0% 2 33%
Atyrau 1 1 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 0 0%
 Of which rural 0 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
East Kazakhstan 150 13 1 8% 12 92% 8 62% 1 8%
 Of which rural 26 3 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 1 33%
Jambyl 50 17 4 24% 13 76% 6 35% 4 24%
 Of which rural 20 5 1 20% 4 80% 1 20% 2 40%
West Kazakhstan 41 17 1 6% 7 41% 12 71% 2 12%
 Of which rural 8 1 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 0 0%
Karaganda 194 22 11 50% 4 18% 0 0% 2 9%
 Of which rural 48 1 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0%
Kyzylorda 51 2 0 0% 2 100% 2 100% 0 0%
 Of which rural 20 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Kostanay 23 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
 Of which rural 13 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Mangystau 4 4 0 0% 0 0% 2 50% 2 50%
 Of which rural 0 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Pavlodar 20 3 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 2 67%
 Of which rural 3 2 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 1 50%
North Kazakhstan 100 18 10 56% 11 61% 11 61% 0 0%
 Of which rural 28 1 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 0 0%
South Kazakhstan 92 43 4 9% 39 91% 5 12% 7 16%
 Of which rural 13 1 0 0% 1 100% 1 100% 0 0%
Astana city 33 10 0 0% 0 0% 1 10% 3 30%
Almaty city 33 6 1 17% 1 17% 0 0% 3 50%
Total 894 188 41 22% 108 57% 54 29% 35 19%
Of which rural 234 25 10 40% 17 68% 6 24% 7 28%
Source: Child Rights Protection Committee, Ministry of Education
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