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Glossary of Key Terms 
ǒ Achievement : The realized outcomes or functionings that result from a person's exercise of agency: what 

children actually manage to do or be when pursuing goals they value.  

ǒ Agency: The capacity of individuals (in this case, children) to act intentionally and pursue goals they have 

reason to value. In the Capability Approach, it is distinguished from well-being and includes both agency 

freedom (the opportunity to pursue valued goals) and agency achievement (the actual realization of 

those goals). 

ǒ Agency Freedom : The real opportunities or capabilities children have to set and pursue goals they 

consider important, even if they do not always achieve them. 

ǒ Capability/Capabilities : The real freedoms or opportunities people have to achieve the kinds of lives 

they value and have reason to value. In the Capability Approach, capabilities are the substantive freedoms 

that enable functionings (doings and beings). 

ǒ Capability Approach (CA): A theoretical framework developed primarily by Amartya Sen (and expanded 

by Martha Nussbaum and others) that evaluates human development, well-being, and justice based on 

what people are actually able to do and be (their capabilities and functionings), rather than only on 

resources, income, or utility. 

ǒ Child Flourishing : A holistic state in which children can develop and realize their potential across 

multiple dimensions of life, including physical, emotional, social, and intellectual well-being. The report 

positions this as the ultimate aim of education, understood through the lens of child well -being and 

agency. 

ǒ Conversion Factors: The personal, social, and environmental characteristics that influence how resources 

are transformed into capabilities and functionings. Examples include gender norms, caste/ethnicity, 

school culture, family support, and physical accessibility. 

ǒ Functionings : The various things a person actually achieves or manages to do/be (e.g., being healthy, 

being respected, learning effectively). Functionings are the realized states or activities, while capabilities 

are the opportunities to achieve them. 

ǒ Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) : A framework that addresses both equality between 

genders and broader inclusion of marginalized groups (based on caste, ethnicity, disability, location, etc.), 

aiming to remove structural barriers and promote equitable opportunities and experiences in education. 

ǒ Instrumental Value of Education : The ways education serves as a means to other valuable ends (e.g., 

better health, employment, mobility). One of the three pillars in the report's education model. 

ǒ Intrinsic Value of Education: The value education has in itself: the enjoyment, relationships, security, and 

personal growth it provides, independent of external outcomes. One of the three pillars in the education 

model. 

ǒ Personal Value of Education: The positional advantages or disadvantages education confers based on 

a child's social location (gender, caste/ethnicity, grade level, etc.). One of the three pillars in the education 

model. 

ǒ Resource-Based Approach : An evaluation perspective that focuses on the availability, quality, and 

distribution of resources (material and non-material) as essential means for supporting well-being. The 

report uses this to assess school-provided inputs, while emphasizing its limitations compared to a full 

capability perspective. 
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ǒ Valued Educational Capabilities/ Children's Valued Educational Capabilities (CVEC) : The specific 

capabilities that children themselves identify and prioritize as important for a meaningful and equitable 

education experience. The project centers these in its GESI diagnostic and intervention design. 

ǒ Well-being Achievement : The combination of functionings that children actually realize and that 

contribute to their overall well-being (what they are actually able to do and be). 

ǒ Well-being Freedom : The range of substantive opportunities (capabilities) children have to achieve 

valued states of being and doing related to their well-being. 
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Executive Summary 
άPromoting Gender Equality and Social Inclusion in Schools: Building on What Children Value and Aspire 

ǘƻ 5ƻ ŀƴŘ .Ŝέ is a research-for-development project funded by the Global Partnership for Education's (GPE) 

Knowledge and Innovation Exchange (KIX) and the International Development Research Centre (IDRC). The 

project commenced on the 1st of March 2024, and it focuses on identifying, contextualizing, adapting, testing, 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴŘ ǎŎŀƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ±ŀƭǳŜŘ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ό/±9/ύ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ Gender Equality, 

Equity, and Social Inclusion (GESI) diagnostic tool. This tool is designed to address structural barriers to 

ŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŜǉǳƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ōȅ ŎŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƻǿƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ 

matters for their schooling and well-being. 

The project has three sub-objectives: 

a) ¢ƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŎŀƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŘƛŀƎƴƻǎǘƛŎ ǘƻƻƭǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

valued capabilities to promote gender equality and social inclusion. 

b) {ǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

capabilities, resulting in gender equality and social inclusion in school and beyond 

c) To mobilize the generated knowledge and evidence for improving gender and inclusion-related policies 

and practices in schools.  

These objectives align directly with the core priorities of KIX, namely knowledge generation, knowledge 

mobilization, and capacity strengthening. This baseline analysis corresponds to the first objective of the 

project and contributes primarily to the knowledge and evidence generation of the scalability of diagnostic 

tools mandate. It documents baseline conditions across the 13 schools in Bhojpur Municipality, Koshi 

tǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΣ bŜǇŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩs assessments of 

resources, well-being, and agency prior to the introduction of the project interventions.  

 

Methodology and Approach 

The study was conducted across 13 selected community schools from different wards in Bhojpur Municipality 

to capture variations across caste, gender, ethnicity, and geography. 

ǒ 380 students (boys and girls) from grades 1 to 10 

ǒ Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Diagnosis Framework Survey Questionnaire employed 

ǒ Stratified and random sampling techniques to balance gender representation 

ǒ Children assessed 13 resource-based capability domains capturing availability, satisfaction, and 

importance levels 

ǒ 16 well-being and agency domains were rated across four evaluative dimensions: well-being freedom, 

well-being achievement, agency freedom, agency achievement 

 

Key Findings 

The research has yielded the following key findings: 

1. There is a consistent and systematic gap between what children consider important and what they 

experience within school environments. Across all resource domains, importance scores exceed 



xi 

availability and satisfaction scores, indicating strong clarity among children regarding supportive 

schooling conditions alongside uneven institutional realization. Satisfaction scores often fall below 

availability scores, suggesting that the presence of resources does not consistently translate into positive 

or meaningful experience. 

2. 5ƻƳŀƛƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴέΣ άtŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ aƻōƛƭƛǘȅέΣ ά{ƘŜƭǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέΣ άtƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ IŜŀƭǘƘέΣ 

ά[ƻǾŜ, /ŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ wŜǎǇŜŎǘέΣ ŀƴŘ ά{ƻŎƛŀƭ wŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ Ǌŀƴƪ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƛƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ comparatively 

better availability. However, qualitative gaps remain evident within these domains. Several areas emerge 

as highly valued yet under-ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜŘΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ άaŜƴǘŀƭ ²Ŝƭƭ-ōŜƛƴƎέΣ ά!ǳǘƻƴƻƳȅέΣ άwŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ LŘŜƴǘƛǘȅέΣ 

ŀƴŘ ά¦ƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘΣ LƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ tƭŀƴκLƳŀƎƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ¢ƘƛƴƪέΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ƻƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

practices, recognition, and everyday school culture rather than just on material inputs alone. 

3. Indicator level analysis shows that physical infrastructure is more consistently available than inclusive 

features, usability, and quality. Facilities related to bodily integrity, disability inclusion, first aid, sanitation 

amenities, and student-led participation structures show pronounced gaps between importance and 

satisfaction. Disabled friendly infrastructure records the lowest availability and satisfaction scores, 

indicating persistent structural exclusion. 

4. The well-being and agency assessment further shows that opportunities exceed achievements across 

Ƴƻǎǘ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎΦ άbǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴέΣ ά!ǳǘƻƴƻƳȅέΣ άaƻōƛƭƛǘȅέΣ ά.ƻŘƛƭȅ LƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅέΣ ŀƴŘ άtƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ IŜŀƭǘƘέ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

lower end of well-being and agency achievement, indicating limited conversion of available freedoms 

into realized states. Gender disaggregation reveals that boys score higher than girls across most domains 

of well-being freedom, well-being achievement, agency freedom, and agency achievement. Girls score 

higher in a few domains, notably nutrition and mental well -being. These patterns reflect persistent 

gendered and intersecting inequalities in access, experience, and agency within the school context.  

5. Analysis disaggregated by ethnicity indicates uneven experiences of well -being and resource use. 

Students from historically marginalized caste and ethnic communities report lower satisfaction across 

numerous domains, despite similar levels of reported avai lability. This pattern suggests that social 

positioning influences how resources are accessed, experienced, and converted into valued outcomes 

within schools.
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Section 1 

Introduction  

1.1  Background 

A well-functioning school is generally assumed to bear the characteristics of institutional well-being, 

ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƭƛǎǘƛŎ ǿŜƭƭ-being of its students and staff 

(both teaching and non-teaching). A valuable tool for Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) 

diagnosis can potentially help strengthen public schools by addressing the demand side challenges 

based on the performance evaluation. This ensures the needs and the well-being of children in the 

space of gender equality, equity, and social inclusion. Such evaluations can be used as policy 

instruments to inform the institutional level decisions and guide the implementation of GESI 

transformative programs and practices for children at the individual level.  

 

This promising and proven innovation, a framework, and a diagnosis tool, is an output of the KIX IDRC 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ ΨEffectiveness and Scalability of Programs for Children who are out of School and at Risk 

of Dropping Out in Bangladesh, Bhutan, and NepalΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ 

educational capabilities for GESI and promote safer schooling environments. The process involves 

four key steps. First, girls and boys are made aware of their educational capabilities through a GESI 

campaign. Second, researchers diagnose GESI in the selected schools to generate quality data. Third, 

based on the diagnosis, in -school activities, programs, and policy provisions are developed to 

support GESI. Fourth, the capacity of students and teachers is developed to foster teaching and 

learning environments conducive to transformative GESI practices based on their valued educational 

capabilities. In doing so, researchers chalk out its potential of scalability and the pathways to scale by 

mapping the scaling system, operationalizing the institution and adaptation tracker, and examining 

its optimality, sustainability, magnitude, and equity dimensions. This approach ensures gender 

transformative and socially inclusive education and safe, inclusive, and supportive schooling to all 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻƻƭ ƛǎ 

an output of Nepal and implemented only in Nepal, the proposed work for this action research offers 

adaptation, contextualization, and exploration of the potentiality of its scalability across consortium 

partners of the project. 

The Gender Equality and Social Inclusion framework encompasses four dimensions: a) gender 

ŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ōύ ŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ Ŏύ Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ Řύ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

GESI experiences in their daily school life, this framework was adopted as a survey tool to understand 
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ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 

diagnosis was conducted in 13 public schools, where 380 students of grades 1-10 participated in the 

survey. Based on this GESI survey and subsequent analysis, instruments such as pamphlets, posters, 

and training sessions for teachers (male and female) were conducted to promote GESI and create a 

supportive environment for students in the 13 schools of Bhojpur Municipality, potentially benefiting 

over 2,250 students. This innovation is a departure from the existing solutions, as the children are put 

at the center to examine their experiences and perspectives of GESI practices for evaluating their own 

beings and doings that they value.  

 

1.2  Objective of Baseline Assessment 

The purpose of this baseline is to document the initial status of Gender Equality and Social Inclusion 

(GESI) conditions in selected public schools of Bhojpur Municipality before the introduction of 

planned interventions. It establishes a reference point on students' experiences, assessments, and 

practices related to gender equality, equality, equity and social inclusion within everyday school life. 

This baseline enables structural comparison with a planned end line to assess the changes attributed 

to GESI focused activities, capacity building efforts and other policy related actions. It also allows the 

identification of domains where progress may remain uneven and thereby supporting the evidence 

based assessment of the intervention over time.  

A resource based assessment is used here because educational resources constitute the immediate 

institutional conditions through which GESI is experienced by children. Assessing the availability, 

satisfaction, and importance of resources allows the identification of gaps between formal provision 

ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƭƛǾŜŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƛƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ 

where inclusion is often shaped not only by access to resources, but by how these resources are 

experienced and used by different groups of students.  
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Section 2 

Theoretical Framework: Key Concepts 
The issue around gender equality and social inclusion has been at the core of examination for researchers, 

academicians, policymakers, and practitioners alike for many decades, and this concern has been dealt with 

in a good deal of literature within the realm of education as well. Yet, there are contests on the approaches 

that define the meaning of Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) in education. Is GESI about equal 

numbers of boys and girls? Or is it about the equality of educational provisions made available to children? Or 

rather, is GESI about educational achievements and outcomes? While there are different approaches such as 

the needs-based, outcomes-based, and rights-based ones that have been operationalized to examine and 

analyze GESI in education, this report provides a capability perspective on GESI in education. We argue that 

ǘƘŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƛŘŜŀƭ ƛǎ ΨŎƘƛƭŘ ŦƭƻǳǊƛǎƘƛƴƎΩ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŦƭƻǳǊƛǎƘƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ Ƴƻǎǘ 

ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŎƘƛƭŘ ǿŜƭƭ-ōŜƛƴƎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛs a useful measure to examine how 

children fare with the benefits yielded through access to education, educational practices, schooling, and 

educational provisions in terms of educational resources. In doing so, this section delves into answering the 

following questions while being descriptive about the concepts and theoretical understanding underpinning 

this research:  

1. Why do children require basic educational resources to flourish?  

2. Why should the resources be considered?  

3. What are the limitations of this approach?  

 

These questions are then followed by additional questions concerning how child-wellbeing can be measured 

ōŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ Ŝǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 

social inclusion. 

2.1 Why Do Children Need Basic Educational Resources to 

Flourish? 

There are many pathways or approaches to flourishing or well-being within the field of development 

studies. The most common of these include growth or income-based, needs-based, rights-based, 

resource-based and capability-based approaches. This study focuses specifically on the resource-
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based approach by discussing its significance, examining its applicability, and exploring composite 

ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ōŀǎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ōŀǎƛŎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŜǉǳŀŎȅ ƛƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

everyday school life. 

A resource-based approach puts resources at the core of child well -being. These educational 

resources include a range of educational assets including basic needs such as shelter, school dress, 

sanitation, and other related provisions. Based on this approac h, our research recognizes the 

fundamental resources associated with each selected capability domain. Table 1 summarizes the 

composite set of core resources mapped to thirteen capability domains; overlapping domains are 

merged where appropriate. 

 

Resource Domains Indicators  

Love, Care and Respect ¶ Time spent with friends and families 

Education 

¶ Textbooks 

¶ Stationery 

¶ White/Blackboard 

¶ Uniform 

Nutritional Well -Being ¶ Provision of midday meal 

Aspiration/  Freedom from Economic/ Non-

Economic Exploitation  
¶ Scholarship 

Physical Health/ Gender Equality and Social 

Inclusion Curriculum  

¶ Safe and clean drinking water 

¶ First aid 

¶ Playground 

Bodily Integrity  

¶ Separate toilets for girls and boys 

¶ Facilities inside the toilet 

¶ Provision for sanitary pads 

¶ Disabled friendly infrastructure 

Understand, Interpret Plan/  Imagine and Think  
¶ Library 

¶ Computers 

Religion and Identity  ¶ Religious activities 

Shelter and Environment  

¶ Adequate school built-up area 

¶ Adequate space for classrooms 

¶ Adequate number of classrooms 

¶ Adequate number of desks and benches 

for students 

¶ Electricity 

Mental Well-being  ¶ Grievance mechanism 

Social Relations 
¶ Parent teacher meeting 

¶ Child club 

Autonomy/  Freedom from Economic/ Non-

Economic Exploitation  
¶ Free time 

Participation/Mobility  ¶ Extracurricular activities 

Table 1: Resource Domains and Their Indicators 
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The resources listed for each capability domain are the basics which contribute directly or in-directly 

to educational provisions that support child flourishing / child well-being. The resources under each 

capability domain have valid connections between the respective domain and resource indicator, 

and we argue in the following section that in order to enhance capabilities, these resources are 

fundamental requirements.    

2.2 Why Not Resources? Resources Are the Means and Child 

Flourishing is the Ends 

The Capability Approach clearly distinguishes between means and ends while emphasizing the 

evaluation of ends such as child flourishing and child wellbeing.  This evaluation focuses on attained 

states and lived experiences of substantive freedom, and the actualization of opportunities that they 

value as well as seek to enjoy. The overwhelming attention given to evaluating the ends has often 

been noted as a mistake, thereby leading to renewed recognition of the importance of the means, 

that is, the resources. As resources are the means to the ultimate goal of flourishing, it holds 

fundamental instrumental value within the approach of capability itself. 

This section argues on the importance of resources as basic educational provisions that children use 

to actualize their student life within educational settings. The consideration of resources, its 

availability to children, the level of satisfaction derived from the use of it, and the level of importance 

scored by the children on the concerned resource is an additional contribution. It complements the 

children capability analysis offered in this report.  However, the central concern is that of children's 

wellbeing, the availability of the needed resources, and how these are put to use in terms of the level 

of satisfaction derived from it, and the intensity of importance given to each resource at hand. This 

informs on how instrumental different resources are to the children and their flourishing. Based on 

this assumption, this research includes and integrates the analysis of resources. 

For some capabilities /opportunities and functionings (the being and doings valued by the children), 

having resources at hand is extremely important. There are hardly any valued doings and being 

where the role of the resources does not exist. For example, being able to have time for friends and 

families can enhance love, care, and respect. To have an adequate number of teachers in the school 

they attend, to have the required textbooks, stationeries, white/blackboard, and uniform while 

receiving education po tentially contributes to enhanced educational environment for reading, 

learning, writing, and overall access to educational provisions. This improves the chances of their 

success and future. Likewise, the provision of a midday meal is linked with a student's nutritional well-

being. Since well-being evaluated within these capability spaces are also non-material, the availability 

of resources contributes to improvement across relevant well-being domains. Furthermore, mapping 

the doings and beings with the available resources further strengthens the capability analysis as well.  

2.3 What Are the Limitations of Measuring Resources? 

It is generally debated within the capability approach that there are limitations to resource 

measurement for well-being, since measuring resources is not the same as measuring doings and 

being in terms of functionings. The approach explains that if everyone is given the same resources 

(because people are diverse in their capacities and backgrounds they belong to), the same amount 

of given resources converts to functionings with differences. Human diversity plays a crucial role and 

hence generates differences in outcomes even though the same resources were provided to each 

individual. E.g., persons with disability require greater resources to achieve the same kind of 

functionings (e.g., mobility) than that of a person without disability to attend to the same level of 
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well-being. Hence, the policies and practices focused only on resource equalization and resource 

distribution can disadvantage certain groups in significant ways. 

2.4 CŀŎǘƻǊǎ [ƛƳƛǘƛƴƎ ΨWǳǎǘ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΩ ŀǎ LŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ {Ŝƴ 

(1999) 

1. Personal Heterogeneities 

2. Environmental Diversities 

3. Institutional Variations 

4. Differences in Relational Perspective 

5. Distribution Within the Family   

2.5 How Do We Understand Child Well-being as An Aspect of 

Child Flourishing? 

It is generally agreed upon that providing educational provisions to children in kinds; like resources, 

utility values and what they desire for their satisfaction are markers to their well-being. Yet, these 

markers have limitations in their own right with regard to actual realization of well-being in terms of 

ƘǳƳŀƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦ {ŜƴΩǎ /ŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 

suggests the expansion of freedom that children can exercise, owing to the fact that their own values 

play the prime role in evaluating the quality of their student life. Thus, an attempt to understand 

child-ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ 

outcomes are achieved.  

Sen identifies four central considerations that structure an evaluative space for human flourishing 

and value more broadly, and we adapt this for the case of child flourishing. First is the well-being 

achievementΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ŘƻƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

well-ōŜƛƴƎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ΨŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎǎΩΦ  {ŜŎƻƴŘ ŎƻƳŜǎ 

well-being freedom, this is the spectrum of substantial freedoms, represented by the notion of 

capabilities in the Capability Approach. However, as child flourishing means more than just well-

being, the capability approach offers the notion of agency to fill in the void. The third is agency 

freedomΣ ōȅ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ άƻƴŜΩǎ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜέ ό{ŜƴΣ мффнύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ƛǎ agency achievementΣ ōȅ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ άǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻƴŜ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǘƻ ǇǳǊǎǳŜέΦ 
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¢ŀōƭŜ н ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ {ŜƴΩǎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ƻŦ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŦƭƻǳǊƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘ-wellbeing 

as an aspect of child flourishing, as adapted from Hart (2007). 

  Freedom Achievement  

Well-Being Well-being freedom ς the 

freedom to achieve ways of 

being and doing a child has 

reason to value (reflecting 

capability) 

Well-being achievement ς way of 

being and doing that a child has 

reason to value (constituting 

ΨŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎΩύΦ 

Agency Agency freedom ς freedom to 

pursue goals with influence 

beyond oneself and that child 

has reason to value 

Agency achievement ς achieving 

goals with influence beyond 

oneself and that child has reason 

to value 

Table 2Υ {ŜƴΩǎ {ǇŀŎŜ ƻŦ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ IǳƳŀƴ CƭƻǳǊƛǎƘƛƴƎ 

2.6 ²Ƙŀǘ 5ƻŜǎ Lǘ ¢ŀƪŜ ǘƻ 9ǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ²Ŝƭƭ-being? 

9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭ-being is a complex and contested issue, as there are, by far, many 

methods, measures, and standards. These can vary across countries, and institutions that take up the 

effort to measure the concept of children and their well -being. Thus, the differences pertain to 

understanding what counts towards well -being measurement. To measure child well -being in 

educational settings and around issues of gender equality and social inclusion, this report considers 

both primary goods and capability approaches. An attempt is made to offer a model that shows 

elements of educational provisions, and capability approach with regard to public education 

institutions and arrangements and broadly education system of Nepal. 

The model presented here is an extension of Unterhalter and Brighouse (2010) that conceptualizes 

education in relation to three pillars of value explained in the domain of Capability Approach. These 

are a) instrumental value, b) intrinsic value and c) personal value. In connection with education, these 

values are referred to as instrumental value of education, intrinsic value of education and personal 

value of education. For example, a student's ability to read and write in accordance with the grade 

standard they belong to, the ability to stay healthy or to have access to participation in class activities 

and beyond have instrumental value. Being able to make friends, feeling secure, and the ability to 

experience a friendly school environment have intrinsic value. The last is the achievement of children 

by virtue of their position with regard to grade, gender, and ethnicity. 

Figure 1 depicts the three pillars of the education model that are represented by three separate sets 

of domains, namely a) resources (for instrumental value of education) b) well-being achievement and 

agency achievement (for intrinsic value of education) and lastly, c) personal characteristic (which 

represents the positional value of education). At the core of the intersection of these domains is the 

well-being freedom and agency freedom. 
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Figure 1: Three Pillars of the Education Model 

Children who attend public schools come from different backgrounds. Personal characteristics such 

as age, gender, and caste/ethnicity can play an influential role on each student to have different kinds 

of skill set, talent, interest, and valuable being and doing in general. Hence, educational provisions 

needed for education and schooling can play the role of instrumental value of education. The 

availability of an adequate number of teachers, free textbooks, adequate time for play and other 

supporting resources for learning, and extracurricular activities are all important and instrumental to 

well-being freedom and achievement. The capability approach also emphasizes intrinsic value. While 

children in school may have access to a supportive, child-friendly environment, they must also be 

protected from harm such as bullying, shaming, and harassment. Activities like playing, singing, 

dancing, and reading reflect the intrinsic value of education. These values are assessed through 

measures of agency and well-being, evaluated across all sixteen capability domains identified and 

valued by children. 

2.7 Why Promote Children's Valued Educational Capability 

(CVEC)? 

.ȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ /±9/ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘΣ ƻǳǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŀƳ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ 

values and capacities, their own willingness and ability to do and be what they value. This enables 

each child to be a full citizen, a complete social and political actor in the long run, as mentioned by 

Biggeri and Karkara (2014) while advocating for early capabilities' development for children. This 

promotion builds directly on the pre -baseline FGDs, where children articulated their own valued 

capabilities, which were then operationalized into the GESI tool applied in this baseline. 
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Section 3  

Methodology  

3.1 Description of the Field Site 

The baseline study took place in Bhojpur Municipality, Bhojpur District, Koshi Province, Nepal in 

February 2025. It is located roughly 400 kilometers east from Kathmandu, the national capital, and 

the physical landscape is largely hilly, while climatic conditions differ across the municipality due to 

altitude variation. Bhojpur Municipality spans a heterogeneous area that includes rural settlements 

as well as semi urban localities. It functions as the administrative as well as cultural hub for the district, 

offering a range of public services to local residents. 

Bhojpur hosts multiple ethnic communities such as Brahmin, Chhetri, Newar, Rai, Limbu and Tamang, 

contributing to a diverse cultural setting. Agriculture remains a primary source of livelihoods, with 

maize, millet, and rice cultivated across productive zones within the district.  

This study centers on community schools in Bhojpur, which play a central role in schooling students 

drawn from varied caste, class, ethnic groups. 

  

 

 

Figure 2: Map of Bhojpur District 
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Figure 3: Map of Bhojpur Municipality 

3.2 Sample Selection and Data Collection Instruments 

Prior to this baseline survey, the research team conducted a series of Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) 

with children across different age/grade groups in selected community schools in Bhojpur. These 

participatory sessions explored children's own understandings and priorities regarding educational 

well-being and valued capabilities (detailed in a separate report: "Children's Perspectives on Valued 

Well-Being Capabilities"). The FGD findings directly informed the selection, contextualization, and 

finalization of the 16 well-being/agency domains and the 13 resource-based capability domains used 

in the development of the GESI Diagnosis Framework Survey Questionnaire. This child-centered, 

iterative process ensured the diagnostic tool was grounded in children's lived experiences and 

aspirations, enhancing its relevance, validity, and potential for transformative GESI outcomes. 

Out of the 45 community schools in Bhojpur Municipality, 13 were selected through random 

sampling to ensure representation from each ward. Because student populations varied across these 

schools, the sample size was adjusted accordingly. In schools with fewer than 100 students, 20 

students, one boy and one girl from each grade, were selected as representatives. In schools with 

more than 200 students, 40 students were selected. This sampling approach was designed to capture 

diversity in caste, gender, ethnic ity, and geographic location, thereby ensuring an accurate 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΦ 

The key participants from each selected school included Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) 

focal teachers and students. The action plan incorporated varied activities as mentioned below: 

ǒ A GESI Diagnosis Framework Survey Questionnaire was used across the 13 schools, engaging two 

separate groups of boys and girls from grades 1 to 10. 

ǒ In total, 380 students (53 % boys and 47 % girls) participated in the survey.  
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ǒ Stratified and Random Sampling: Students were divided into two strata, based on gender, to 

ensure a balanced representation of boys and girls. Respondents within each grade were 

selected randomly. 

This methodological approach allowed for an in-depth exploration of how students from different 

genders and age groups evaluated the resource domains for their well-being capabilities.  

3.3 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ tǊƻŦƛƭŜ 

The section outlines the characteristics of the respondent sample based on percentage distributions 

across key demographic variables.  

 

Figure 4Υ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ DŜƴŘŜǊ 

Out of 380 respondents, 53% were Male and 47% were Female students.  

 

Figure 5Υ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ DǊŀŘŜ 

46% of the respondents were students from Primary (Grade 1-5) , 37% were from Basic (Grade 6-8)  

and 18% were from Secondary (Grade 9-10).  
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Figure 6Υ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ wŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ 

 

55% of the respondents identified as being Hindu, 28% of them identified as being Buddhist, 14% 

identified as being Kirat and 3% identified as being Christian.  

 

Figure 7Υ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 9ǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅ 

 

At 61%, Janajatis were the largest ethnic group, followed by 27% Brahmin/Chhetris, 10% Dalits and 

1% Madhesis.  
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Figure 8Υ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ aƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ hŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ {ǘŀǘǳǎ 

 

рн҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƳƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ Farmers, followed by 32% Housewives, 6% being involved in 

Business, 6% being Teachers, 2% working in Construction, 2% involved in Foreign Employment and 

1% being classified as Other.  

 

Figure 9Υ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ CŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ hŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ {ǘŀǘǳǎ 

 

пп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŦŀǘƘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ Farmers, 21% were involved in Foreign 

Employment, 8% were Business Owners, 6% were Construction Workers, 4% were Teachers, another 

4% were classified as Others, 3% were in Civil service, 3% were Drivers and another 3% were 

Carpenters.  
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Figure 10Υ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 5ƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ {ǘŀǘǳǎ 

 

97% of the respondents responded No in response to being asked if they have a disability, while 3% 

responded with a Yes.  

3.4 /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ±ŀƭǳŜŘ ²Ŝƭƭ-Being Domains 

The study utilized 16 capability domains which were considered as being essential for a meaningful 

ŀƴŘ ŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΤ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ǿŜƭƭ-being 

capabilities. The selected domains and their meanings are included below: 

1. Love, Care & Respect: Being able to love those who love and care for us, to grieve at their absence. 

2. Education: Being able to be educated. 

3. Nutrition & Well -being : Being adequately nourished. 

4. Aspiration : Self-respect and aspiration, positive freedom, autonomy, self-determination. 

5. Physical Health : Being able to live to the end of a human life of normal length; not dying 

prematurely. 

6. Bodily Integrity : Being able to move freely, being secure against assault, including sexual assault. 

7. Understand/Interpret, Plan, Imagine & Think : Being able to use the senses, to imagine, think, 

and reason to form a conception of the good and engage in critical reflection. 

8. Religion & Identity : Being able to search for the ultimate meaning of life in one's own way. 

9. Shelter & Environment : Being able to be sheltered and to live in a healthy, safe, and pleasant 

environment. 

10. Mental Well-being : Being able to be mentally healthy. 

11. Social Relations: Being able to live with and toward others, engage in various forms of social 

interaction. 

12. Autonomy : Being able to exercise autonomy in allocating one's time. 

13. Freedom from Exploitation : Being able to be protected from economic and non -economic 

exploitation. 

14. Participation : Being able to participate in political choices that govern one's life. 

15. Mobility : Being able to move freely from place to place. 

16. Gender Equality & Inclusive Curriculum : Being able to access education that actively expands 

the real freedoms, agency, and life possibilities of learners of all genders by addressing structural 

inequalities and valuing diverse identities and knowledge. 



 

15 

3.5 Data Analysis: Scoring & Rating Process 

During evaluation, students were asked to rate a set of well-being related resources and domains. 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ 

importance along with their well -being (freedom and achievement) and agency (freedom and 

achievement). 

1. Resource Scoring: All students from grades 1-10 were asked to score on a range of 1 to 5 on 

availability, satisfaction, and importance for 28 resource indicators representing 13 capability 

domains. While the report considers a total of 16 domains, the resources assessed by the children 

are for 13 types (the other three domains and their indicators that resembled and overlapped 

with the already existing ones were merged together). The response points represented ordered 

categories from low to high perception. The resulting scores were aggregated to generate 

comparative domain rankings rather than precise quantitative differences.  

2. Well-Being and Agency Scoring : They also collectively rated the 16 domains on a scale of 1 to 

мл ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŀύ ǿŜƭƭ-being freedom, b) well-being achievement, c) agency-

freedom and d) agency -ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ Ψstrong 

disagreement, dissatisfaction, strongly negativeΩ ǘƻ Ψfull agreement, complete satisfaction, higher 

positive opinionΩΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǿŜƭƭ-being 

and agency experienced and exercised by respondent children in aggregation. 

 

3.6 Evaluation Method 

The analysis draws on sixteen capability domains, each assigned equal weight in the construction of 

the composite scores. Equal weighting was adopted owing to the capability approach equally valuing 

and prioritizing all the domains. For each evaluative spa ce for well -being freedom, well -being 

achievement, agency freedom and agency achievement, domain level scores were aggregated 

separately. Each domain contributed to a maximum of 6.25 points, yielding an aggregate score of 100 

for each evaluative space. The domain scores were derived from the survey responses and rescaled 

to align within the 1 to 6.25 range. Aggregation was conducted through simple summation of 

domain scores within each evaluative space to examine the relative contribution of individual 

domains to overall well -being and agency outcomes. The resulting composite scores represent 

relative positioning rather than precise measurement.  
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Figure 11 a: Evaluation Method of Well-being and Agency Scoring 

 

 

Figure 11 b: Domain Contributions across the Evaluative Spaces 

3.7 Ethical Considerations 

The study adhered to ethical standards for research involving children in school settings. Approvals 

were obtained from relevant authorities and school administrators prior to data collection. Student 

participation was largely voluntary, and informed assen t was secured using age  appropriate 

language. Participants were informed of the study purpose, their right to decline questions, and their 

ability to withdraw at any time without consequences. The survey tool avoided sensitive or intrusive 

questions and foŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎΦ 5ŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƪ 

place in familiar school environments, with the responses being anonymized and reported in 

aggregate form. Particular care was taken to uphold dignity, respect, and non-discrimination.  




















































