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Appendix [: Statistical Appendix

Introduction

1.

This Appendix has two purposes. In Part A it provides, for reference, key data on
which the evaluation has drawn. In Part B, it provides a commentary on issues of
data quality and availability.

The tables in Part A are grouped as follows:

Country Lists: At various points in the evaluation's analysis, comparisons are drawn
between different groups of countries. Table I.17 Table 1.4 show which countries fall
in which category under the different groupings analysed.

External Finance Data: Table I.57 Table I.19 provide data on official aid flows to
education and basic education in particular.

Domestic Public Finance: Table 1.20i Table 1.27 provide data on the domestic funding
of education. External and domestic financing data are analysed in Appendix Il.

The Catalytic Fund: Table 1.281 Table 1.48 cover the operations of the Catalytic Fund;
these data are analysed in Appendix III.

The Education Program Development Fund (EPDF): Table 1.497 Table .52 provide
additional background information to complement Appendix IV.

Basic Educational Data: The first four tables (Table I.537 Table 1.56) provide basic
educational data: in Table .53, data are provided for the gross enrolment ratio, the
gross intake ratio, the net intake ratio, the percentage of repeaters in all primary
grades, and the survival ratio to the final grade of primary school for all FTI-eligible
countries. These are the basis for the comparison of endorsed and non-endorsed
countries in the text (Cambridge Education, Mokoro & OPM 2010, Synthesis Report
Volume 1 13.91 13.12). Table I.54 provides time series data on primary school
enrolment in developing countries, Table 1.55 gives estimates of enrolment and
attendance based on household surveys and Table .56 gives estimates of median
yearly instructional hours as reported by national governments to the International
Bureau of Education (IBE).

Estimating out-of-school children: The next three tables (Table I.577 Table 1.59) are
relevant to the estimates of the numbers of children out-of-school. The evaluation
notes that there are several categories that are problematic to count: the homeless;
those in institutions (including refugee camps); mobile, nomadic or pastoralist
populations, those in fragile, disjointed or multiple occupancy households; those in
urban slums; and those living in certain areas of the country where there are security
concerns. Estimating the size of these groups is difficult; and we are only able to
present data relevant to the second and last of these categories: for refugees
(Table 1.57), and for those in urban slums (Table 1.58). The availability of the main
sets of household surveys, which are most affected by these "omitted" categories, is
shown in Table 1.59. (See the commentary in Part B, 1591 75.)

Cross-cutting issues: The importance of including orphans and vulnerable children in
educational systems is well recognised, but it is often difficult to document the
numbers of different types of vulnerable children. Table I.60i Table .62 provide
information on HIV/AIDS prevalence rates (which would be the basis for estimating
future numbers of orphans), the percentage of children with disabilities (which would
in principle provide a basis for planning), and the numbers of children aged 57 14 who
are working.
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3. Part B (p99 onwards) includes additional some additional tables and figures which
support the commentary on data quality and availability.
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Part A Data Tables

Country Lists

Table I.1

Burkina Faso
Guinea
Guyana
Honduras

Mauritania
Nicaragua
Niger

The Gambia
Mozambique
Vietnam
Yemen
Ghana
Ethiopia
Kenya
Lesotho
Madagascar
Moldova
Tajikistan
Timor-Leste
Albania
Cambodia
Cameroon
Djibouti
Kyrgyz Rep.
Mali
Mongolia
Rwanda
Senegal
Benin
Georgia
Liberia
Sierra Leone

Sao Tome &
Principe

Central African Rep.

Haiti
Zambia

Countries endorsed by FTIl up until end December 2008

2002
2002
2002
2002

2002
2002
2002
2003
2003
2003
2003
2004
2004
2005
2005
2005
2005
2005
2005
2006
2006
2006
2006
2006
2006
2006
2006
2006
2007

2007
2007
2007
2007

2008
2008
2008

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Lao PDR
Nepal

Source: Cambridge Education, Mokoro & OPM 2010, Table 1.

Afghanistan
Angola
Bangladesh
Bhutan

Burundi

Chad
Comoros
Congo, Dem. Rep
Congo, Rep.
Cote d'lvoire
Guinea-Bissau
India
Indonesia
Kiribati

Malawi
Myanmar
Nigeria
Pakistan

Papua New Guinea

Solomon Islands
Somalia

Sri Lanka
Sudan

Tanzania

Togo

Tonga

Uganda
Vanuatu
Zimbabwe

Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bolivia

Bosnia &
Herzegovina

Cape Verde
Dominica
Grenada
Maldives
Samoa
Serbia
Montenegro
St. Lucia
St. Vincent
Uzbekistan
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Table I.2 List of countries by FTI status

Algeria, Andorra, Anguilla, Antigua and Afghanistan, Albania, Angola, Burkina Faso,
Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Aruba, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Burundi, Ethiopia,
Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahamas, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Gambia,
Bahrain, Barbados, Belarus, Belgium, Republic, Chad, Comoros, Congo, Ghana,
Belize, Bermuda, Bolivia, Bosnia and Céte d'lvoire, Democratic Rep. of the Guinea,
Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, British Congo, Djibouti, Eritrea, Georgia, Guyana,
Virgin Islands, Brunei Darussalam, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Honduras,
Bulgaria, Canada, Cape Verde, Cayman Kenya, Kiribati, Kyrgyzstan, Lao Mauritania,
Islands, Chile, China, Colombia, Cook People's Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Mozambique,
Islands, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Nicaragua,
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Democratic Mongolia, Myanmar, Nepal, Nigeria, Niger,
People's Republic of Korea, Denmark, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Viet Nam,
Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Republic of Moldova, Rwanda, Yemen
Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal,

Estonia, Fiji, French Polynesia, Finland, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands,

France, Gabon, Germany, Gibraltar, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Tajikistan,

Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Holy See, Timor-Leste, Togo, Tonga, Uganda,

Hong Kong (China) SAR, Hungary, United Republic of Tanzania, Vanuatu,

Iceland, Iran, Islamic Republic of, Iraq, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kazakhstan, Korea, Rep., Kuwait,
Latvia, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Macao, China, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta,
Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Mayotte,
Mexico, Micronesia (Federated States of),
Monaco, Montenegro, Montserrat,
Morocco, Namibia, Nauru, Netherlands,
Netherlands Antilles, New Caledonia,
New Zealand, Niue, Norway, Oman,
Palau, Palestinian Autonomous
Territories, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,
Romania, Russian Federation, Saint Kitts
and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and
the Grenadines, Samoa, San Marino,
Saudi Arabia, Serbia, Serbia and
Montenegro, Seychelles, Singapore,
Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa,

St. Helena, Spain, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Switzerland, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, The Former Yugoslav
Rep. of Macedonia, Tokelau, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Turkmenistan,
Turks and Caicos Islands, Tuvalu,
Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay,
Uzbekistan, Venezuela, Virgin Islands,
Wallis & Futuna, Yugoslavia, Sts Ex-Yugo.
Unspec.

149 55 13

Sources: UNESCO 2009a; Pole de Dakar 2004; P6le de Dakar 2005; Pdle de Dakar 2007 supplemented by
GMR team; UIS online database.
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Table 1.3 List of countries by IDA category
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Angola, Bhutan, Albania, Algeria, Andorra, Anguilla, Antigua and Barbuda,
Cambodia, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros, Céte  Djibouti, Cape Verde, Congo, Argentina, Armenia, Aruba, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan,
d'lvoire, Democratic Rep. of the Congo, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Lesotho, Guyana, Honduras, Kiribati, Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, Belarus, Belgium, Belize,
Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Kenya, Nicaragua, Maldives, Mongolia, Bermuda, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil,
Kyrgyzstan, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Liberia, Sudan Republic of Moldova, British Virgin Islands, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Canada,
Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Samoa, Sri Lanka, Timor- Cayman Islands, Chile, China, Colombia, Cook Islands, Costa
Myanmar, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Leste, Tonga, Vanuatu Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Democratic
Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, People's Republic of Korea, Denmark, Dominica, Dominican
Somalia, Tajikistan, Togo, Uganda, United Republic of Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea,
Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yemen, Zambia Estonia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Georgia, Germany,

Gibraltar, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Holy See, Hong Kong
(China) SAR, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran Islamic
Republic of, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan,
Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Latvia, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macao China, Malaysia,
Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Mexico, Micronesia (Federated
States of), Monaco, Montenegro, Montserrat, Morocco, Namibia,
Nauru, Netherlands, Netherlands Antilles, New Zealand, Niue,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Palau, Palestinian Autonomous
Territories, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea,
Romania, Russian Federation, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint
Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, San Marino, Saudi
Arabia, Serbia, Seychelles, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia,
South Africa, Spain, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden,
Switzerland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, The Former
Yugoslav Rep. of Macedonia, Tokelau, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Turks and Caicos Islands,
Tuvalu, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United
States, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Venezuela, Zimbabwe

44 5 15 144
Source: UNESCO 2009a. Notes: India, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Uzbekistan and Zimbabwe were all recently added to the IDA eligible category as blend countries.

Volume3_Feb2010a.doc S



FTI Mid-Term Evaluation i Final Report (Volume 3)

Table 1.4 List of countries by income category

Afghanistan Cameroon Albania Anguilla Aruba

Angola Congo Algeria Antigua and Barbuda Bahrain
Bangladesh Cote d'lvoire Armenia Argentina French Polynesia
Benin DPR of Korea Azerbaijan Barbados Gibraltar

Bhutan Ghana Belarus Belize Korea, Rep.
Burkina Faso India Bolivia Botswana Macao, China
Burundi Kenya Bosnia and Herzegovina Chile Malta

Cambodia Kyrgyzstan Brazil Cook Islands Netherlands Antilles
Central African Republic Mongolia Cape Verde Costa Rica New Caledonia
Chad Nicaragua China Croatia Northern Marianas
Comoros Nigeria Colombia Dominica Slovenia
Democratic Rep. of the Congo Pakistan Cuba Gabon Virgin islands
Djibouti Papua New Guinea Dominican Republic Grenada

Equatorial Guinea Republic of Moldova Ecuador Lebanon

Eritrea Tajikistan Egypt Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Ethiopia Uzbekistan El Salvador Malaysia

Gambia Viet Nam Fiji Mauritius

Guinea Zimbabwe Georgia Mayotte

Guinea-Bissau Guatemala Mexico

Haiti Guyana Montserrat

Kiribati Honduras Nauru

Lao PDR Indonesia Oman

Lesotho Iran, Islamic Republic of Palau

Liberia Iraq Panama

Madagascar Jamaica Saint Kitts and Nevis
Malawi Jordan Saint Lucia
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Maldives

Mali
Mauritania
Mozambique
Myanmar
Nepal

Niger
Rwanda
Samoa

Sao Tome and Principe
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Solomon Islands
Somalia
Sudan
Tanzania, UR
Timor-Leste
Togo

Tuvalu
Uganda
Vanuatu
Yemen
Zambia

Source: UNESCO 2009a.

49

18

Kazakhstan

Kosovo

Marshall Islands

Micronesia (Federated States of)

Montenegro

Morocco

Namibia

Niue

Palestinian Autonomous Territories

Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

Serbia

Sri Lanka

Suriname

Swaziland

Syrian Arab Republic

Thailand

FYR Macedonia

Tokelau

Tonga

Tunisia

Turkmenistan

Ukraine

Wallis & Futuna

Yugoslavia, Sts Ex-Yugo. Unspec.
52

Vincent and the Grenadines

Saudi Arabia

Seychelles

South Africa

St. Helena

Trinidad and Tobago
Turkey

Turks and Caicos Islands
Uruguay

Venezuela

36

12
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External Finance Data
Table I.5 Real trends in aid flow overall to education, 1999-2007

Total aid commitments (constant 2007 USD bn)

Total 74 79 80 92 109 111 135 138 125
Bilateral 53 56 55 65 80 80 105 107 90
Multilateral 21 23 26 27 29 31 30 31 35
Total aid commitments to education (constant 2007 USD bn)
Total 8.2 7.6 7.9 9.5 10.4 12.0 9.9 12.3 12.1
Bilateral 6.2 5.5 5.9 6.9 7.6 8.3 7.5 10.0 8.7
Multilateral 2.0 2.1 2.0 2.6 2.8 3.6 2.4 2.4 3.3
Total aid commitments to basic education (constant 2007 USD bn)
Total 3.2 3.2 3.4 3.4 4.5 5.6 4.0 5.5 4.3
Bilateral 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.8 3.6 2.9 4.4 3.0
Multilateral 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.7 2.1 1.1 1.1 1.3
Total aid disbursements to education (constant 2007 USD bn)
Total 5.7 7.4 7.4 8.3 9.2
Bilateral 4.3 6.5 6.5 6.4 7.7 8.6
Multilateral® 1.3 0.9 0.9 1.9 1.5
Total aid disbursements to basic education (constant 2007 USD bn)
Total 24 3.0 3.1 34 3.6
Bilateral 1.6 2.0 2.3 2.2 2.8 3.4
Multilateral 0.8 1.0 0.8 1.2 0.8
Ratio of commitments to disbursements
Education 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.2 1.3
Basic education 1.4 15 1.8 1.2 15
Share of education in total aid commitments (%)
Total 11 10 10 10 10 11 7 9 10
Bilateral 12 10 11 11 10 10 7 9 10
Multilateral 10 9 8 10 10 12 8 8 10
Share of basic education in total aid commitments (%)
Total 4 4 4 4 4 5 3 4 3
Bilateral 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3
Multilateral 5 5 5 4 6 7 4 4 4
Share of basic education in total education commitments (%)
Total 38 42 43 36 43 47 40 44 35
Bilateral 33 38 38 33 37 43 39 44 34
Multilateral 55 54 60 43 60 57 45 48 38

Source: UNESCO 2009a. Notes: (1) Reliable disbursement data are not available before 2002 from the OECD DAC CRS. It is
for this reason that the GMR 2009 does not present disbursement data from before 2002 either. The multilateral data in the GMR
external aid database are incomplete because the EC was the only multilateral agency reporting data on disbursements to the
OECD DAC secretariat, although IDA provided unofficial data. The total aid disbursement figures are taken from data in the 2009
GMR (UNESCO 2008) p. 210 Figure 4.6 (converted into constant 2007 USD; multilateral disbursements are calculated as the
difference between the total and bilateral figures. (2) No disbursements data for total aid and multilateral aid is available for 2007.
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Table 1.6 Real trends in basic education commitments, selected donors, 1999-2007

Basic education commitments (constant 2007 USD m)

All donors 3,164 3,214 3,448 3,432 4,510 5,649 3,997 5,482 4,266
EC 434 598 196 197 501 260 544 337 366
IDA 590 384 807 544 765 1,523 345 647 732
France 569 283 413 324 317 365 261 342 293
Netherlands 155 246 352 387 108 313 438 1,249 293
United Kingdom 308 445 310 162 452 971 292 936 311
United States 169 243 335 301 481 564 580 414 682
Other donors 941 1,016 1,034 1,517 1,887 1,652 1,537 1,557 1,588

Share of total basic education commitments (%)

All donors 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
EC 14 19 6 6 11 5 14 6 9
IDA 19 12 23 16 17 27 9 12 17
France 18 9 12 9 7 6 7 6 7
Netherlands 5 8 10 11 2 6 11 23 7
United Kingdom 10 14 9 5 10 17 7 17 7
United States 5 8 10 9 11 10 15 8 16
Other donors 30 32 30 44 42 29 38 28 37

Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Table 1.7 Distribution of aid to basic education, 1999 and 2007

IDA
United States
EC

United Kingdom

Netherlands
France
Japan
Germany
Spain
Canada
Norway
Australia
AsDF

Unicef
Ireland

New Zealand
Belgium
Denmark
Sweden
AfDF
Finland
Switzerland
Italy
Luxembourg
Portugal

IDB Sp.Fund
Austria
Greece
UNDP

Total

589.51
168.69
433.68
307.93
154.52
568.72
286.97
146.08
53.32
39.17
170.12
72.80
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
14.04
3.66
21.17
59.54
12.88
6.22
24.03
0.00
10.46
6.31
6.68
0.00
7.60
3164.09

Source: UNESCO 2009a.

732.10
682.43
366.24
310.86
293.11
292.87
257.48
208.33
189.75
179.35
136.57
127.30
68.97
67.74
61.32
51.40
41.86
38.32
35.20
29.89
26.48
14.18
13.15
10.66
10.44
9.50
6.90
2.15
1.17
4265.70
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Table 1.8 Real trends in aid commitments overall and for basic education for selected donors, 1999 to 2007
Monor [ |[T9%8][ " 2000][ 2001 [2002][2003][ 2004][2005] [ 2006] [ 2007 |
EC
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 9,434 10,585 9,498 10,619 10,530 10,647 13,031 13,728 13,209
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 434 598 196 197 501 260 544 337 366
Education as % of total aid 6 10 5 5 9 6 8 6 7
Basic education as % of total education 72 59 41 35 51 39 50 44 38
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 10,009 10,042 10,058 10,575 10,589 11,839 13,380 13,468
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 516 397 197 349 381 402 440 352
Education as % of total aid 8 7 5 7 8 7 7 6
Basic education as % of total education 66 50 38 43 45 45 47 41

Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 12 -10 12 -1 1 22 5 -4
IDA
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 7,636 8,302 10,149 11,429 10,175 13,553 9,648 9,450 12,827
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 590 384 807 544 765 1,523 345 647 732
Education as % of total aid 14 10 12 13 11 17 8 12 16
Basic education as % of total education 54 48 67 36 70 65 48 58 36
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 7,969 9,226 10,789 10,802 11,864 11,600 9,549 11,139
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 487 595 675 654 1,144 934 496 690
Education as % of total aid 12 11 13 12 14 12 10 14
Basic education as % of total education 51 57 52 53 67 56 53 47

Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 9 22 13 -11 33 -29 -2 36
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France

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education

2 yr moving average

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth)

Netherlands

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education

2 yr moving average

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth)

4,532 4,319
569 283
50 32

25 20
1999-2000

4,425

426

41

23

2,934 4,489
155 246

9 8

60 68
1999-2000

3,711

200

8

64

53

4,982
413

28

30
2000-01
4,651
348

30

25

15

4,121
352

11

77
2000-01
4,305
299

10

73

6,658
324

24

21
2001-02
5,820
368

26

25

34

7,051
387

8

68
2001-02
5,586
370

10

73

71

8,552
317

20

19
2002-03
7,605
320

22

20

28

3,141
108

6

54
2002-03
5,096
247

7

61

7,370
365

25

20
2003-04
7,961
341

22

20

-14

3,267
313

15

65
2003-04
3,204
210

11

59

9,688
261

18

15
2004-05
8,529
313

21

18

31

4,017
438

17

66
2004-05
3,642
376

16

66

23

10,526
342

20

17
2005-06
10,107
302

19

16

11,352
1,249
13

83
2005-06
7,684
843

15

75

183

8,223
293

24

15
2006-07
9,374
318

22

16

-22

4,800
293

14

42
2006-07
8,076
771

14

63

12

February 2010



Appendix |: Statistical Appendix

United Kingdom

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 4,427 6,742 4,493 5,460 5,366 6,165 11,503 11,733 5,712
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 308 445 310 162 452 971 292 936 311
Education as % of total aid 8 10 8 5 11 18 3 11 11
Basic education as % of total education 87 66 81 55 78 87 74 71 49
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 5,584 5,618 4,977 5,413 5,766 8,834 11,618 8,722
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 376 377 236 307 712 632 614 623
Education as % of total aid 9 9 7 8 14 11 7 11
Basic education as % of total education 77 74 68 67 83 80 73 60

Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 52 -33 22 -2 15 87 2 -51
United States
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 12,501 11,998 11,264 13,721 23,534 25,700 29,373 = 24,924 24,724
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 169 243 335 301 481 564 580 414 682
Education as % of total aid 3 3 5 3 3 2 3 2 4
Basic education as % of total education 41 72 60 72 63 88 77 73 74
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 12,249 11,631 12,492 18,627 24,617 27,536 27,148 24,824
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 206 289 318 391 523 572 497 548
Education as % of total aid 3 4 4 3 3 3 2 3
Basic education as % of total education 56 66 66 67 76 83 75 74

Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -4 -6 22 72 9 14 -15 -1
Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Table 1.9 Real trends in aid commitments to basic education and its distribution by FTI status country group for selected donors
‘bonor . 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
EC
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 434 598 196 197 501 260 544 337 366
FTI endorsed up to 2004 41 45 52 56 32 60 74 15 28
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 201 469 92 103 288 91 337 190 129
Not eligible for FTI 190 78 35 38 168 108 118 132 195
Not applicable 2 6 18 - 13 1 14 - 14
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 516 397 197 349 381 402 440 352
FTI endorsed up to 2004 43 49 54 44 46 67 44 21
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 335 281 98 196 189 214 264 160
Not eligible for FTI 134 56 37 103 138 113 125 164
Not applicable 4 12 9 7 7 7 7 7
IDA
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 590 384 807 544 765 1,523 345 647 732
FTI endorsed up to 2004 182 112 312 86 259 258 116 141 130
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 389 262 476 420 455 1,241 212 478 589
Not eligible for FTI 18 10 18 37 51 25 18 28 13
Not applicable
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 487 595 675 654 1,144 934 496 690
FTI endorsed up to 2004 147 212 199 173 259 187 128 136
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 326 369 448 437 848 726 345 534
Not eligible for FTI 14 14 28 44 38 21 23 20
Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
France
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 569 283 413 324 317 365 261 342 293
FTI endorsed up to 2004 34 23 77 78 93 191 55 53 9
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 186 176 172 133 161 123 145 199 69
Not eligible for FTI 344 81 163 112 62 50 57 87 186
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‘bomnor 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
4

Not applicable 4 1 1 1 1 5 3 29
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 426 348 368 320 341 313 302 318
FTI endorsed up to 2004 28 50 77 86 142 123 54 31
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 181 174 152 147 142 134 172 134
Not eligible for FTI 213 122 138 87 56 53 72 137
Not applicable 4 2 1 1 1 3 4 16
Netherlands
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 155 246 352 387 108 313 438 1,249 293
FTI endorsed up to 2004 34 41 32 27 24 59 68 261 91
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 55 121 260 333 51 131 42 363 162
Not eligible for FTI 33 59 59 22 31 109 97 30 30
Not applicable 32 25 0 6 1 13 230 594 10
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 200 299 370 247 210 376 843 771
FTI endorsed up to 2004 38 37 30 26 42 64 165 176
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 88 191 297 192 91 87 203 263
Not eligible for FTI 46 59 40 26 70 103 64 30
Not applicable 29 13 3 3 7 122 412 302
United Kingdom
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 308 445 310 162 452 971 292 936 311
FTI endorsed up to 2004 103 35 4 29 161 50 70 341 125
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 146 368 225 98 105 884 205 233 150
Not eligible for FTI 49 34 65 15 177 6 4 69 27
Not applicable 9 7 16 20 9 32 13 294 9
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 376 377 236 307 712 632 614 623
FTI endorsed up to 2004 69 20 16 95 105 60 205 233
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 257 296 162 102 495 545 219 191
Not eligible for FTI 42 50 40 96 91 5 36 48
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‘bonor . 199 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
12 18 15 20 22

Not applicable 8 153 152
United States
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 169 243 335 301 481 564 580 414 682
FTI endorsed up to 2004 51 35 37 37 35 44 41 39 38
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 39 60 132 68 86 228 264 180 308
Not eligible for FTI 42 78 97 147 303 228 254 175 293
Not applicable 37 69 69 49 56 64 21 21 44
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 206 289 318 391 523 572 497 548
FTI endorsed up to 2004 43 36 37 36 40 42 40 38
FTI eligible/endorsed post-2004 50 96 100 77 157 246 222 244
Not eligible for FTI 60 88 122 225 265 241 214 234
Not applicable 53 69 59 53 60 43 21 32

Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Table I.10 Real trends in aid commitments (total, education and basic education) for multilateral donors, 1999-2007

AfDF

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 720 1,203 1,802 1,248 1,836 1,621 1,684 1,811 1,976
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 60 52 82 110 169 55 68 76 30
Education as % of total aid 14 7 8 10 17 11 8 12 5
Basic education as % of total education 61 64 55 87 54 31 50 34 33
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 962 1,502 1,525 1,542 1,728 1,652 1,747 1,893
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 56 67 96 140 112 61 72 53
Education as % of total aid 10 7 9 14 14 9 10 8
Basic education as % of total education 62 60 71 70 43 41 42 34
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 67 50 -31 47 -12 4 8 9

AsDF

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,576 1,410 1,981 1,466 2,288 1,742 1,562 1,274 1,857
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 21 20 183 126 137 36 28 69
Education as % of total aid 12 8 3 23 12 19 22 16 9
Basic education as % of total education 0 19 41 54 47 40 10 14 42
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,493 1,696 1,724 1,877 2,015 1,652 1,418 1,566
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 11 21 102 155 131 86 32 49
Education as % of total aid 10 5 13 17 16 21 19 13
Basic education as % of total education 10 30 48 51 44 25 12 28
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -11 41 -26 56 -24 -10 -18 46
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‘bonor . 199 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
EC

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 9,434 10,585 9,498 10,619 10,530 10,647 13,031 13,728 13,209
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 434 598 196 197 501 260 544 337 366
Education as % of total aid 6 10 5 5 9 6 8 6 7
Basic education as % of total education 72 59 41 35 51 39 50 44 38
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 10,009 10,042 10,058 10,575 10,589 11,839 13,380 13,468
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 516 397 197 349 381 402 440 352
Education as % of total aid 8 7 5 7 8 7 7 6
Basic education as % of total education 66 50 38 43 45 45 47 41
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 12 -10 12 -1 1 22 5 -4

FTI

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 0 0 78 103 42 0
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 0 0 78 103 42 0
Education as % of total aid - - - - - 100 100 100 -
Basic education as % of total education - - - - - 100 100 100 -
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) - - - - 39 91 73 21
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) - - - - 39 91 73 21
Education as % of total aid - - - - - 100 100 -
Basic education as % of total education - - - - - 100 100 -
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - - - - - 32 -59 -100
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GFATM
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 78 1,230 935 1,601 1,888 2,423
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education as % of total aid - - - 0 0 0 0 0 0
Basic education as % of total education - - - - - - - - -
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) - - 39 654 1,082 1,268 1,744 2,156
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) - - - - - - - -
Education as % of total aid - - - 0 0 0 0 0

Basic education as % of total education - = o - - - - -
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - - - 1,472 -24 71 18 28
IDA

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 7,636 8,302 10,149 11,429 10,175 13,553 9,648 9,450 12,827
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 590 384 807 544 765 1,523 345 647 732
Education as % of total aid 14 10 12 13 11 17 8 12 16
Basic education as % of total education 54 48 67 36 70 65 48 58 36
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 7,969 9,226 10,789 10,802 11,864 11,600 9,549 11,139
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 487 595 675 654 1,144 934 496 690
Education as % of total aid 12 11 13 12 14 12 10 14
Basic education as % of total education 51 57 52 53 67 56 53 47
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 9 22 13 -11 33 -29 -2 36
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IDB Sp.Fund

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education

2 yr moving average

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth)

IFAD

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education

2 yr moving average

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth)

341
6

4
50

558

1999-2000
410

3

2

1999-2000
505

668

17

.

35
2000-01
573

8

4

39

536

0

0
2000-01
493

0

19

564

42

7

100
2001-02
616

30

7

68

-15

451

0

0
2001-02
493

0

-16

697

31

9

50
2002-03
631

37

8

75

24

447

0

0
2002-03
449

0

372

32

14

61
2003-04
534

32

12

55

2003-04
447

0

548

0

4

0
2004-05
460

16

9

30

47

456

0

0
2004-05
452

0

392

0

0
2005-06
470

2005-06
451

0

413

10

2

100
2006-07
403

5

1

2006-07
489

0

19

20
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UNAIDS
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 126 90 157 155 138 196 193
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education as % of total aid - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Basic education as % of total education - - - - - - - - -
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) - 63 108 124 156 146 167 194
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) - - - - - - - -
Education as % of total aid - - 0 0 0 0 0 0

Basic education as % of total education - = o - - - - -
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - - -29 76 -2 -11 42 -1
UNDP

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 648 0 0 0 0 443 480 497 460
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 8 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
Education as % of total aid 2 - - - - 1 1 0 0
Basic education as % of total education 49 - - - - 43 32 58 57
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 324 - - - 222 461 489 479
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 4 - - - 1 1 1 1
Education as % of total aid - - - - - 1 1 0
Basic education as % of total education - - - - - 37 45 57
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -100 - - - - 8 4 -8
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UNFPA
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 295 365 448 223 226 231 217
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education as % of total aid - - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Basic education as % of total education - - - - - - - - -
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) - 147 330 406 336 225 229 224
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) - - - - - - - -
Education as % of total aid - - 0 0 0 0 0 0

Basic education as % of total education - = o - - - - -
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - - 24 23 -50 1 2 -6
Unicef

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 479 552 797 782 748 819 840 750
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 69 82 68 71 66 74 42 68
Education as % of total aid - 14 15 8 9 9 9 5 14
Basic education as % of total education - 100 100 100 99 99 99 97 63
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 239 516 675 789 765 783 829 795
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 34 75 75 69 68 70 58 55
Education as % of total aid - 15 12 9 9 9 7 10
Basic education as % of total education - 100 100 99 99 99 98 80
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - 15 44 -2 -4 9 3 -11

Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Table I.11 Real trends in aid commitments (total, education and basic education) for bilateral donors, 1999-2007

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education

2 yr moving average

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth)

Austria

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education

2 yr moving average

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m)

Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)
Education as % of total aid

Basic education as % of total education
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth)

1,413
73
19
27

629

16

1,924

105

16

33
1999-2000
1,669

89

18

30

36

549

6

17

6
1999-2000
589

6

16

6

-13

1,436
72

9

54
2000-01
1,680
89

13

44

-25

681

4

14

4
2000-01
615

5

16

5

24

1,227
23

5

41
2001-02
1,331
48

7

48

-15

727

5

15

4
2001-02
704

4

15

1,676
126

10

72
2002-03
1,451
74

8

57

37

369

6

27

6
2002-03
548

5

21

1,559
91

9

66
2003-04
1,617
109

10

69

-7

449

5

21

5
2003-04
409

6

24

6

22

1,710
44

10

26
2004-05
1,634
68

9

46

10

1,445
4

8

4
2004-05
947

5

14

5

222

2,100
85

8

48
2005-06
1,905
64

9

37

23

1,207

6

10

5
2005-06
1,326

b

9

b

-16

Australia

1,710
127

21

35
2006-07
1,905
106

15

42

-19

1,382

7

11

5
2006-07
1,294

6

10

5

14
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Belgium

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 703 862 962 1,745 2,047 1,522 1,808 1,718 1,587
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 14 21 25 37 31 40 41 46 42
Education as % of total aid 13 13 12 13 7 12 9 11 13
Basic education as % of total education 15 18 22 17 22 21 25 25 21
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 782 912 1,354 1,896 1,785 1,665 1,763 1,653
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 18 23 31 34 35 40 44 44
Education as % of total aid 13 13 12 10 10 11 10 12
Basic education as % of total education 17 20 19 19 21 23 25 23
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 23 12 81 17 -26 19 -5 -8

Canada

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,637 1,990 1,702 2,714 2,320 3,061 3,186 2,682 3,338
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 39 75 90 148 275 190 236 245 179
Education as % of total aid 4 8 7 12 20 11 10 12 8
Basic education as % of total education 54 49 75 45 61 58 77 78 68
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,813 1,846 2,208 2,517 2,690 3,123 2,934 3,010
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 57 82 119 212 232 213 241 212
Education as % of total aid 6 7 10 16 15 10 11 10
Basic education as % of total education 51 62 60 53 59 68 78 73
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 22 -14 59 -15 32 4 -16 24
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Denmark

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 990 1,633 1,624 1,408 899 1,972 1,771 1,526 1,481
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 4 95 21 81 24 109 81 30 38
Education as % of total aid 2 9 2 9 4 9 8 3 5
Basic education as % of total education 22 65 60 66 60 65 55 62 55
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,311 1,628 1,516 1,154 1,435 1,871 1,648 1,503
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 49 58 51 53 66 95 56 34
Education as % of total aid 5 6 5 7 6 8 6 4
Basic education as % of total education 44 63 63 63 62 60 58 59
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 65 -1 -13 -36 119 -10 -14 -3

Finland

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 304 319 449 448 487 488 772 663 661
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 13 12 22 28 21 58 32 21 26
Education as % of total aid 9 9 9 12 11 18 8 8 7
Basic education as % of total education 46 42 53 54 40 66 54 41 59
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 312 384 448 467 487 630 717 662
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 13 17 25 25 40 45 26 24
Education as % of total aid 9 9 10 11 15 13 8 7
Basic education as % of total education 44 48 53 47 53 60 48 50
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 5 41 0 9 0 58 -14 0
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France

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 4,532 4,319 4,982 6,658 8,552 7,370 9,688 10,526 8,223
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 569 283 413 324 317 365 261 342 293
Education as % of total aid 50 32 28 24 20 25 18 20 24
Basic education as % of total education 25 20 30 21 19 20 15 17 15
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 4,425 4,651 5,820 7,605 7,961 8,529 10,107 9,374
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 426 348 368 320 341 313 302 318
Education as % of total aid 41 30 26 22 22 21 19 22
Basic education as % of total education 23 25 25 20 20 18 16 16
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -5 15 34 28 -14 31 9 -22

Germany

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 5,490 5,032 5,513 7,026 7,131 6,416 10,471 10,522 9,644
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 146 124 114 142 131 147 181 172 208
Education as % of total aid 18 17 18 15 17 19 11 15 15
Basic education as % of total education 15 14 12 13 10 12 16 11 14
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 5,261 5,273 6,270 7,078 6,773 8,443 10,496 10,083
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 135 119 128 136 139 164 177 190
Education as % of total aid 18 18 16 16 18 15 13 15
Basic education as % of total education 14 13 12 12 11 14 14 13
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -8 10 27 1 -10 63 0 -8
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Greece

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 183 314 202 242 221 248
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 3 54 3 7 3 2
Education as % of total aid - - - 8 33 13 18 12 25
Basic education as % of total education - - - 21 53 11 15 12 4
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) - - 91 248 258 222 232 235
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) - - 1 29 29 5 5 3
Education as % of total aid - - - 20 23 16 15 18
Basic education as % of total education - - - 37 32 13 14 8
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - - - 72 -36 20 -8 12

Ireland

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 255 363 437 432 485 556 705 832
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 20 32 47 42 44 44 50 61
Education as % of total aid - 16 16 19 17 14 13 11 12
Basic education as % of total education - 51 56 58 57 63 62 66 60
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 128 309 400 435 459 521 630 768
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 10 26 40 44 43 44 47 56
Education as % of total aid - 16 17 18 16 14 12 12
Basic education as % of total education - 54 57 57 60 63 64 63
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - 42 20 -1 12 15 27 18
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Italy

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 973 1,306 1,149 2,064 1,859 1,041 3,120 2,817 1,440
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 24 10 46 38 22 45 38 15 13
Education as % of total aid 7 4 12 5 3 9 3 2 3
Basic education as % of total education 36 18 34 34 38 46 41 29 27
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,139 1,227 1,606 1,962 1,450 2,081 2,968 2,128
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 17 28 42 30 34 42 26 14
Education as % of total aid 6 8 9 4 6 6 2 3
Basic education as % of total education 27 26 34 36 42 44 35 28
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 34 -12 80 -10 -44 200 -10 -49

Japan

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 9,113 8,576 8,327 6,639 13,683 10,953 15,144 12,724 12,503
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 287 132 184 185 206 291 250 239 257
Education as % of total aid 8 3 10 15 7 11 5 7 6
Basic education as % of total education 39 51 23 19 21 25 32 27 33
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 8,845 8,452 7,483 10,161 12,318 13,048 13,934 12,613
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 210 158 185 196 249 270 244 248
Education as % of total aid 6 6 12 11 9 8 6 7
Basic education as % of total education 45 37 21 20 23 28 29 30
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -6 -3 -20 106 -20 38 -16 -2
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Luxembourg

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 146 168 189 197 264 223 253
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 17 20 2 14 15 12 11
Education as % of total aid - - 24 28 20 14 13 15 11
Basic education as % of total education - - 48 43 6 49 44 36 39
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) - 73 157 178 193 231 243 238
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) - 8 18 11 8 15 14 11
Education as % of total aid - - 26 24 17 14 14 13
Basic education as % of total education - - 45 24 28 46 40 37
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - - 15 12 4 34 -16 13

Netherlands

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 2,934 4,489 4,121 7,051 3,141 3,267 4,017 11,352 4,800
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 155 246 352 387 108 313 438 1249 293
Education as % of total aid 9 8 11 8 6 15 17 13 14
Basic education as % of total education 60 68 77 68 54 65 66 83 42
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 3,711 4,305 5,586 5,096 3,204 3,642 7,684 8,076
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 200 299 370 247 210 376 843 771
Education as % of total aid 8 10 10 7 11 16 15 14
Basic education as % of total education 64 73 73 61 59 66 75 63
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 53 -8 71 -55 4 23 183 -58
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New Zealand

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 138 166 208 340 340 279
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 0 0 0 10 10 15 54 23 51
Education as % of total aid - - - 41 28 26 22 21 27
Basic education as % of total education - - - 18 22 28 73 33 69
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) - - 69 152 187 274 340 310
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) - - 5 10 13 35 39 37
Education as % of total aid - - - 34 27 24 21 24
Basic education as % of total education - - - 20 25 50 53 51
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) - - - 20 26 63 0 -18

Norway

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 2,290 1,537 2,108 1,935 2,168 1,826 2,345 2,953 2,898
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 170 39 41 133 253 143 140 150 137
Education as % of total aid 10 7 7 12 16 11 11 10 9
Basic education as % of total education 71 39 26 57 73 71 56 51 54
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,913 1,822 2,021 2,052 1,997 2,086 2,649 2,926
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 105 40 87 193 198 141 145 144
Education as % of total aid 8 7 10 14 14 11 10 9
Basic education as % of total education 55 33 41 65 72 63 54 52
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -33 37 -8 12 -16 28 26 -2
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Portugal

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 403 592 360 307 253 1,234 316 212 605
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 10 11 18 14 9 8 12 10 10
Education as % of total aid 10 8 17 20 35 5 24 35 12
Basic education as % of total education 27 24 28 24 10 11 16 14 15
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 498 476 334 280 744 775 264 409
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 11 14 16 12 8 10 11 10
Education as % of total aid 9 13 18 27 20 15 29 23
Basic education as % of total education 26 26 26 17 11 14 15 14
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 47 -39 -15 -18 387 -74 -33 186

Spain

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,797 1,859 2,376 2,050 2,099 1,798 2,277 3,023 3,778
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 53 108 92 75 57 52 98 99 190
Education as % of total aid 12 17 10 15 9 8 11 9 10
Basic education as % of total education 25 34 37 25 29 35 40 38 51
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,828 2,118 2,213 2,074 1,948 2,037 2,650 3,401
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 81 100 83 66 55 75 99 144
Education as % of total aid 15 14 13 12 9 9 10 9
Basic education as % of total education 29 35 31 27 32 38 39 44
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 3 28 -14 2 -14 27 33 25
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Sweden

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,362 1,508 1,584 1,699 2,579 2,367 3,117 3,443 2,324
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 21 80 40 95 191 79 73 172 35
Education as % of total aid 2 8 5 7 9 4 6 7 3
Basic education as % of total education 64 65 50 76 83 81 37 73 55
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,435 1,546 1,641 2,139 2,473 2,742 3,280 2,883
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 51 60 67 143 135 76 123 104
Education as % of total aid 5 7 6 8 7 5 7 5
Basic education as % of total education 65 57 63 79 82 59 55 64
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 11 5 7 52 -8 32 10 -33

Switzerland

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,159 1,006 1,084 1,061 1,062 1,337 1,495 1,309 1,531
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 6 34 16 31 29 28 5 29 14
Education as % of total aid 3 6 4 6 6 4 2 6 4
Basic education as % of total education 21 53 41 49 46 57 21 41 24
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 1,082 1,045 1,073 1,062 1,200 1,416 1,402 1,420
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 20 25 23 30 28 17 17 22
Education as % of total aid 5 5 5 6 5 3 4 5
Basic education as % of total education 37 47 45 48 52 39 31 32
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -13 8 -2 0 26 12 -12 17
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United Kingdom

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 4,427 6,742 4,493 5,460 5,366 6,165 11,503 11,733 5,712
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 308 445 310 162 452 971 292 936 311
Education as % of total aid 8 10 8 5 11 18 3 11 11
Basic education as % of total education 87 66 81 55 78 87 74 71 49
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 5,584 5,618 4,977 5,413 5,766 8,834 11,618 8,722
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 376 377 236 307 712 632 614 623
Education as % of total aid 9 9 7 8 14 11 7 11
Basic education as % of total education 77 74 68 67 83 80 73 60
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) 52 -33 22 -2 15 87 2 -51

United States

Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 12,501 11,998 11,264 13,721 23,534 25,700 29,373 24,924 24,724
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 169 243 335 301 481 564 580 414 682
Education as % of total aid 3 3 5 3 3 2 3 2 4
Basic education as % of total education 41 72 60 72 63 88 77 73 74
2 yr moving average 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Total aid (constant 2007 USD m) 12,249 11,631 12,492 18,627 24,617 27,536 27,148 24,824
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m) 206 289 318 391 523 572 497 548
Education as % of total aid 3 4 4 3 3 3 2 3
Basic education as % of total education 56 66 66 67 76 83 75 74
Annual growth rate

Total aid (% growth) -4 -6 22 72 9 14 -15 -1

Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Table I.L12 Real trends in aid commitments overall and to education (1999 to 2007), by FTI country status group

Total aid commitments (constant 2007 USD m)

Ineligible 25,153 25,187 22,080 26,222 30,481 31,934 44,954 33,698 33,732
Eligible/endorsed post 2004 25,959 30,389 31,180 35,856 50,658 43,442 56,281 60,380 50,065
Endorsed up to 2004 10,434 10,292 12,494 12,106 11,716 15,016 13,665 12,240 13,543
Total aid to education (constant 2007 USD m)

Ineligible 3,461 2,141 2,802 3,374 4,142 3,673 3,416 3,853 4,050
Eligible/endorsed post 2004 3,056 3,782 3,337 4,141 4,011 5,732 4,039 4,775 5,035
Endorsed up to 2004 1,143 866 1,195 1,036 1,568 1,651 1,365 1,877 1,438
Total aid to basic education (constant 2007 USD m)

Ineligible 993 551 755 693 1078 815 880 838 979
Eligible/endorsed post 2004 1,482 1,980 1,846 1,969 2,271 3,653 1,862 2,486 2,271
Endorsed up to 2004 535 473 685 573 968 940 793 1082 672
Basic education share in total aid (%)

Ineligible 3.9 2.2 34 2.6 35 2.6 2.0 25 2.9
Eligible/endorsed post 2004 5.7 6.5 5.9 5.5 4.5 8.4 3.3 4.1 4.5
Endorsed up to 2004 5.1 4.6 5.5 4.7 8.3 6.3 5.8 8.8 5.0
Basic education share in total education (%)

Ineligible 29 26 27 21 26 22 26 22 24
Eligible/endorsed post 2004 48 52 55 48 57 64 46 52 45
Endorsed up to 2004 47 55 57 55 62 57 58 58 47

Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Table 1.13 Total aid commitments to (basic) education, by year relative to FTI endorsement
(2007 constant USD m)

Total aid to education 1105.79 791.58 1448.14 1516.80 1372.80 2112.17 1391.86
Total aid to basic education 613.46 384.18 790.14 921.19 831.56 1341.16 754.29
Source: UNESCO 2009a

Note: For FTI endorsed countries pre-2004.

Table I.L14  Total aid commitments to education, by year relative to FTI endorsement, by country (2007 constant USD m)

Burkina Faso 107.8923 54.29663 111.6353 181.1006 104.7045 183.6381 180.5067
Ethiopia 119.538 122.7649 137.5554 250.4634 72.24532 444.6781 186.4477
Gambia 14.92527 2.658967 19.29347 1.141436 11.22074 1.451302 13.86648
Ghana 88.20015 31.33162 275.7982 216.0883 115.84 381.6754 188.2512
Guinea 40.71662 53.96625 147.1041 96.43775 31.81072 22.97064 52.43346
Guyana 10.71459 3.9885 1.733384 46.94444 43.26939 12.64943 0.5632287
Honduras 35.92008 14.81079 117.9058 44.18639 79.33645 99.67277 68.85971
Mauritania 55.98734 36.71499 116.8283 15.43543 15.58407 38.43997 40.59117
Mozambique 199.0288 116.4542 318.9399 128.2353 152.702 317.3823 209.6818
Nicaragua 133.833 34.5247 33.35741 25.63134 61.19124 135.1008 52.24483
Niger 30.76065 43.3414 62.71069 28.63761 207.2367 87.2628 92.13648
Viet Nam 124.0848 232.697 77.7428 450.4795 264.0985 336.4051 236.8163
Yemen 144.1834 44.03028 27.53478 32.01388 213.5626 50.83858 69.46249
Total 1105.785 791.5802 1448.14 1516.795 1372.802 2112.165 1391.862

Source: UNESCO 2009a.

Note: For FTI endorsed countries pre-2004.
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Table .15  Total aid commitments to basic education, by year relative to FTI endorsement, by country (2007 constant USD m)

Burkina Faso 59.56067 25.24855 81.29789 132.1264 66.21116 155.1218 106.5613
Ethiopia 58.27662 56.57307 66.32639 120.4628 36.03619 339.3789 89.37941
Gambia 12.72427 1.440757 18.79289 0.625088 10.7368 0.857806 9.876596
Ghana 44.93416 16.02098 143.0333 89.23459 64.15681 199.4182 125.4988
Guinea 15.76836 26.46898 128.0848 81.77812 20.82579 10.27342 27.04772
Guyana 0.907607 0.627972 1.004292 44.2297 41.44389 7.679742 0.161173
Honduras 18.55535 9.539145 88.07739 27.92605 33.45775 62.51932 46.58504
Mauritania 13.4461 12.71966 52.542 3.472657 1.668813 9.268924 30.36951
Mozambique 112.4207 68.37279 130.5169 75.49472 86.37566 213.7359 128.2138
Nicaragua 111.8496 24.41455 9.192625 6.111606 32.82377 73.17644 37.16488
Niger 7.214379 23.96341 33.36457 18.0291 164.3693 78.95724 55.13417
Viet Nam 41.0771 86.1344 28.14051 296.7364 74.92954 146.3996 38.31304
Yemen 116.7299 32.65894 9.770601 24.96485 198.525 44.37458 59.98801
Total 613.4648 384.1832 790.1441 921.192 831.5604 1341.162 754.2935

Source: UNESCO 2009a.

Note: For FTI endorsed countries pre-2004.
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Table I.L16 Mean commitments to (basic) education by country/donor, by year relative to FTI endorsement
(constant 2007 USD m)

By country

Total aid to education 7.21 4.32 8.04 7.68 7.62 9.25 6.64
Total aid to basic education 4.93 2.78 5.56 6.27 6.28 6.99 4.62
By donor

Total aid to education 38.13 27.30 49.94 52.30 47.34 72.83 48.00
Total aid to basic education 21.15 13.25 27.25 31.77 28.67 46.25 26.01

Source: UNESCO 2009a.

Note: For FTI endorsed countries pre-2004.

Table 1.17 Share of basic education in total aid commitments 1999-07(%) by
income group

Share of total aid

Least developed countries 26 29 27 28 32 30 27 25 28
Other low income 17 17 20 20 19 19 19 24 19
Middle and higher income 41 37 34 33 34 33 39 29 31
Not specified 16 17 18 19 15 18 15 23 22
Share of aid to basic education

Least developed countries 33 45 43 47 44 48 46 43 45
Other low income 26 27 23 19 23 30 17 16 17
Middle and higher income 37 22 29 28 29 17 26 22 30
Not specified by income 5 7 5 6 4 4 12 20 8

Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Table .18  Share of basic education in total aid commitments 1999-2007 (%) by region

Share of total aid

Sub-Saharan Africa 25 31 28 30 31 29 29 33 30
South and West Asia 10 9 12 13 17 13 12 11 14
Other regions 50 46 45 40 40 42 47 36 38
Not specified by region 14 14 15 17 12 16 12 19 18
Share of total aid to basic education

Sub-Saharan Africa 36 49 44 51 45 28 39 41 40
South and West Asia 16 15 19 10 15 43 16 10 16
Other regions 44 32 35 35 37 25 35 30 38
Not specified by region 4 4 2 4 3 3 11 19 7

Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Table .19 Changes in total aid between 2004 and 2007 by sector (constant 2007 USD bn)

Population & reproductive health 4.45421 5.245354 6.973253 9.105064 4.650854
Multisector / cross-cutting 6.941406 8.137316 8.969647 8.736839 1.795433
Education unspecified 1.168452 1.665872 2.501406 2.660839 1.492387
Government & civil society 14.00713 13.37307 13.39637 15.44912 1.44199
Admin, NGOs, refugees, unallocated, unknown 8.214743 8.023644 11.47691 9.396328 1.181585
Water & sanitation 5.342536 6.340485 6.876632 6.466631 1.124095
Health 5.377902 6.982497 7.817407 6.283031 0.905129
Emergency 7.77707 13.70201 8.648663 8.637393 0.860323
Production sectors 7.904213 8.062324 8.744102 8.756234 0.852021
Other social infrastructure & services 4.63609 4.718035 5.759277 5.437559 0.801469
GBS 6.025057 6.079789 6.044603 6.727248 0.702191
Economic infrastructure & services 17.96001 15.48856 16.36982 18.45715 0.49714
Post-secondary education 3.949648 3.505789 4.008492 4.3168 0.367152
Secondary education 1.171384 0.932967 0.984357 1.479809 0.308425
Commodity aid / general programme assistance 8.055063 7.820871 7.848771 8.335458 0.280395
Total education 11.95642 9.876716 12.33018 12.06546 0.10904
Direct education 10.75141 8.660758 11.12126 10.72001 -0.0314
Debt 9.268514 29.65341 24.00951 9.040821 -0.22769
Total basic education 5.648653 3.997044 5.482164 4.265704 -1.38295
Basic education 4.461922 2.556129 3.627001 2.26256 -2.19936

Source: UNESCO 2009a
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Domestic Public Finance
Table 1.20 Public education expenditure as % of GNI, 1999/2000 & 2005/2006, by country/FTI status

Endorsed by 2004

Guyana Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 9.32 8.60 -0.72
Guinea Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 2.06 1.69 -0.37
Mauritania Arab States LDC 2.81 2.77 -0.04
Category Average (mean) 4.06 4.88 0.82
Ghana Sub-Saharan Africa OoLIC 4.20 5.53 1.33
Ethiopia Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 3.47 5.55 2.08
Mozambique Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 2.49 5.13 2.64
Endorsed after 2004 or eligible

Congo Sub-Saharan Africa oLIC 5.99 2.48 -3.51
Eritrea Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 5.29 2.39 -2.90
India South and West Asia OLIC 4.51 3.25 -1.26
Sierra Leone Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 5.11 3.92 -1.19
Angola Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 3.38 3.01 -0.37
Pakistan South and West Asia OoLIC 2.64 2.57 -0.06
Bangladesh South and West Asia LDC 2.34 2.34 -0.01
Djibouti Arab States LDC 7.46 7.45 0.00
Zambia Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 2.04 2.15 0.11
Category Average (mean) 3.88 4.34 0.46
Rwanda Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 2.90 3.43 0.54
Madagascar Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 2.52 3.11 0.58
Bhutan South and West Asia LDC 6.52 7.14 0.62
Chad Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 1.65 2.32 0.67
Lesotho Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 10.24 10.97 0.72
Georgia Central Asia LMIC 2.05 2.94 0.89
Cameroon Sub-Saharan Africa OoLIC 2.05 3.39 1.33
Tajikistan Central Asia oLIC 2.13 3.55 1.42
Kenya Sub-Saharan Africa oLIC 5.40 7.04 1.64
Senegal Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 3.21 4.90 1.70
Burundi Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 3.47 5.23 1.76
Mali Sub-Saharan Africa LDC 3.04 4.88 1.84
Kyrgyzstan Central Asia oLIC 3.65 5.65 2.00
Republic of Moldova Central and Eastern Europe oLIC 4.57 6.71 2.14
Lao PDR East Asia and the Pacific LDC 1.00 3.41 241
Ineligible

Azerbaijan Central Asia LMIC 4.25 2.28 -1.98
Estonia Central and Eastern Europe HIC 7.01 5.08 -1.94
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Saint Lucia Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 8.75 6.85 -1.90
Kazakhstan Central Asia LMIC 4.02 2.50 -1.52
Israel North America and Western Europe HIC 7.51 6.33 -1.18
Philippines East Asia and the Pacific LMIC 3.28 2.34 -0.94
Austria North America and Western Europe HIC 6.36 5.50 -0.87
Canada North America and Western Europe HIC 5.88 5.03 -0.85
South Africa Sub-Saharan Africa UMIC 6.17 5.51 -0.66
Peru Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 3.43 2.78 -0.65
Costa Rica Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 5.50 4.89 -0.61
Thailand East Asia and the Pacific LMIC 5.13 4.53 -0.60
New Zealand East Asia and the Pacific HIC 7.20 6.70 -0.50
Chile Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 3.96 3.56 -0.40
Mauritius Sub-Saharan Africa UMIC 4.23 3.89 -0.34
Jamaica Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 5.90 5.57 -0.33
Sweden North America and Western Europe HIC 7.47 7.16 -0.31
Italy North America and Western Europe HIC 4.72 4.47 -0.26
Australia East Asia and the Pacific HIC 5.23 5.02 -0.21
Slovakia Central and Eastern Europe HIC 4.21 4.06 -0.16
Norway North America and Western Europe HIC 7.17 7.03 -0.14
Spain North America and Western Europe HIC 4.42 4.30 -0.11
Japan East Asia and the Pacific HIC 3.54 3.45 -0.09
France North America and Western Europe HIC 5.71 5.63 -0.08
Germany North America and Western Europe HIC 4.52 4.52 0.01
Denmark North America and Western Europe HIC 8.18 8.19 0.01
Oman Arab States UMIC 4.19 4.23 0.04
Romania Central and Eastern Europe UMIC 3.56 3.60 0.04
Morocco Arab States LMIC 5.52 5.60 0.08
Belarus Central and Eastern Europe LMIC 6.02 6.10 0.08
Finland North America and Western Europe HIC 6.16 6.29 0.13
Portugal North America and Western Europe HIC 5.38 5.55 0.17
Uruguay Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 2.82 3.00 0.18
Category Average (mean) 5.01 5.28 0.27
Switzerland North America and Western Europe HIC 4.99 5.29 0.29
United States North America and Western Europe HIC 5.05 5.35 0.31
Colombia Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 4.52 4.88 0.36
Czech Republic Central and Eastern Europe HIC 4.07 4.47 0.40
Tunisia Arab States LMIC 7.22 7.63 0.41
Armenia Central Asia LMIC 2.17 2.63 0.46
Netherlands North America and Western Europe HIC 4.58 5.18 0.60
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Iran, Islamic Republic of South and West Asia LMIC 4.53 5.15 0.63
Republic of Korea East Asia and the Pacific HIC 3.81 4.43 0.63
Ireland North America and Western Europe HIC 4.92 5.59 0.67
El Salvador Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 2.37 3.08 0.71
Brazil Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 4.01 4.72 0.71
Lebanon Arab States UMIC 2.00 2.73 0.73
Greece North America and Western Europe HIC 2.78 3.52 0.75
Hungary Central and Eastern Europe HIC 4.96 5.79 0.84
United Kingdom North America and Western Europe HIC 4.58 5.42 0.85
Russian Federation Central and Eastern Europe UMIC 3.02 3.87 0.85
Poland Central and Eastern Europe UMIC 4.68 5.59 0.91
Mexico Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 4.53 5.64 1.11
Seychelles Sub-Saharan Africa UMIC 5.48 6.63 1.15
Cyprus North America and Western Europe HIC 5.31 6.57 1.26
Dominican Republic Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 2.42 3.70 1.29
Saint Vincent and the Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 7.23 8.56 1.33
Grenadines

Cuba Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 7.67 9.27 1.61
Swaziland Sub-Saharan Africa LMIC 5.72 7.50 1.77
Iceland North America and Western Europe HIC 5.99 7.90 1.91
Barbados Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 5.30 7.23 1.93
Ukraine Central and Eastern Europe LMIC 3.72 6.31 2.59
Saint Kitts and Nevis Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 5.61 10.89 5.28

Source: UIS 2009.

Notes: (1) HIC: High Income Country; UMIC: Upper Middle-Income Country; LMIC: Lower Middle-Income Country; LDC: Least

Developed Country; OLIC: Other Lower-Income Country.
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Table I.21  Public education expenditure as % of total government expenditure, 1999/2000 and
2005/2006, by country / FTI status

Endorsed by 2004
Guyana
Category average (mean)

Ethiopia

Latin America and the Caribbean

Sub-Saharan Africa

Endorsed after 2004 or eligible

Congo

Kenya
Bangladesh
Georgia
Category average (mean)
Bhutan
Republic of Moldova
Lesotho

Lao PDR
Cameroon
Tajikistan
Ineligible
Azerbaijan
Peru

Turks and Caicos Islands
Mauritius

South Africa
Thailand
Colombia

Saint Lucia
Jamaica
Hungary
Austria
Portugal
France

Estonia
Lebanon

Italy

Spain

Uruguay

Czech Republic

Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa
South and West Asia

Central Asia

South and West Asia
Central and Eastern Europe
Sub-Saharan Africa

East Asia and the Pacific
Sub-Saharan Africa

Central Asia

Central Asia

Latin America and the Caribbean
Latin America and the Caribbean
Sub-Saharan Africa

Sub-Saharan Africa

East Asia and the Pacific

Latin America and the Caribbean
Latin America and the Caribbean
Latin America and the Caribbean
Central and Eastern Europe

North America and Western Europe
North America and Western Europe
North America and Western Europe
Central and Eastern Europe

Arab States

North America and Western Europe
North America and Western Europe
Latin America and the Caribbean

Central and Eastern Europe

LMIC

LDC

OLIC
OoLIC
LDC

LMIC

LDC
OLIC
LDC
LDC
OLIC
OLIC

LMIC
LMIC
UMIC
UMIC
UMIC
LMIC
LMIC
UMIC
LMIC
HIC
HIC
HIC
HIC
HIC
UMIC
HIC
HIC
UMIC
HIC

18.39
14.84
11.28

21.97
25.77
15.33
10.27
15.81
13.79
16.40
25.55

7.38

9.85
11.82

24.41
21.10
17.37
17.67
22.20
28.06
16.90
21.27
10.80
12.84
12.36
12.77
11.45
15.40
10.40

9.64
11.33
11.84

9.70

15.48
16.50
17.52

8.09
17.86
14.24

9.28
16.65
17.17
20.18
29.82
14.05
16.84
18.97

17.40
15.42
11.76
12.68
17.65
25.02
14.18
19.07

8.76
10.92
10.90
11.32
10.57
14.56

9.78

9.21
11.00
11.58

9.48

-2.91
1.67
6.25

-13.88
-7.91
-1.09
-0.99

0.84
3.38
3.78
4.27
6.66
6.99
7.15

-7.01
-5.68
-5.62
-5.00
-4.56
-3.04
-2.72
-2.20
-2.04
-1.92
-1.46
-1.45
-0.88
-0.84
-0.62
-0.43
-0.33
-0.26
-0.22
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Iran, Islamic Republic of South and West Asia LMIC 18.67 18.58 -0.09
Finland North America and Western Europe HIC 12.49 12.51 0.01
Category average (mean) 14.91 14.99 0.08
Germany North America and Western Europe HIC 9.52 9.66 0.14
Japan East Asia and the Pacific HIC 9.27 9.48 0.22
Chile Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 15.61 16.02 0.41
Morocco Arab States LMIC 25.66 26.13 0.47
Cuba Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 13.66 14.21 0.55
Denmark North America and Western Europe HIC 14.85 15.55 0.70
Ireland North America and Western Europe HIC 13.23 13.93 0.70
Barbados Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 15.44 16.40 0.96
Netherlands North America and Western Europe HIC 10.44 11.49 1.05
United Kingdom North America and Western Europe HIC 11.40 12.49 1.09
Norway North America and Western Europe HIC 15.55 16.67 1.12
Philippines East Asia and the Pacific LMIC 13.95 15.18 1.23
Macao, China East Asia and the Pacific HIC 13.51 14.94 1.43
Aruba Latin America and the Caribbean HIC 13.84 15.43 1.59
Armenia Central Asia LMIC 12.83 14.99 2.16
Republic of Korea East Asia and the Pacific HIC 13.12 15.33 2.21
Greece North America and Western Europe HIC 6.98 9.20 2.22
Saint Vincent and the Latin America and the Caribbean UMIC 13.44 16.09 2.65
Grenadines

Tunisia Arab States LMIC 17.37 20.80 3.43
Brazil Latin America and the Caribbean LMIC 10.50 14.50 4.00
Ukraine Central and Eastern Europe LMIC 13.55 19.27 5.72
United Arab Emirates Arab States HIC 22.21 28.33 6.12
Oman Arab States UMIC 21.34 31.11 9.77

Source: UIS 2009.
Notes: (1) HIC: High Income Country; UMIC: Upper Middle-Income Country; LMIC: Lower Middle-Income Country; LDC: Least
Developed Country; OLIC: Other Lower-Income Country.
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Table 1.22 Domestic revenue, 2000 and 2005, by country by FTI status

Endorsed by 2004

Mozambique 11.3 12.6 7416.284 12626.03 70 11.2
Niger 9.1 11.2 107.9515 172.4486 60 9.8
Ghana 21.8 23.8 5919.245 8280.774 40 6.9
Gambia 18.5 20.9 0.99567 1.384207 39 6.8
Ethiopia 17.8 17.0 11.46284 14.24668 24 4.4
Burkina Faso 14.7 12.8 273.2612 319.4496 17 3.2
Guinea 11.1 11.1 821.7863 947.2374 15 2.9
Endorsed after 2004 or eligible

Sierra Leone 11.4 24.8 151.6565 626.2843 313 32.8
Chad 8.0 10.5 78.89032 207.5472 163 21.3
Rwanda 9.8 13.9 66.25771 127.8714 93 14.1
Uganda 10.8 12.7 1011.347 1644.734 63 10.2
Lesotho 35.9 49.7 2.12528 3.389043 59 9.8
Tanzania, UR 10.9 11.8 888.6541 1352.288 52 8.8
Sudan 11.1 13.2 0.001332 0.00198 49 8.3
Djibouti 22.3 28.7 15.80892 22.30564 41 7.1
Mali 16.8 17.4 319.0639 449.6317 41 7.1
Malawi 18.1 23.2 18.79052 26.31831 40 7.0
Benin 15.3 16.4 256.9941 337.1053 31 5.6
Madagascar 10.6 12.0 556.3325 729.2136 31 5.6
Burundi 17.4 20.1 88.92096 114.4088 29 5.2
Senegal 18.1 18.5 603.0504 774.0308 28 5.1
Zambia 18.8 18.2 1893.485 2316.809 22 4.1
Togo 14.9 16.9 136.8887 164.8811 20 3.8
Cameroon 15.5 15.2 1024.92 1205.755 18 3.3
Angola 55.7 37.5 51.05796 56.25637 10 2.0
DRC 10.6 9.5 31.48889 34.79299 10 2.0
Céte d'lvoire 16.5 17.5 1223.764 1300.422 6 1.2
Kenya 24.2 21.2 234.2168 245.3879 5 0.9
Nigeria 46.1 26.7 2174.689 2122.92 -2 -0.5
Zimbabwe 27.4 33.8 0.098914 0.094302 -5 -1.0
Eritrea 34.6 27.5 2.352454 2.121625 -10 -2.0
Congo 26.7 19.1 612.0975 534.3282 -13 -2.7
Guinea-Bissau 19.6 17.2 30.06581 25.74169 -14 -3.1
CAR 9.6 8.4 65.57597 54.66804 -17 -3.6
Ineligible

Cape Verde 22.5 24.8 16.22655 20.79778 28 5.1

Source: Pole de Dakar 2004; Péle de Dakar 2005; and Péle de Dakar 2007 supplemented by GMR team.
Notes: (1) NCU = National Currency Units; base year differs by country.
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Table 1.23 Public current expenditure on education as % of total
government revenue, by FTI status

Endorsed by 2004 (n=8) 18.46 19.45 0.99
Endorsed after 2004 or eligible (n=24) 18.99 20.13 1.146
Ineligible (n=1) 21.7 20.7 -1
All countries (n=33) 18.94 19.98 1.04

Source: P6le de Dakar 2004; Péle de Dakar 2005; and Péle de Dakar 2007 supplemented
by GMR team.
Notes: (1) All data exclude grants.
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Table 1.24 Public current expenditure on education, by country
Benin 16.5 22.6 42.40403 76.18579 12.43
Burkina Faso 17.1 21.9 46.72767 69.95947 50 8.41
Burundi 20.4 18.0 18.13988 20.59358 14 2.57
Cameroon 10.8 16.3 110.6914 196.5381 78 12.17
Cape Verde 21.7 20.7 3.521161 4.30514 22 4.10
Central African 12.5 17.3 8.196996 9.457571 15 2.90
Chad 20.9 13.1 16.48808 27.18868 65 10.52
Congo 8.6 15.8 52.64038 84.42386 60 9.91
Cote d'lvoire 21.5 24.5 263.1092 318.6033 21 3.90
Djibouti 15.5 235 2.450382 5.241826 114 16.43
Eritrea 8.0 7.5 0.188196 0.159122 -15 -3.30
Ethiopia 15.0 15.9 1.719427 2.265222 32 5.67
Gambia 16.6 16.0 0.165281 0.221473 34 6.03
Ghana 17.6 25.3 1041.787 2095.036 101 15.00
Guinea 18.1 18.4 148.7433 174.2917 17 3.22
Guinea-Bissau 9.8 11.7 2.946449 3.011778 2 0.44
Kenya 26.2 27.4 61.3648 67.23628 10 1.84
Lesotho 22.2 24.2 0.471812 0.820148 74 11.69
Madagascar 18.8 23.4 104.5905 170.636 63 10.28
Malawi 19.8 16.1 3.720522 4.237248 14 2.64
Malli 13.7 23.4 43.71176 105.2138 141 19.21
Mauritania 13.7 13.0 - - - -
Mozambique 18.1 21.0 1342.347 2651.467 98 14.58
Niger 315 24.1 34.00471 41.56012 22 4.09
Rwanda 32.6 18.9 21.60001 24.16769 12 2.27
Senegal 18.6 22.1 112.1674 171.0608 53 8.81
Sierra Leone 30.4 19.4 46.10357 121.4992 164 21.39
Sudan 16.2 16.2 0.000216 0.000321 49 8.25
Tanzania, UR 16.4 29.7 145.7393 401.6296 176 22.48
Togo 25.6 20.8 35.0435 34.29528 -2 -0.43
Uganda 30.1 30.1 304.4153 495.0649 63 10.21
Zambia 12.3 11.1 232.8987 257.1658 10 2.00
Zimbabwe 28.3 30.1 0.027993 0.028385 1 0.28

Source: Pole de Dakar 2004; Péle de Dakar 2005; and Péle de Dakar 2007 supplemented by GMR team.
Notes: (1) All data excludes grants. (2) NCU = National Currency Units; base year differs by country.
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Table 1.25 Public current expenditure on primary education as % of
total public current expenditure on education, by FTI status

Endorsed by 2004 (n=8) 49.21 49.71

Endorsed after 2004 or eligible (n=26) 49.22 44.77 -4.44
Ineligible (n=2) 54.6 38.2 -16.4
All countries (n=36) 49.51 45.51 -4.01

Source: P6le de Dakar 2004; Péle de Dakar 2005; and Péle de Dakar 2007 supplemented by
GMR team.
Notes: (1) All data exclude grants.
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Angola

Benin

Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Cape Verde
Central African
Chad

Congo

Cote d'lvoire
DR Congo
Djibouti
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Kenya
Lesotho

Madagascar

Table 1.26

41.6
62.6
64.0
35.5
66.3
44.1
52.4
65.5
36.6
49.0
65.1
65.9
53.6
46.2
51.7
37.2
37.2
35.0
44.2
40.2
54.7

Public current expenditure on primary education, by country

51.7
50.7
62.0
46.3
40.0
44.2
49.5
49.6
28.6
46.6
32.2
50.6
32.2
54.9
49.8
34.4
44.4
33.3
41.6
34.5
59.2

26.54492
29.90571
6.439656

73.3884
1.552832
4.295226
10.79969
19.26638
128.9235

1.614802
0.100873
0.794375

0.08545
387.5448
55.33251
1.031257
27.12324
0.189669
57.21101

38.6262
43.37487
9.534829
78.61524
1.902872
4.681498
13.48559
24.14522
148.4691

2.652364
0.051237
1.243607
0.110294
720.6924
77.38551
1.002922
27.97029
0.282951
101.0165

46
45
48

7
23

9
25
25
15

64

57
29
86
40

49
77

7.79
7.72
8.17
1.39
4.15
1.74
4.54
4.62
2.86

10.43
-12.67
9.38
5.24
13.21
6.94
-0.56
0.62
8.33
12.04
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Malawi 49.2 45.4 1.830497 1.923711 1.00
Mali 42.1 35.3 18.40265 37.14048 102 15.08
Mauritania 49.0 44.2

Mozambique 46.4 48.0 622.8492 1272.704 104 15.36
Niger 62.0 60.0 21.08292 24.93607 18 3.41
Nigeria 41.0 29.1

Rwanda 44.7 43.2 9.655205 10.44044 8 1.58
Senegal 43.9 44.0 49.24147 75.26675 53 8.86
Sierra Leone 51.3 48.2 23.65113 58.5626 148 19.88
Sudan 50.5 46.0 0.000109 0.000148 35 6.24
Tanzania, UR 63.0 55.1 91.81574 221.2979 141 19.24
Togo 48.3 50.0 16.92601 17.14764 1 0.26
Uganda 53.2 47.2 161.9489 233.6706 44 7.61
Zambia 43.2 45.6 100.6122 117.2676 17 3.11
Zimbabwe 46.1 60.6 0.012905 0.017201 33 5.92

Source: Pole de Dakar 2004; Péle de Dakar 2005; and Pdle de Dakar 2007 supplemented by GMR team. Notes: (1) All data exclude grants. (2) NCU = National Currency Units; base year differs
by country.
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Table 1.27 Comparison of FTl and UIS data

Public current 2003 Kenya 22.9 33.1 -10.2

expenditure on Taijikistan 20.3 15.4 4.9 24
education as % of -

et T 2004  Benin 21.4 19.0 2.4 11
government Guyana 14 18.4 -4.4 32

expenditure

(indicator iv) Kenya 34.8 27.4 7.4 21
Mozambique 25.6 15.1 10.5 41
Tajikistan 22.2 16.0 6.2 28
2005 Guyana 211 19.8 1.3 6
Madagascar 28.7 18.1 10.6 37
2006 Ethiopia 18.8 20.0 -1.2 6
Guyana 25.0 18.1 6.9 28
Madagascar 24.3 155 8.8 36
Mozambique 25.9 17.4 8.5 33
Senegal 38.8 28.2 10.6 27
Public current 2003 Cameroon 56.1 36.0 20.1 36
expenditure on Kenya 64.1 57.4 6.7 10
primary education -
as % of public Sierra Leone 52.3 51.1 1.2 2
current expenditure 2004  Benin 49.5 39.9 9.6 19
o1 GElEEDT) Cameroon 55.5 36.0 19.5 35
(indicator vii)
Guyana 34.1 30.9 3.2 10
Kenya 62.9 57.4 55 9
Madagascar 54.1 51.8 2.3 4
Mongolia 24.3 22.9 1.4 6
2005 Cameroon 34.9 36.0 -1.1 3
Ghana 34.4 31.6 2.8 8
Guyana 34.1 31.0 3.1 9
Lesotho 39.2 38.2 1.0 3
Madagascar 47.3 56.6 -9.3 20
Rwanda 53.9 43.0 10.9 20
2006 Cameroon 34.0 36.9 -2.9 9
Ethiopia 50.8 56.8 -6.0 12
Guyana 27.1 43.2 -16.1 60
Kenya 54.7 53.6 1.1 2
Lesotho 38.2 39 -0.8 2
Madagascar 46.1 55.0 -8.9 19
Mali 60.2 36.5 23.7 39
Mozambique 56.2 57.6 -1.4 2

Source: UIS 20009.
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FTI Catalytic Fund

Table 1.28 CF pledges as a proportion of increases in direct aid to basic education for three
major CF donors

Netherlands

Increase in direct aid to basic education from previous
year

CF pledges

Proportion of CF in increase in aid to basic education (%)
Spain

Direct aid to basic education

CF pledges

Proportion of CF in increase in aid to basic education (%)
United Kingdom

Direct aid to basic education

CF pledges

Proportion of CF in increase in aid to basic education (%)

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI 2008l; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (ii)) UNESCO 2009a.

234

43
19

40

58
144

30

21

866

190
22

399
133
33

-998

151
-15

80
65
82

142

442
312

92
81
88

399
133
33
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Table .29  Distribution of CF countries and allocations by IDA category

73

| (lowest) 22 1,240 88 a4
II (middle) 4 13 91 6 36
Il (highest) 4 13 84 6 141
Total/All 30 100 1,415 100 56

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI 2008l; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (i) UNESCO 2009g; (ii) Deflator: OECD DAC,;
(i) IDA income category at July 2008: World Bank; (iv) Population of school-aged children in 2005: UNESCO 2008,

Table 5 p. 300.
Table 1.30 Mean and range of allocation per child and GNI per capita by CF allocation group
Mean Minimum Maximum Mean Minimum Maximum
Lowest 14 4 26 557 220 1050
Middle 37 27 50 724 320 1260
Highest 116 54 338 805 320 1510
All 56 4 338 695 220 1510

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI1 2008I; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (i) UNESCO 2009a; (ii) Deflator: OECD DAC,; (jii) GNI per capita at July 2008: World Bank; (iv) Population of
school-aged children in 2005: UNESCO 2008, Table 5 p. 300. Notes: (1) The 30 countries that have received a CF allocation up to December 2008 have been split into three
even groups of 10, based on their relative position in the scale of per child CF allocations.
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Table .31 Mean and range of aid to basic education per child in 1999/2000
by allocation group

Mean Min Max
Lowest 19 2 48
Middle 23 5 74
Highest 32 8 118
All 24 2 118

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI 2008l; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (ii)) UNESCO 2009g; (ii) Deflator:
OECD DAC,; (iii) Aid to basic education per school-aged child in 1999/2000: UNESCO 2008, Table
4 p. 398.

Notes: (1) The 30 countries that have received a CF allocation up to December 2008 have been
split into three even groups of 10, based on their relative position in the scale of per child CF

allocations.
Table 1.32 Distribution of CF countries, allocations (total and per child) by region
Arab States 3 10 71 5 42
Central & Eastern 1 3 9 1 37
Europe
Central Asia 3 10 63 4 60
East Asia & Pacific 2 7 71 5 49
Latin America & 2 7 56 4 183
Caribbean
Sub-Saharan Africa 19 63 1,140 81 45
Total/All 30 100 1,410 100 56

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI1 2008I; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (i) UNESCO 2009g; (iii) Deflator: OECD DAC;
(iv) Population of school-aged children in 2005: UNESCO 2008, Table 5 p. 300.
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Table .33  Distribution of out-of-school children by region, 2006

CF countries All countries

Arab States 18.8 14 7.6
Central & Eastern Europe 1.1 0.0 2.1
Central Asia 15.6 0.1 0.5
East Asia & Pacific 2.8 0.4 12.7
Latin America & Caribbean 2.7 0.1 3.5
North America and Western 0.0 0.0 2.6
Europe

South and West Asia 0.0 0.0 24.2
Sub-Saharan Africa 35.7 16.7 46.8
All 18.7 100.0

Source: UNESCO 2009a, Table 5 p. 300.

Table .34 Mean proportion of out-of-school children by
CF allocation group

Mean Minimum Maximum
Lowest 29 7 56
Middle 18 3 52
Highest 26 3 61
All 24 3 61

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI 2008l; Data provided by FTI Secretariat;

(ii) UNESCO 2009a; (ii) Deflator: OECD DAC; (iii) Out-of-school children: UNESCO 2008,
Table 5 p. 300. Note: the number of observations in each allocation group is not uniform
because of missing data: lowest (8), middle (10) and highest (9).

Table 1.35 FTl allocations by fund 20047 2008 (USD m)

Catalytic Fund 153.6 238.9 351.2 865.9
Education Program Development Fund 24.7 7.5 26.3 58.5
Total 45.0 77.2 178.3 246.4 3775 924.4

Source: FTI. Note: 2006 EPDF figures for 2005 cover 2005 and 2006.
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Table .36  FTI disbursements by fund 2004-2008 (USD m)

Catalytic Fund 15.0 60.2 53.2 1256 191.1 445.0
Education Program Development Fund 3.2 115 14.1 28.8
Secretariat fund 5.2
Catalytic Fund: supervision & admin. costs 0.0 0.5 0.7 1.3 1.2 3.7
EPDF administration costs 0.3

Source: FTI. Notes: Annual disbursement figures are based on a comparison of end of year EPDF financial tables.

Table 1.37 Volume of CF allocations 2004-2011

Allocation (current USD m)

Allocation (constant 2006 USD m) 48 80 154 233 332 270 169 54
Cumulative allocation (current USD m) 45 122 276 515 866 1160 1349 1412
No. of countries 6 9 12 17 15 15 9 4
No of countries to date (31 Dec. 2008) 30

Average annual allocation per country (constant 8 9 13 137 221 180 187 13.6
2006 USD m)

Growth in real allocations (%) 66 93 51 43

Growth in real allocations per country (%) 11 45 7 62

Ratio of 2008 allocation to 2004 allocation 6.9

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI1 2008I; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (i) UNESCO 2009g; (ii) Deflator: OECD DAC.

Table 1.38 Volume of CF commitments 2004-2008

Commitments (signed GAs) (current USD m)

CF commitments (sighed GAs) (constant 2007 USD m) 40 53 87 150 556
No. of countries 6 4 12 11 13
No of countries to date (31 Dec. 2008) 25
Average commitment per country (constant 2007 USD m) 7 13 7 14 43
Ratio of 2008 commitments to 2007 commitments 3.7
Ratio of 2008 unit commitments to 2007 unit commitments 3.1

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI Catalytic Fund Annual Status Reports; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (ii) Deflator: OECD DAC.

56 February 2010



Appendix |: Statistical Appendix

Table .39 CF commitments as % of total aid commitments to basic education

Total aid commitment to basic education 5,649 3,997 5,482 4,266
(constant 2007 USD m)

CF commitment (constant 2007 USD m) 40 53 87 150
CF as % of total aid commitments to basic education 0.7 1.3 1.6 3.5

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI 2008l; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (i) UNESCO 2009g; (ii) Deflator: OECD
DAC. (iii) GMR 2010 external aid database (from OECD DAC CRS).

Table 1.40 Volume of CF disbursements 2004-2008

Disbursement (current USD m)

Disbursement (constant 2006 USD m) 16 62 53 123
Cumulative disbursement (current USD m) 15 75 128 254
No. of countries 4 9 12 16
No. of countries to date (31 Dec. 2008)

Average annual disbursement per country (constant 2006 USD m) 4.0 6.9 4.4 7.7
Check with summary data 15 60 53 126
Growth in real disbursements (%) 301 -12 136
Cumulative disbursement as % of cumulative allocation 33 62 46 49
Expected CF cumulative disbursement rate (%) 50 68 72 77

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI1 2008I; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (i) UNESCO 2009g; (ii) Deflator: OECD DAC.

Table .41  Volume of pledges and receipts 2004-2011

181
445
14
21
12.9
191
52
51
80

Signed pledges (current USD m)

Receipts (current USD m) 49 80 440 250 217

Signed pledges (constant 2006 USD m) 52 83 440 256 365 119 87 21
Receipts (constant 2006 USD m) 52 83 440 243 205

Allocations (constant 2006 USD m) 48 80 154 233 332 270 169 54
Commitments (signed GA) (constant 2006 USD m) 39 52 85 146 537

Annual % change 63 448 -40 46 -66 -25 -76
Sources: (i) CF data: FTI 2008I; Data provided by FTI Secretariat; (i) UNESCO 2009a; (ii) Deflator: OECD DAC.
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Table .42 Distribution of pledges by donor

Romania 0.5 0
Japan 24 0
Russia 4.0 0
Germany 9.9 1
Belgium 11.5 1
Italy 14.6 1
Canada 17.0 1
Denmark 19.3 1
France 21.4 1
Australia 32.0 2
EC part 2 32.9 2
Ireland 40.2 3
Sweden 58.2 4
Norway 69.7 5
EC (ACP) Part 1 83.8 6
UK 267.0 18
Spain 308.3 21
Netherlands 475.5 32
Total 1,468.1

Sources: (i) CF data: FTI 2008l; Data provided by FTI
Secretariat; (i) UNESCO 2009a; (ii) Deflator: OECD DAC.

Table .43  CF modalities for signed grant agreements to end December 2008

Traditional investment project (TIP) 522.3
(2) Project type 10 17 165.5 19
(2) Pooled funding 5 5 356.8 40
Quick disbursing operations (QDO) 11 25 367.9 41
(3) Project type 9 20 176.9 20
(4) Pooled funding 1 3 121.0 14
(5) Sector budget support (SBS) 1 2 70.0 8
Total 26 47 890.2 100

Sources: (i) Country grant agreements; (ii) World Bank 2009a; (iii) FT1 2008I.
Notes: (i) Mauritania appears twice in the number of countries because it has used more than one modality.
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Table l.

44

Modalities to CF allocations made since July 2008

Project type

Pooled funding

Sector budget support

Sector budget support
(targeted)

Total

Traditional
investment project
(TIP)

Traditional
investment project
(TIP)

Development policy
operation (DPO)

n/a (alternative
supervising entity)

Guyana, Gambia,
Central African Republic,
Timor Leste

(4 in total)

None 0.0
©)

Burkina Faso; Rwanda 137.0

(2 in total)

Zambia 60.0
1)
7 288.2

Source: FT1 2008a; FTI 2008d; and FTI 2009a. Notes: (1) See FI 20080.

Table 1.45 Disbursement performance by year of allocation (%)

2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
Expected

Source: Author's calculation using data from the following sources: (i) FTI 2008l.
Note: (1) The expected disbursement profile is based the standard CF three year
profile detailed in the note under the table above. This assumes that the allocation for

44
15
15
17
50

84 90 90
70 80
62

100

a single year is fully disbursed after two years.

48

21

100
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Table .46  Comparison of disbursement performance for CF countries which received a 3-year
allocation with an IDA profile

0 30 60 100 100

Gambia 2004-06 13.4

Guyana 2004-06 12.0 0 33 67 100 100
Nicaragua 2004-06 24.0 15 29 44 58 58
Yemen 2004-06 40.0 8 25 50 50

Ghana 2005-07 33.2 12 42 57 57
Kenya 2005-07 121.0 20 20 60 100
Madagascar 2005-07 60.0 10 28
Benin 2007-09 76.1 0 0
Cambodia 2007-09 57.4 0 2
Mongolia 2007-09 29.4 28 58
Sierra Leone 2007-09 13.9 0 0
IDA profile for investment operations 10 30

Sources: (i) FTI 2008l. (i) FTI 2008g, annex 3 132).
Notes: Year 1 is the same as the year of allocation.

Table 1.47  Grant processing and first disbursement times for new applicant countries

Nov-03 6 7.2 10.9 2.8 7.2 3.6
Nov-04 1 3.5 3.5 2.5 25
Jul-05 2 15 1.5 2.2 2.2
Dec-05 5 5.0 6.3 6.0 3.4 2.4 2.6
Dec-06 4 8.7 5.4 7.1 1.0 1.9 1.4
May-07* 5 12.6 12.6 5.1 5.1
Dec-07* 3 7.7 8.8 2.7 3.1
All 26 5.9 9.2 7.7 2.4 3.7 3.1

Sources: (i) Allocation, grant agreement and disbursement times: FTI 2008g, appendix 1 and FTI 2009d; (ii) Modality information:
country grant agreements; FTI 2008l; and the narrative status report (World Bank 2009b).

Notes: *means estimate (1) days have been converted into months on the basis of 30.4 days per month. (2) There are another 3
new countries who have received allocations since December 2007: Zambia, CAR, and Burkina Faso, but none had signed grant
agreements by the time of the April 2009 status report. (3) Dataset covers the 25 countries who have received a disbursement by
Dec. 2008 plus Sierra Leone which has signed a GA (26 in total). (4) A country from the May 2007 allocations (Sierra Leone) has
signed a GA but has not yet received a disbursement. The length of the delay as at 20 March 2009 was included in the analysis,
but this means that the figure for the time between GA and first disbursement is underestimated for May 2007. (5) A country from
Dec. 2007 allocation (Senegal) has been excluded because it hadn't signed a GA by 20 March 2009. This means that the figures
for Dec. 2007 are underestimates. (6) A country from Dec. 2007 allocation (Sao Tome & Principe) has been excluded from the
analysis by modality since. It is included in the "all' figures.

60 February 2010



Appendix |: Statistical Appendix

Table 1.48  Distribution of CF funds by OECD income category

Least Developed Countries (LDCs)

Benin 76.1 7 5
Burkina Faso 102 9 7
Cambodia 57.4 5 4
Central African 37.8 3 3
Djibouti 8 1 1
Ethiopia 70 6 5
Gambia 41.3 4 3
Guinea 117.9 11 8
Lesotho 11.9 1 1
Madagascar 145.2 13 10
Mali 8.7 1 1
Mauritania 23 2 2
Mozambique 79 7 6
Niger 21 2 1
Rwanda 70 6 5
Sao Tome and Principe 3.6 0 0
Senegal 81.6 8 6
Sierra Leone 13.9 1 1
Timor-Leste 13.1 1 1
Yemen 40 4 3
Zambia 60 6 4
Total 1,081.5 100 77
Other Low-Income Countries (OLICs)

Cameroon 47.3 16 3
Ghana 33.2 11 2
Kenya 121 41 9
Kyrgyz Republic 15 5 1
Moldova 8.8 3 1
Mongolia 29.4 10 2
Nicaragua 24 8 2
Tajikistan 18.4 6 1
Total 297.1 100 21
LMICs

Guyana 324 100 2
Total 32.4 100 2
TOTAL 1,411 100

Source: FTI1 2008g.
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EPDF: Volumes And Di stribution

Table 1.49

Total EPDF allocations by country, 2005-2007 (USD)

South Africa Benin 117,410 China 333,300
Indonesia 9,500 Mozambique 120,000 Sri Lanka 360,000
Niger 12,000 Gambia 143,000 Uganda 366,600
Lesotho 12,500 Haiti 150,000 Afghanistan 374,500
Eritrea 18,400 Philippines 178,000 Ethiopia 427,163
Honduras 25,000 Bhutan 221,256 Madagascar 518,750
Sao Tome & Principe 28,720 Zanzibar 242,500 CAR 526, 600
Ivory Coast 33,000 Chad 250,000 Moldova 598,000
Cameroon 38,000 Angola 250,000 Nepal 668,396
Timor-Leste 45,050 Ghana 250,000 Cambodia 762,851
Congo, Rep. 45,500 Guinea-Bissau 250,000 Kyrgyz Rep. 825,000
Guinea 61,850 Burkina Faso 250,000 Djibouti 847,000
Senegal 68,500 Togo 261,200 Tajikistan 898,000
Albania 75,000 Malawi 277,690 Liberia 924,700
Guyana 80,000 Lao PDR 287,500 Bangladesh 1,443,249
PNG 80,000 Zambia 287,925 Pakistan 1,593,949
Georgia 99,000 Vietnam 295,000 Yemen 1,915,000
DRC 103,000 Burundi 299,600 India 2,119,083
Sierra Leone 116,500 Mongolia 308,615

Source: Bellew and Moock 2008

Table 1.50 Inter-regional EPDF allocations, 2005-2007

1. East Asia & Pacific 11.9

2. Europe and Central Asia 1.1 2.1 3.2 5.6 3 11

3. Latin America & the Caribbean 2.2 0.4 2.6 4.5 4 11

4. Middle East and North Africa 14 1.3 2.7 4.7 4 3

5. South Asia 5.3 2.4 7.7 13.4 24 10

6. Sub-Saharan Africa 19.4 14.9 34.3 59.9 51 49 62
Total 32.3 25.0 57.3 100 100 100 100

Sources: FTI 2008g; Edstats; 15th IDA Replenishment Paper (2007).
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Table .51 Data and analysis activities by country

2005-2007
Albania Preparation of Sector Strategy & FTI Action Plan i 75,000 66,003
stake holder consultation, data collection, simulation
modelling, TA
Georgia Preparation of Sector Strategy & FTI Action Plan i 99,000 93,376
stake holder consultation, data collection, simulation
modelling, TA, Policy Note
Kyrgyz Rep Preparation of Sector Strategy & FTI Action Plan i 235,000 175,765
stake holder consultation, data collection, simulation
modelling, TA, Policy Note
Tajikistan Preparation of Sector Strategy & FTI Action Plan 1 391,000 326,363
stake holder consultation, data collection, simulation
modelling 1 TA
Tajikistan School census
Tajikistan Expenditure tracking system 1 Design & data collection 0
T TA, collection costs
Tajikistan Assessment of monitoring and evaluation capacity of 0
the education sector and preparation of action plan for
CD
Moldova Pre-school T Rapid social and technical assessment of 260,000 225,302
facilities/in rural areas, dev. Alternative Models, identify
training & equipment needs, dev tech &learning
standards, performance monitoring system, EMIS;
Collaboration with Unicef & UNESCO in part; materials
for communication campaign
Moldova Evaluation of the EFA FTI Year | interventions and 0
provide critical information to donors to set priorities
Haiti Finalization of EFA Strategy 150,000 147,321
Honduras Education Sector Plan Development 25,000
Yemen M&E activities workshops on Education stats & 35,000 35,000
indicators
Yemen Review of Student Flows 45,000
Yemen Support to M&E (a) providing reliable information to 20,000
policy-makers for decision-making; (b) strengthening
accountability functions; (c) using integrated information
systems to allow more equitable and cost-effective
resource allocation within sub-sectors and across the
education sector
Djibouti Development of an EMIS and Capacity building project. 118,000
EAP M&E workshop follow-up 250,000
Pakistan School Survey in Rural Sindh
Pakistan Education Census Analysis-building capacity of ministry
to carry out its analysis.
Togo Education Strategy Note 11,200 12,447
Zanzibar Basic Education, development of the SWAp 242,500 239,184
CAR CSR 102,500 82,741
Benin New Country Status Report 117,410 57,888
Congo, Rep Country Status Report Finalization 45,500 24,711
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Sierra Leone 32,000 36,468
Madagascar Updating the CSR and Consensus-Building Workshops 176,250 14,525
Liberia CSR 240,000 0
Malawi New CSR i includes ECCE, literacy and adult 208,490 0
education, technical and vocational education and
training, and higher education.
Ivory Coast CSR Update Launch 33,000 0
Uganda TA-country analysis & simulation model/CSR? 250,000
AFR Pdle de Dakar -2008 work programme; 'Post-CSR 700,000
follow up' in BF,CAR, Chad, Congo; 3-4 other CSRs,
training programme
AFR Pdéle de Dakar, UNESCO-BREDA-CSRs in 5 countries 642,000 642,000
& follow up; AGEPA support in 3 countries, develop a
training programme
2008 Requested/Approved Requested Allocation
Mongolia Assessment of ed. M&E system i TA (preparation work for 40,000 40,000
M&E system funded under next CF grant)
M&E workshops for PICs and follow-up activities 250,000 250,000
Kyrgyzstan TA to implement kindergarten and school census, including 150,000 150,000
equipment and training in use of data.
Kyrgyzstan TA to implement intermediate assessment for purposes of 40,000 40,000
M&E of FTI interventions
Tajikistan Beneficiary assessment to know how far the textbooks 35,000 35,000
published during the last 4-5 years meet the requirements
of the end-users (teachers, students and parents)
Yemen Analytical work i Assessment of institutional structure of 193,000 193,000
education, student flows, learning outcomes, time on task in
basic and sec schools, background paper on education
investments to date
Djibouti Develop an EMIS & Capacity building project. Improved 20,000 20,000
capacity to monitor and adapt reforms
Ghana CSR 250,000 250,000
Burkina Faso CSR 250,000 250,000
Guinea Bissau CSR 250,000 250,000
Togo CSR 250,000 250,000
Angola CSR 250,000 250,000
Unidentified CSR 250,000 250,000
Pdle de Dakar 2009 Work Programme 700,000 700,000
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Table .52  Cross-cutting 'data analytic' activities by country

Albania Study T Inclusive education for disadvantaged children
Georgia Non-attendance survey among ethnic minorities 0
Yemen CB i Develop pilot conditional cash transfer programme to retain
girls; impact evaluation of effectiveness and institutional
arrangements
Yemen Pilot survey to establish baseline for randomized impact
evaluation of cash transfer programme
Yemen Eliminate gender disparities in primary and secondary education i 70,000

Demand-side interventions and deployment of rural teachers i
consultants and workshops
Yemen Survey on marginalised groups and education 60,000
Djibouti Inclusive education i Finalise strategy for demand-side 24,500
interventions to eliminate gender disparities and integrate
disadvantaged with special needs. Consultant fees and travel,
training and workshops

Djibouti Finalization of a strategy for children with special needs 30,000
Cambodia Studies T Scholarship and school effectiveness 54,000 53,820
Cambodia Disability T Awareness, support policy dialogue with stakeholders. 100,000
Workshops, collaboration with OECD
Cambodia Disability i Develop methodology and assessment instruments for 90,000
disability screening
China Education Research Network i Supports universities to study 70,000 55,690
issues in rural education and education of disadvantaged groups
China Gansu rural education study i Policy notes 8,300 8,300
Afghanistan Girls i Pilot interventions to enhance access to quality primary
education

Bangladesh Reaching Out of School Children T Policy advice to enhance the
design of interventions aimed at providing quality education

Bangladesh Evaluation i Reaching Out-of-School Children i Assist
Government to set up M&E system to evaluate interventions

Bangladesh Evaluation of the Pro-Poor Targeted Secondary School Quality
and Stipend Project

Pakistan Evaluation of Girls Stipend Programme in Punjab and Sindh i
Middle school

SAR School AIDS programme in two countries

Ethiopia Disability Screening of Children - Statistical report on pilot and 239,713 0
workshops

Niger School Nutrition Package for Education Sector i Consultant sent 12,000 7,530

to Niger conduct work for broader programme on education,
health, nutrition

Senegal Paper and national seminar on inclusive primary education and 68,500 55,612
pilot TT module
AFR HIV/AIDS, School Health, Malaria, Nutrition i evaluation and 1,140,000 847,266

workshops. 1. HIV/AIDS and education, 2 Malaria booster
programme and school nutrition
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Children with disability i Regional training on TQSI 80,000 80,000
methodology and material development for inclusive

education using model piloted in Cambodia (Vietnam,

Indonesia, Cambodia, Thailand, Philippines)

Cambodia Development of teacher training manual for inclusion 30,000 30,000
education

Mongolia Inclusion education workshop and material development 40,000 40,000
Schooling options for rural communities i Regional 250,000 250,000

workshop and follow-up activities, topics included small
schools, multi-grade teaching, finance and management

options etc.

China Migrant children T Study issues, schooling conditions and 30,000 30,000
possible solutions to identify policy framework for other
countries

China Research network for studying educational issues of rural 75,000 75,000

and poor areas and disadvantaged groups (country to
expand programme and provide matching grant)

Cambodia Impact evaluation of primary education scholarship 150,000 150,000
programme to increase access for the poor i TA

Bangladesh* i not approved Impact evaluation of female secondary school scholarship 550,000 550,000
programme

India Evaluation of mid-day meal scheme in Uttar Pradesh 200,000 200,000

Pakistan* i not approved Sindh Differential Stipend Program (DSP) impact 150,000 150,000
evaluation on beneficiary girls

AFR School health, nutrition and HIV/AIDS 500,000 500,000
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Basic Education Data

Table I.53 Educational data in endorsed and eligible countries

~ In2008  In1999

‘Total  Female ~GPI Both GPI  Both GPI
Endorsed Countries
Albania 2006 95.67 0.98 é é
Benin 2007
Burkina Faso 2002 1561258 699842 4477 0.72 88.49 0.92 19.1 0.71 4252 091 17.71 10.52 60.95
Cambodia 2006 2479644 1170908 108.7 0.95 e é 63.7 0.97 é é 24.56 é 48.62 e
Cameroon 2006 3120357 1431624 74.32 0.81 é é é é é é 26.65 é 77.67 é
Central 2008 494985 204792 é é 78.61 0.76 é é é é 26.33 e 50
African Rep
Djibouti 2006 56667 25943 29.09 0.74 6261 092 21.33 0.75 415 091 16.57 10.57 é é
Ethiopia 2004 12174719 5665116 77.68 0.69 é é 20.38 0.8 é é 10.57 é 50.9 é
The Gambia 2003 218341 110928 8293 092 89.79 1.1 é é é é 8.53 522 85.7 é
Ghana 2004 3365762 1633600 84.97 0.96 109.8 1.02 28.81 1 é é 42 6.53 é é
Georgia 2007 322249 151976 99.43 1.02 é é 68.82 1.02 é é é é 99.36 é
Guinea 2002 1317791 596015 52.27 0.8 é é 19.9 0.87 é é 26.19 é é
Guyana 2002 109243 53183 125.55 1.05 é é 91.31 1.03 é é 3.07 é 92.65
Haiti 2008
Honduras 2002 1308119 641792 é é é é é é é é é é é
Kenya 2005 6687510 3300813 102.34 0.97 e e 29.84 1.05 é e e e e e
Kyrgyz Rep. 2006 407669 198872 99.57 1.02 é é 58.35 0.99 é é é é 94.52 é
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‘Total ~ Female =~ Both GPI  Both GPlI Both GPI
Lao PDR 2009 891807 413452 117 0.89 120 0.93 54 0.96
Lesotho 2005 99.05 1.01 é é 26.11 1.06 é é 20.35 é 58.37 é
Liberia 2007 59.81 0.63 99.78 1 é é é é é 6.69 é é
Madagascar 2005 3837343 1886584 106.63 0.98 é é é é é é 28.3 é 51.15 é
Mali 2006 1716956 762549 58.38 0.75 é é é é é é 17.41 é 65.58 é
Mauritania 2002 483776 241883 é é é é é é é é é 60.91
Moldova 2005 160528 77864 104.56 1 é é é é é é 0.92 é 95.38 é
Mongolia 2006 239262 118256 109.12 1 é é 81.27 0.99 é é 0.92 é 87.22 é
Mozambique 2003 4563633 2119185 103.52 0.84 é é 17.97 0.93 é é 23.82 é 28.22 é
Nepal 2009 4515059 2181247 134 0.76 123 1.01 23 17 58
Nicaragua 2002 952964 462116 140.75 0.95 é é 39.22 0.95 é é 4.7 é 45.91 é
Niger 2002 1235065 512412 42.56 0.71 é é 27.06 0.68 é é 12.16 é é é
Rwanda 2006 2150430 1093580 127.44 0.97 é é é é é é 29.1 é 30.19 é
Séo Tomé 2007 31397 15483 106.39 0.97 116 1.03 é é 4571 097 30.67 24.22 é é
and Principe
Senegall 2006 1572178 780161 66.46 0.96 é é 36.95 0.96 é é 14.37 é é é
Sierra Leone 2007 1322205 628495
Tajikistan 2005 680308 327575 99.22 0.95 é é 92.57 0.95 é é 0.54 é 96.73 é
Timor-Leste 2005 173983 82561
Vietnam 2003 7041312 3365774 106.35 0.93 é é 79.25 é é é 3.76 é 82.82 é
Yemen 2003 75.77 0.71 é é 25.21 0.68 é é 10.62 é 79.69 é
Zambia 2008 2790312 1368648 86 1.01 125 1.04 38 1.07 52 1.08 8 6 66 79
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~ In2008  In1999 1999 2008 1999 2008
‘Total  Female ~GPI Both GPI Both GPI ~ Both Both  Both  Both
Eligible Countries
Afghanistan NA 4718077 1740727
Bangladesh NA 16312907 8277554 100 1.02 88 0.99
Bhutan NA 79 0.9 108 1.03 21 0.91 12 6 81
Burundi NA 1490844 718278 69 0.81 92 0.94 62 0.94 25 34
Chad NA 1324298 541501 72 0.71 99 25 0.72 26 47
Comoros NA 95 0.84 25 0.7 26
Congo, DR NA 8839888 3956620 49 1.07 116 0.89 25 1.09 79
Cfongo, Rep. NA 621702 298339 38 1.03 103 0.92 39 22 70
0
Cote d'lvoire NA 2179801 962185 67 0.8 75 0.85 27 0.79 24 18 62
Eritrea NA 331855 149755 55 0.81 18 0.89 19 95
Guinea- NA 107 0.75 24
Bissau
India NA 121 0.86 4
Indonesia NA 29796705 1431912
Kiribati NA
Malawi NA 2943248 1484479 173 1.02 141 1.05 68 1.07 14 20 37 61
Myanmar NA 5013582 132 1.01
Nigeria NA
Pakistan NA 17979190 7845477 106 0.86 85 0.86 4
Papua New NA
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~ In2008  In1999

‘Total  Female - Both GPI Both GPI
Guinea
Solomon NA
Islands
Somalia NA
Sri Lanka NA 1621617 794804
Sudan NA 3959310 1794077 81 0.89
Tanzania NA 8316925 4101754 73 0.99 13 1.16 3
Togo NA 1021617 473995 96 0.88 42 0.87 44
Tonga NA 103 0.94 50 0.93 9
Uganda NA 7537971 3758633
Vanuatu NA 37518 17849 109 1 11 69
Zimbabwe NA 112
Source: UIS 2009. Notes: €é = missing dat a.
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Table .54  Enrolment in primary education. public and private, all programmes

Burkina Faso 852160 347837 901321 372044 938238 392108 1012150 426577 1139512 492469 1270837 5565518 1390571 614810 1561258 699842 2002

Gunea 790497 314778 853623 350446 997645 419556 1073458 458116 1147388 497122 1206743 531987 1258038 563805 1317791 596015 2002
Guyana 108909 52939 109292 53428 109012 53252 110828 54270 114637 55822 116756 57203 110503 54104 109243 53183 2002
Honduras 1094792 543222 1115579 553436 1257358 616386 1231533 604611 1293333 634358 1308119 641792 2002
Mauritania 355822 172181 360677 173758 375695 183220 394401 193917 434181 214600 443615 221777 465970 232174 483776 241883 2002
Nicaragua 838437 414509 868070 428364 923391 451735 927217 451859 941957 457675 945089 457578 966206 467676 952964 462116 2002
Niger 579486 228017 656589 259756 760987 302566 857592 344313 980033 395330 1064056 433928 1126073 462247 1235065 512412 2002
The Gambia 174626 81056 181835 86009 182562 86373 195621 96196 180673 91043 181289 92418 207635 105430 218341 110928 2003
Mozambique 2543820 1094262 2829787 1232042 3023321 1334157 3569473 1617984 3942829 180233C 4172743 1928201 4563633 2119185 2003
Vietnam 1006302 4800886 9751434 4646911 9336913 4436573 8841004 419882¢ 8350191 3951439 7773484 3690563 7317813 3505626 7041312 3365774 2003
Yemen 2463540 926129 2643579 993811 2783371 1079727 2950403 117455€ 3107801 1257254 3219564 1339308 2003
Ghana 2560886 1207888 2477990 1175391 2586434 1227284 2519272 121935€ 2678912 1270497 2929536 1403988 3130575 1518078 3365762 1633600 2004
Ethiopia 5847259 2292271 6650841 2698402 7213043 2984160 7623074 3196152 8269663 3595814 1001972¢ 4516103 10971581 5057515 1217471¢ 5665116 2004
Kenya 5034858 2486365 o o 4903529 2375453 5811381 2819724 5926078 286130C 6075706 2959962 6101390 2991245 6687510 3300813 2005
Lesotho 410745 207985 415007 208396 418668 209775 429522 214832 427009 212242 422278 209595 424855 210732 2005
Madagascar 2208321 1082012 2307500 1131372 2407644 1180463 2856480 139814C 3366470 1647830 3597731 1759480 3698906 1813128 3837343 1886584 2005
Moldova 252193 122834 238713 116710 227470 110779 215442 104879 201650 98087 184159 89274 171024 83035 160528 77864 2005
Tajikistan 691891 328249 680100 322346 684542 329101 694930 333760 690270 331222 693078 333866 687900 329857 680308 327575 2005
TimoiLeste 188900 183626 183800 183483 86381 177970 83457 173983 8561 2005
Albania 283249 136723 274233 133222 263603 126051 252829 121614 250487 120767 2006
Cambodia 2248109 103065¢ 2431142 1124960 2728698 1269454 2772113 1296872 2762882 1299480 2695372 1273292 2582250 1221311 2479644 1170908 2006
Cameroon 2237083 1023324 2689052 1241171 2741627 1259235 2798523 1278804 2979011 1364050 2977781 1347341 2998135 1356550 3120357 1431624 2006
Djibouti 38191 16008 42692 18261 44321 19020 46564 20185 48713 21316 50651 22582 53745 23871 56667 25943 20

Kyrgyz Rep. 465596 227368 458660 223076 453357 220805 449399 219698 444417 217667 434155 211611 423930 206791 407669 198872 2006
Mali 1016575 427166 1127360 469610 1227267 519644 1294672 552585 1396791 602256 1505903 653740 1609979 708593 1716956 76258 2006
Mongolia 253441 127220 250436 125497 241258 120563 238676 118394 235730 116369 251205 124346 249622 123617 239262 118256 2006
Rwanda 1431657 709793 1475572 737833 1534510 771233 1636563 826002 1752588 890432 1851879 949522 2019991 1035719 2150430 1093580 2006
Senegal 1107712 509521 1159721 539846 1197081 563533 1287093 611622 1382749 667373 1444163 702426 1473464 725012 1572178 780161 2006
Benin 932424 374622 1054936 427869 1152798 475653 1233214 516137 1319648 564661 1318140 574103 1356818 60273 2007
Georgia 298352 145352 277119 137145 255029 126537 239298 116979 363951 175582 338222 163318 326597 159505 322249 151976 2007
Liberia 496253 208026 538450 254263 2007
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Sierra Leone 442915 554308 230384 1322205 628495 2007

Sdo Tomé an 27795 13326 28780 13899 29347 14224 29784 14504 30468 14814 31066 15107 31397 15483 2007

Principe

Central Africa 458585 187612 410562 165904 414537 170035 363158 145919 412381 169366 418825 171918 494985 204792 2008

Republic

Haiti 2008

Zambia 1589544 764231 1625647 783224 1731579 832474 2251357 1095674 2565419 1241907 2678610 132551 2790312 1368648 2008

Bhutan 85092 39250 88204 41242 91390 43322 99458 48459 102225 50017 ... . 2009

Burundi 710364 315875 750699 333283 817223 359385 894859 399111 968488 439977 1036859 478876 1324937 631344 1490844 718278 2009

LaoPDR 831521 375714 828113 375727 852857 387860 875300 399570 884629 406208 890821 409593 891881 411211 891807 413452 2009

Nepal 3780314 1611333 3623150 1597570 3853618 1726253 3928684  178336€ 4025692 1827587 4030045 1865012 4502697 2134646 4515059 2181247 2009

Angola Eligible
Bangladesh 1621947¢ 8129769 1639687C 8256533 16312907 8277554 Eligible
Comoros 93421 42378 98564 44202 104274 46225 104274 4625 103809 47922 106700 49249 Eligible
Congo, R . 5455391 2392549 8839888 3956620 Eligible
Congo, Rep. « 418707 200023 500921 241654 525093 253615 509507 245457 584370 281266 597304 286226 61010 291490 621702 298339 Eligible
Eritrea 295941 132945 298691 134348 330278 146218 359299 159557 374997 165652 377512 167451 364263 161875 331855 149755 Eligible
Guinedissau 150041 60391 155033 62379 Elgible
Nigeria 19151442 8413413 1904122: 8457812 1980608z 8791071 2060079¢ 918104t 2139551(C 9571016 2211543z 9926358 22861884 10369793 Eligible
Papua New 559817 251259 520846 232994 514735 228527 496616 221693 508333 228071 531759 235878 532250 235980 Eligible
Guinea

Solomon 57364 26422 64986 30219 66480 30913 68146 31688 70906 33193 75082 35106 Eligible
Islands

TanzaniaJR 4382410 2169937 4881588 2407244 5981338 2929320 6562772 3197352 7083063 3456822 7541208 3685496 7969884 3908208 8316925 4101754  Eligible
Togo 914919 400918 945103 418519 977534 438852 975063 441143 984846 449305 996707 457915 1051872 486511 1021617 473995  Eligible
Tonga 16697 7788 17033 8041 17105 8063 17891 8395 17113 8030 17857 8418 16941 7983 ... . Eligible
Vanuatu 35674 16975 36482 17462 37470 17993 39388 18926 38960 18611 38530 18376 37060 17711 37518 17849 Eligible
Chad 913547 345206 984224 381112 1085247 424629 1164093 462200 1271985 502050 1262393 506645 1296486 521828 1324298 541501  Eligble
Malawi 2694645 131670C 2845836 1391669 2846589 1392124 2841640 1428835 2867993 1440814 2933695 1480637 2943248 1484479 Eligible
Uganda 6559013 316345¢ 6900916 3372881 7354153 3633018 7633314 3760725 7377292 3644364 7223879 3581311 7363721 36W696 7537971 3758633  Eligible
Afghanistan 749360 773623 2667629 805074 3781015 1314468 4430142 1290341 4318819 1541255 4669110 1738326 4718077 1740727 Eligible
Céte tivoire 1943501 829821 2046861 884561 2116223 896061 2046165 904403 2111975 931051 2179801 962185  Eligible
India 113612541 4950955 11382697¢ 49820547 11519457¢ 50907084 125568597 5879467¢ 136193277 6376967¢ 13878799: 6485902 13916987: 64826747 Eligible
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Indonesia 28201934 1362927 28690131 1394967€ 28926377 1406433C 29050834 1414153¢ 2914209t 1419872z 2914974€ 14067667 2898270¢ 13980371 2979670t 14319162  Eligible
5

Kiribati 14566 6943 15693 7707 14809 7213 15798 7636 15611 7739 16132 7965 Eligible
Myanmar 4857955 239387C 4781543 2359458 4778858 2371538 4889325 2428607 4932646 2451650 4948198 2467150 4969445 2463479 5013582 Eligible
Pakistan 1398719¢ 5473628 1420495/ 5558843 14489107 5670020 1509396( 613209€ 1620728¢ 6605825 17257947 7218506 1668765¢ 7083431 1797919C 7845477  Eligible
Somaa Eligible
Sri Lanka 1767650 862399 1764300 862603 1702035 834848 1612318 1635308 802476 1611763 790064 1621617 794804  Eligible
Sudan 2566503 1158618 2799783 1261155 2889062 13@788 3028127 137833C 3208186 1460721 3278090 1496231 3880705 1771267 3959310 1794077  Eligible
Zimbabwe 2460669 1208748 2534796 1247274 2399250 1184774 2361588 1168484 2445520 1213334 Eligible
Armenia 180300 ... 176300 85928 155423 75753 143822 69756 134664 65106 125149 60311 121502 58099 127546 60222 UPE
Azerbaijan 700136 342302 693760 334312 668902 321998 635652 303489 607007 290277 568097 270875 538339 253708 512976 242171 UPE
Bolivia 1492023 727053 1501040 731896 1544430 75354 1531996 749209 1541559 754948 1508194 739182 1512002 740539 UPE
Bosnia 191588 89782 UPE
Herzegovina

Cape Verde 91636 44915 90640 44405 89809 43957 87841 42744 85138 41385 82952 40247 81434 39558 78801 38084 UPE
Dominica 11774 5688 11430 5522 10984 5275 10460 5053 9872 4772 9441 4596 8912 4337 8643 4189 UPE
Grenada 16178 7886 15974 7729 17378 8402 16598 8234 15819 7691 16072 7825 13733 6692 UPE
Maldives 73522 35764 71054 34384 6822 32801 66169 31621 63300 30160 57873 27667 54770 26105 50270 24049 UPE
Samoa 28026 13478 29203 14052 30164 14454 31059 14860 31175 14953 31596 15150 30199 14482 UPE
Serbia 359856 175289 350276 170821 342611 166650 334771 163536 328439 160219 324490 158332 312469 152369 297429 145166 UPE
Montenegro UPE
St. Lucia 25347 12499 25481 12416 24954 12211 24573 11882 23821 11510 23573 11455 24046 11486 22028 10716 UPE
St. Vincent 19183 924 19052 9209 18130 8773 18629 9065 17536 8482 17858 8398 15928 7686 UPE
Uzbekistan 2601953 1276147 2597886 1270670 2567685 1250020 2513342 123045€ 2451125 1193748 2383326 1159414 2277191 1107509 2164897 1050392 UPE

Source: UIS 2009. Not es: édat&# mi ssing
Note: UPE: Universal Primary Education (UPE) achieved.
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Table I.55 Primary school enrolment and attendance (20007 2006)

‘Total  Male Female Male Female Male  Female
Afghanistan 53s 108 64 - - 66 40
Albania 94 106 105 94 94 92 92
Algeria 97 116 107 98 95 97 96
Andorra 80 89 85 82 79 - -
Angola 58 s 69 x 59 x - - 58 59
Antiaua and Barbuda - - - - - - -
Argentina 99 113 112 99 98 - -
Armenia 99 s 92 96 77 81 99 98
Australia 97 104 104 96 97 - -
Austria 97 106 106 96 98 - -
Azerbaijan 85 97 96 85 84 91 91
Bahamas 91 101 101 90 92 - -
Bahrain 97 105 104 97 97 86 87
Bangladesh 8ls 107 111 93 96 79 84
Barbados 98 108 108 98 98 - -
Belarus 89 103 100 91 88 93 94
Belgium 99 104 104 99 99 - -
Belize 95 130 125 93 96 - -
Benin 54 s 107 85 86 70 60 47
Bhutan 70s - - 80 79 74 67
Bolivia 78 s 113 113 94 96 78 77
Bosnia and Herzegovina 91s - - - - 92 89
Botswana 85 107 105 85 84 83 86
Brazil 95 146 135 95 95 95 95
Brunei Darussalam 93 108 107 93 94 - -
Bulgaria 93 103 102 94 93 - -
Burkina Faso 45 64 51 50 40 49 44
Burundi 71s 91 78 63 58 72 70
Cambodia 75s 139 129 93 90 73 76
Cameroon 84 s 126 107 - - 86 81
Canada 100 100 99 99 100 - -
Cape Verde 90 111 105 91 89 97 96
Central African Republic 59 s 67 44 44 37 64 54
Chad 36s 92 62 72 50 41 31
Chile 90 106 101 91 89 - -
China 99 114 112 99 99 - -
Colombia 87 113 111 87 87 90 92
Comoros 72 91 80 80 65 31 31
Congo 86 s 91 84 40 48 86 87
Congo, DR 52s 69 54 - - 55 49
Cook Islands 77 83 81 78 77 - -
Costa Rica 92 110 109 91 93 87 89
Céte d'lvoire 62s 80 63 62 50 66 57
Croatia 87 95 94 88 87 - -
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‘Total  Male  Female Male Female Male  Female
Cuba 97 104 99 98 96 - -
Cyprus 99 101 101 99 99 - -
Czech Republic 92 102 100 91 93 - -
Denmark 95 98 99 95 96 - -
Djibouti 79s 44 36 37 30 80 78
Dominica 84 93 92 83 85 - -
Dominican Republic 88 116 110 87 88 84 88
Ecuador 98 117 117 97 98 - -
Egypt 94 104 97 96 91 96 94
El Salvador 93 115 111 93 93 - -
Equatorial Guinea 81 117 111 85 77 61 60
Eritrea 67 s 71 57 51 43 69 64
Estonia 95 102 99 95 95 - -
Ethiopia 45s 107 94 71 66 45 45
Fiji 96 107 105 97 96 - -
Finland 98 100 99 98 98 - -
France 99 112 110 99 99 - -
Gabon 94s 130 129 77 77 94 94
Gambia 61s 79 84 78 77 60 62
Georgia 93 93 94 93 93 9Ny 100 y
Germany 96 101 101 96 96 - -
Ghana 75s 94 93 69 70 75 75
Greece 99 101 101 99 99 - -
Grenada 84 94 91 84 83 - -
Guatemala 94 118 109 96 92 80 76
Guinea 51s 88 74 70 61 55 48
Guinea-Bissau 54 s 84 56 53 38 54 53
Guyana 96 s 133 131 - - 96 96
Haiti 50s - - - - 48 51
Holy See - - - - - - -
Honduras 79s 113 113 90 92 77 80
Hungary 89 99 97 90 88 - -
Iceland 99 101 98 100 97 - -
India 84s 123 116 92 86 84 85
Indonesia 96 119 115 97 94 94 95
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 95 100 122 91 100 94 91
Iraq 88 108 89 94 81 91 80
Ireland 96 108 106 96 96 - -
Israel 97 109 110 97 98 - -
Italy 99 103 102 99 98 - -
Jamaica 97s 95 94 90 90 97 98
Japan 100 100 100 100 100 - -
Jordan 99s 96 96 88 90 99 99
Kazakhstan 98 s 110 108 92 90 99 98
Kenya 79 114 110 78 79 79 79
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‘Total  Male Female Male Female Male  Female
Kiribati 97 111 113 96 98 - -
Korea, Democratic People's Republic of - - - - - - -
Korea, Republic of 100 105 104 100 99 - -
Kuwait 87 99 97 87 86 - -
Kyrgyzstan 92s 98 97 87 86 91 93
Lao PDR 84 123 108 86 81 81 77
Latvia 88 94 90 86 89 - -
Lebanon 92 108 105 93 92 97 97
Lesotho 87 132 132 84 89 82 88
Liberia 66 115 83 74 58 - -
Libyan Arab Jamabhiriya - 106 105 - - - -
Liechtenstein 88 106 107 87 89 - -
Lithuania 89 95 95 89 89 - -
Luxembourg 95 100 100 95 95 - -
Madagascar 76 s 141 136 93 92 74 77
Malawi 87s 121 124 92 97 86 88
Malaysia 95 96 96 96 95 - -
Maldives 79 95 93 79 79 - -
Mali 51 74 59 56 45 45 33
Malta 86 101 95 88 84 - -
Marshall Islands 90 105 101 90 89 - -
Mauritania 72 93 94 72 72 46 42
Mauritius 95 102 102 94 96 - -
Mexico 98 110 108 98 98 97 97
Micronesia (Federated States of) 92 116 113 - - - -
Moldova, Republic of 86 93 92 86 86 84 85
Monaco - - - - - - -
Mongolia 97 s 92 94 83 85 96 98
Montenegro 97 s 98 98 - - 98 97
Morocco 86 111 99 89 83 91 87
Mozambique 60 s 111 94 81 74 63 57
Myanmar 84s 99 101 89 91 83 84
Namibia 72 99 100 69 74 78 78
Nauru 60 84 83 - - - -
Nepal 87 129 123 90 83 86 82
Netherlands 99 108 106 99 98 - -
New Zealand 99 102 102 99 99 - -
Nicaragua 87 113 110 88 86 77 84
Niger 40 54 39 46 33 36 25
Nigeria 68 111 95 72 64 66 58
Niue 90 78 97 - - - -
Norway 98 98 98 98 98 - -
Occupied Palestinian Territory 80 89 88 80 80 91 92
Oman 73 81 82 73 74 - -
Pakistan 68 99 75 77 59 62 51
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‘Total  Male Female Male Female Male  Female
Palau 96 108 101 98 95 - -
Panama 99 113 109 99 98 - -
Papua New Guinea - 80 70 - - - -
Paraguay 88 106 103 87 88 95 96
Peru 97 113 112 96 97 94 94
Philippines 94 113 112 93 95 88 89
Poland 96 98 98 96 97 - -
Portugal 98 117 112 98 98 - -
Qatar 96 107 106 96 96 - -
Romania 93 108 106 93 92 - -
Russian Federation 92 129 129 92 93 - -
Rwanda 86 s 119 121 72 75 84 87
Saint Kitts and Nevis 93 97 102 91 96 - -
Saint Lucia 97 111 107 98 96 - -
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 90 117 105 92 88 - -
Samoa 90 100 100 90 91 - -
San Marino - - - - - - -
Sao Tome and Principe 97 135 132 97 96 94 95
Saudi Arabia 78 91 91 77 79 - -
Senegal 58 s 80 77 70 67 58 59
Serbia 96 98 98 - - 98 98
Seychelles 99 115 116 99 100 - -
Sierra Leone 69 s 171 139 - - 69 69
Singapore - - - - - - -
Slovakia 92 99 98 91 92 - -
Slovenia 98 102 101 99 98 - -
Solomon Islands 63 99 94 65 62 - -
Somalia 22s - - - - 24 20
South Africa 87 106 102 87 87 80 83
Spain 99 108 105 100 99 - -
Sri Lanka 97 102 101 99 98 - -
Sudan 58 s 65 56 47 39 60 57
Suriname 94 120 120 93 96 94 93
Swaziland 80 111 104 80 81 73 72
Sweden 96 97 97 96 96 - -
Switzerland 93 102 101 93 93 - -
Syrian Arab Republic 95 127 121 97 92 97 96
Tajikistan 89s 103 99 99 96 89 88
Tanzania, UR 73s 112 109 99 97 71 75
Thailand 98 s 98 94 90 86 98 98
FYR Macedonia 92 98 98 92 92 97 93
Timor-Leste 75 s 157 145 - - 76y 74y
Togo 78 109 92 84 72 82 76
Tonga 95 118 112 97 93 - -
Trinidad and Tobago 98 s 102 99 90 90 98 98
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Tunisia

Turkey

Turkmenistan

Tuvalu

Uganda

Ukraine

United Arab Emirates

United Kingdom

United States

Uruguay

Uzbekistan

Vanuatu

Venezuela (Bolivarian Rep. of)
Viet Nam

Yemen

Zambia

Zimbabwe

SUMMARY INDICATORS
Sub-Saharan Africa

Eastern and Southern Africa
West and Central Africa
Middle East and North Africa
South Asia

East Asia and Pacific

Latin America and Caribbean
CEE/CIS

Industrialised countries §
Developing countries §
Least developed countries §
World

- Data not available.

97

89
99 s
100
82s
97 s

71

99

92

93

100 s

94

91
94's

75
57s

82

66
70
62
85
82
97
93
92
96
84
65
86

s National household survey data.
x Data refers to years or periods other than those specified in the column heading, differ from the standard definition, or
refer to only part of a country.
y Data differs from the standard definition or refer to only part of a country, but are included in the calculation of regional

and global averages.

* Data refers to the most recent year available during the period specified in the column heading.

‘Male  Female Male
111 108 97
96 91 92
95 102 -
119 119 =
107 107 83
85 82 71
107 107 99
100 99 92
110 108 92
100 99 =
120 116 95
106 104 91
98 91 97
102 75 87
114 108 89
97 95 81
102 91 75
110 104 83
95 79 68
100 94 86
118 109 90
112 110 98
120 115 95
105 102 91
102 101 95
111 105 90
100 91 80
110 104 91

§ Also includes territories within each country category or regional group.
Source: The State of the World's Children 2008, Unicef, Tables 1 and 5.

Source: Unicef 2009.

‘Female Male  Female
97 95 93
87 91 87

: 99 99

: 82 81
83 96 98
70 : :
99 : :
93 : :
93 : :

- 100 100
93 : :
92 91 93
92 94 94
63 68 a
89 55 58
82 85 87
70 64 60
81 66 67
59 62 55
81 89 86
83 81 79
97 91 92
94 90 91
89 93 91
96 : :
86 80 78
75 65 63
87 80 78

78
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Table 1.56 Median yearly instructional hours in Grades 1 to 8, circa 1985 and 2000 (constant cases), by UNESCO region
'UNESCOregions  Period  Gradel  Grade2 Grade3 Grade4 Grade5 Grade6 Grade7 Grade8  No.of cases

SSA 1985 800 800 847 884 908 908 918 918 9-14
2000 761 795 870 888 925 939 1013 1013

AS 1985 708 725 731 756 791 808 827 855 14
2000 768 768 788 813 813 813 888 888

EAPA 1985 657 674 784 797 863 901 875 875 9-10
2000 676 711 817 821 821 830 867 867

SWA 1985 675 675 793 884 884 972 972 972 3-5
2000 630 630 734 734 734 900 900 900

LAC 1985 726 730 748 758 790 790 922 922 13-18
2000 786 786 796 796 800 800 945 945

NAWE 1985 813 813 859 859 867 860 893 915 13-17
2000 770 770 808 808 840 840 900 900

CEE 1985 617 631 666 709 761 785 825 825 10
2000 561 587 627 645 729 782 818 853

Global 1985 708 717 761 803 828 840 888 893 71-88

Medians 2000 741 743 784 798 809 813 900 900

Note: Figures in bold indicate an increase in intended instructional time over the period 1985-2000.
Key to UNESCO-EFA Regions: SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa; AS: Arab States; EAPA: East Asia and the Pacific; SWA: South and West Asia; LAC: Latin America and Caribbean; NAWE:
North America and Western Europe; CEE: Central and Eastern Europe.
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Estimating Out of School Children

Table .57  Number of people in refugee camps

Arab States

Algeria 94,991 33.9 986 9 4
Egypt 112,605 75.5 112,605 15 34
Jordan 501,099 5.7 501,098 9 24
Kuwait 132,886 2.7 2885 2 12
Lebanon 50,943 4.1 11,188 9 16
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 11,547 6.2 11,547 5 22
Mauritania 34,139 3.1 34,138 21 33
Morocco 1,235 30.9 1,235 7 17
Oman 54 2.6 54 9 28
Qatar 1,250 0.8 50 8 22
Saudi Arabia 310,764 24.2 739 5 37
Sudan 1,499,683 38.6 1,295,565 10 25
Syrian Arab Republic 1,407,949 19.9 1,107,941 9 30
Tunisia 145 10.2 145 4 7
United Arab Emirates 274 4.4 274 9 23
Yemen 241,000 22.4 241,000 11 27
Central and Eastern Europe

Albania 87 3.2 87 11 23
Belarus 10,901 9.7 3,072 4 24
Bosnia & Herzegovina 194,448 3.8 194,443 2 16
Bulgaria 6,208 7.7 746 3 13
Croatia 33,943 4.4 33,783 1 10
Estonia 110,344 1.3 29 0 7
Hungary 10,512 10.1 6,072 0 27
Latvia 365,485 2.3 68 12 18
Poland 18,016 38.1 - -

Republic of Moldova 1,988 3.8 1,988 0 2
Romania 2,152 21.5 - - -
Serbia & Montenegro 367,325 8 365,787 4 42
Slovenia 4,442 2 64 0 5
FYR Macedonia 2,823 2 1,772 12 34
Turkey 21,261 73.9 18,515 10 24
Ukraine 64,858 46.5 3,371 1 15
Central Asia

Armenia 4,125 3 4,124 1 5
Azerbaijan 607,903 8.6 4,647 13 30
Georgia 398,407 4.4 201,378 4 19
Kazakhstan 12,080 155 12,024 4 32
Kyrgyz Republic 21,083 5.2 20,961 14 32
Tajikistan 2,094 6.7 40 10 13
Turkmenistan 8,580 5 8,579 1 24
Uzbekistan 826 26.9 821 7 30
East Asia and Pacific

Cambodia 225 14.4 225 8 32
China 300,991 1,318.3 96 14 20
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Indonesia 225.6

Japan 5,880 127.8 5,749 - -
Malaysia 147,312 26.5 45,998 10 18
Papua New Guinea 10,013 6.3 2,513 11 33
Philippines 280 87.9 280 0 6
Republic of Korea 1,697 48.5 1,461 2 2
Singapore 10 4.6 10 0 0
Thailand 3,625,510 63.8 125,510 13 33
Timor-Leste 15,877 1.1 17 0 0
Vietnam 9,872 85.2 9,557 - -
Latin America and the Caribbean

Argentina 3,576 39.5 2,845 - -
Belize 284 0.3 284 1 5
Bolivia 755 9.5 755 2 15
Brazil 4,369 191.6 4,369 1 17
Chile 2,503 16.6 1,613 - -
Colombia 3,000,294 44 3,000,277 4 32
Costa Rica 18,599 4.5 18,599 5 20
Cuba 535 11.3 535 0 4
El Salvador 32 6.9 32 0 3
Guatemala 135 13.3 135 0 0
Honduras 24 7.1 24 0 0
Mexico 1,073 105.3 1,073 2 22
Nicaragua 147 5.6 147 0 4
Panama 17,515 3.3 17,515 4 37
Paraguay 79 6.1 79 0 17
Peru 1,663 27.9 1,662 1 13
Uruguay 184 3.3 184 4 10
Venezuela 213,097 27.5 213,097 13 32
North America and Western Europe

Cyprus 9,479 0.9 - - -
France 194,726 61.7 139,212 - -
Greece 40,483 11.2 - - -
Switzerland 63,370 7.6 63,295 8 22
South and West Asia

Afghanistan 515,659 - 515,654 17 43
Bangladesh 28,392 158.6 28,392 19 39
India 188,328 1,124.8 88,328 11 27
Islamic Republic of Iran 981,911 71 981,815 0 37
Nepal 925,873 28.1 125,873 8 24
Pakistan 1,939,700 162.5 1,939,695 9 42
Sri Lanka 528,001 20 526,262 10 28
Sub-Saharan Africa

Angola 28,947 16.9 28,665 13 45
Benin 7,145 9 7,145 14 25
Botswana 3,201 1.9 3,201 12 27
Burundi 221,751 8.5 121,430 17 39
Cameroon 83,268 18.5 83,268 18 37
Central African Republic 205,901 4.3 205,892 19 36
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Chad 539,312 10.8 469,403

Congo 28,139 3.8 28,084 8 38
Cote d'lvoire 734,205 19.3 734,186 15 32
DR Congo 1,669,323 62.4 161,169 16 33
Eritrea 5,084 4.8 4,992 28 27
Ethiopia 85,417 79.1 85,250 17 36
Gabon 13,307 1.3 13,307 6 29
Gambia 14,836 1.7 14,836 15 47
Ghana 18,696 23.5 18,696 9 27
Guinea 22,125 9.4 22,119 8 38
Guinea-Bissau 8,211 1.7 8,211 18 49
Kenya 1,180,088 37.5 329,365 13 34
Liberia 21,066 3.7 19,797 6 25
Malawi 10,716 13.9 10,716 9 39
Mali 11,494 12.3 11,494 13 35
Namibia 8,142 2.1 8,140 14 35
Niger 344 14.2 344 7 28
Nigeria 11,344 148 11,342 7 20
Rwanda 67,204 9.7 55,062 16 44
Senegal 35,889 12.4 35,887 15 38
Sierra Leone 8,476 5.8 8,391 11 35
Somalia 1,289,764 8.7 1,280,284 22 36
South Africa 270,671 47.9 - - -
Swaziland 1,220 1.1 1,220 11 28
Total 26,074,920 5373 15,850,430

Derived from UNHCR 2009.

82 February 2010



Appendix |: Statistical Appendix

Table .58

Arab States

Algeria

Bahrain

Djibouti

Egypt

Iraq

Jordan

Kuwait

Lebanon

Libya

Mauritania

Morocco

Oman

Qatar

Saudi Arabia

Sudan

Syrian Arab Republic
Tunisia

United Arab Emirates
Yemen

Central & Eastern Europe

Albania

Belarus

Boshia & Herzegovina
Bulgaria

Croatia

Czech Republic
Estonia

Hungary

Latvia

Lithuania

Poland

Republic of Moldova
Romania

Russian Federation
Slovakia

Slovenia

The FYR of Macedonia
Turkey

Ukraine

Central Asia
Armenia

Azerbaijan

Georgia

Kazakhstan

Kyrgyz Republic

35,420
791
859

81,133

32,534

6,338
3,047
3,773
6,439
3,520
33,832
2,863
894

27,664

40,254

21,432

10,639

5,035

24,502

3,216
9,484
3,935
7,446
4,532
10,158
1,309
9,961
2,248
3,358
38,359
4,160
21,287
140,028
5,400
1,959
2,046
78,081
44,128

2,981
8,741
4,299
14,802
5,567

Estimated numbers of people in urban slums

23,553
772
757

35,468

21,667

5,318
2,998
3,292
5,554
1,459
20,957
2,053
857

22,705

18,204

11,089

7,148
3,872
7,207

1,580
7,074
1,913
5,311
2,617
7,471
908
6,805
1,533
2,231
24,099
1,995
11,632
101,597
3,066
1,016
1,479
54,382
30,401

1,899
4,534
2,266
8,677
2,040

11.7

28.61
52.37
17.3
1.77
64.16
38.49
173.68
31.99
96.05
1.52
22.31
88.61
10.7
2.01
1.6
67.88

2,755

10,148
11,346
920

53
2,112
2,138
2,534
6,705
1,972
13
5,066
16,131
1,187
144

62
4,892

275.5

1014.8
1134.6
92.0
5.3
211.2
213.8
253.4
670.5
197.2
13
506.6
1613.1
118.7
14.4
6.2
489.2

802.2

91.8

338.3
378.2
30.7
18
70.4
71.3
84.5
223.5
65.7
0.4
168.9
537.7
39.6
4.8
2.1
163.1

267.4
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Mongolia 2,813 1,616 62.25 1,006 100.6

Tajikistan 6,992 1,695 - -

Turkmenistan 5,163 2,485 - -

Uzbekistan 28,578 10,557 - -

East Asia and Pacific

Australia 21,201 18,892 - -

Brunei Darussalam 414 313 2.24 7 0.7 0.2
Cambodia 15,530 3,540 82.74 2,929 292.9 97.6
China 1,354,533 608,587 36.13 219,878 21987.8 7329.3
Cook Islands 18 13 - -

DPR of Korea 22,907 14,517 0.55 80 8.0 2.7
Fiji 878 469 - -

Indonesia 235,755 126,570 18.65 23,608 2360.8 786.9
Japan 128,457 85,830 - -

Kiribati 109 56 - -

Lao PDR 6,604 1,493 71.87 1,073 107.3 35.8
Macao, China 476 476 2.1 10 1.0 0.3
Malaysia 27,532 19,778 1.83 361 36.1 12.0
Marshall Islands 73 49 - -

Micronesia (Federated 114 26 - -

States of)

Myanmar 52,801 17,906 22.65 4,056 405.6 135.2
Nauru 14 14 - -

New Zealand 4,172 3,620 - -

Niue 2 1 - -

Palau 21 14 - -

Papua New Guinea 6,450 901 - -

Thailand 66,785 22,682 0.21 47 4.7 1.6
Timor-Leste 1,244 357 7.84 28 2.8 0.9
Tokelau 1 - - -

Tonga 103 26 - -

Tuvalu 11 5 - -

Vanuatu 232 59 - -

Vietnam 89,718 25,866 0.0 0.0
Latin America and the Caribbean

Anguilla 13 13 53.85 7 0.7 0.2
Antigua & Barbuda 87 36 5.56 2 0.2 0.1
Argentina 40,738 37,025 36.14 13,379 1337.9 446.0
Aruba 103 48 4.17 2 0.2 0.1
Bahamas 344 315 2.22 7 0.7 0.2
Barbados 273 152 1.32 2 0.2 0.1
Belize 296 146 63.01 92 9.2 3.1
Bermuda 65 65 - -

Bolivia 10,031 6,675 60.4 4,032 403.2 134.4
Brazil 198,497 171,757 31.01 53,259 5325.9 1775.3
British Virgin Islands 23 15 6.67 1 0.1 0.0
Cayman Islands 49 49 2.04 1 0.1 0.0
Chile 17,134 15,250 16.62 2,534 253.4 84.5
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Colombia 48,930
Costa Rica 4,665
Cuba 11,379
Dominica 83
Dominican Republic 9,522
Ecuador 14,192
El Salvador 7,461
Grenada 110
Guatemala 14,213
Guyana 751
Haiti 9,145
Honduras 7,997
Jamaica 2,703
Mexico 113,271
Montserrat 5
Netherlands Antilles 188
Nicaragua 6,066
Panama 3,509
Paraguay 6,882
Peru 30,063
Saint Kitts & Nevis 45
Saint Lucia 168
Saint Vincent & the 122
Grenadines

Suriname 462
Trinidad & Tobago 1,324
Turks & Caicos Islands 28
Uruguay 3,575
Venezuela 29,076
North America and Western Europe
Andorra 68
Austria 8,248
Belgium 10,495
Canada 33,680
Cyprus 881
Denmark 5,502
Finland 5,307
France 61,535
Germany 82,701
Greece 11,205
Iceland 307
Ireland 4,422
Israel 7,315
Italy 58,176
Luxembourg 494
Malta 411
Monaco 37
Netherlands 16,592

36,308
3,001
8,512

62
6,710
9,255
4,577

34
7,030

214
3,846
3,906
1,479
87,588
1

135
3,697
2,624
4,232

22,158

15

47

58

349
184

13
3,309
27,601

60
5,496
10,215
27,179
619
4,745
3,271
47,860
62,521
6,689
286
2,742
6,709
39,769
406
396
37
13,749

215
15.36
2.11
9.68
29.06
28.41
35.92
8.82
0.47
7.48
92.77
20.3
48.75
17.53
1.48
87.56
23.44
19.66
79.34
6.67
17.02
6.9

7.16
177.17
7.25
39.51

7,806
461
180

6

1,950

2,629

1,644

3
33
16

3,568
793
721

15,353

3,237
615
832

17,581

25
326

24
10,906

780.6
46.1
18.0

0.6

195.0

262.9

164.4

0.3
3.3
1.6

356.8
79.3
72.1

1535.3

0.2
323.7
61.5
83.2
1758.1
0.1
0.8
0.4

2.5
32.6

2.4
1090.6

14.8

260.2
15.4
6.0
0.2
65.0
87.6
54.8
0.1
11
0.5
118.9
26.4
24.0
511.8

0.1
107.9
20.5
27.7
586.0
0.0
0.3
0.1

0.8
10.9

0.8
363.5

4.9
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Norway 4,730 3,683 -

Portugal 10,712 6,503 - -

San Marino 29 29 - -

Spain 43,993 34,049 - -

Sweden 9,168 7,749 - -

Switzerland 7,301 5,623 - -

United Kingdom 60,517 54,549 - -

United States 312,253 256,991 - -

South and West Asia

Afghanistan 35,642 8,838 99.12 8,760 876.0 292.0
Bangladesh 154,960 42,292 105.66 44,687 4468.7 1489.6
Bhutan 2,414 309 25.24 78 7.8 2.6
India 1,183,293 356,388 51.87 184,868 18486.8 6162.3
Islamic Republic of Iran 74,283 51,625 45.69 23,587 2358.7 786.2
Maldives 371 119 - -

Nepal 29,891 5,446 74.86 4,077 407.7 135.9
Pakistan 175,178 64,812 70.21 45,507 4550.7 1516.9
Sri Lanka 21,557 3,262 13.12 428 42.8 14.3
Sub-Saharan Africa

Angola 18,327 10,366 60.78 6,300 630.0 210.0
Benin 9,793 4,126 90.86 3,749 374.9 125.0
Botswana 1,729 1,058 61.44 650 65.0 21.7
Burkina Faso 15,314 3,116 70.12 2,185 218.5 72.8
Burundi 9,099 1,059 47.31 501 50.1 16.7
Cameroon 17,685 10,411 76.62 7,977 797.7 265.9
Cape Verde 567 346 90.75 314 31.4 10.5
Central African 4,333 1,686 113.82 1,919 191.9 64.0
Republic

Chad 11,130 3,075 92.88 2,856 285.6 95.2
Comoros 907 367 62.13 228 22.8 7.6
Congo 4,633 2,878 102.33 2,945 294.5 98.2
Cote d'lvoire 19,777 9,343 89.49 8,361 836.1 278.7
DR Congo 67,129 23,641 46.76 11,054 1105.4 368.5
Equatorial Guinea 563 223 144.84 323 32.3 10.8
Eritrea 5,128 1,106 63.92 707 70.7 23.6
Ethiopia 86,998 15,094 103.78 15,665 1566.5 522.2
Gabon 1,498 1,288 91.15 1,174 117.4 39.1
Gambia 1,706 992 45.87 455 45.5 15.2
Ghana 24,312 12,532 46.97 5,886 588.6 196.2
Guinea 10,485 3,704 61.5 2,278 227.8 75.9
Guinea-Bissau 1,835 551 107.26 591 59.1 19.7
Kenya 38,956 8,640 149.36 12,905 1290.5 430.2
Lesotho 1,768 355 167.89 596 59.6 19.9
Liberia 3.800 2,337 40.35 943 94.3 31.4
Madagascar 21,151 5,955 124.84 7,434 743.4 247.8
Malawi 14,348 2,797 80.87 2,262 226.2 75.4
Mali 15,617 5,207 100.02 5,208 520.8 173.6
Mauritius 1,298 556 - -
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Mozambique 21,620
Namibia 2,132
Niger 16,430
Nigeria 145,991
Rwanda 10,125
Sao Tome & Principe 174
Senegal 13,082
Seychelles 84
Sierra Leone 6,132
Somalia 9,590
South Africa 47,819
Swaziland 1,010
Togo 6,977
Uganda 34,569
Tanzania, UR 41,838
Zambia 12,673
Zimbabwe 13,402
Total 6,812,875
Philippines 90,048
Republic of Korea 48,566
Samoa 189
Singapore 4,590
Solomon Islands 537

Compiled by Carr-Hill 2009

Revised data are according to the Country-level data of Part VIl Statistical Annex, UN HABITAT's Enhancing Urban Safety and
Security i Global Report on Human Settlements 2007. The 2009 version of the report, entitled Planning Sustainable Cities, ws
as due to be available in October 2009. The full report of the 2007 version is available for download at

8,307 131.32
810 34.07
2,926 132.23
76,141 73.2
2,422 24.81
108 =
5,611 91.25
47 -
2,723 83.22
3,593 95.55
29,505 28.87
258 =
3,050 61.31
4,613 113.4
11,038 173.99
4,526 89.81
5,127 3.94
3,451,308
59,771 40.13
39,793 42.73
44 -
4,590 =
100 =

http://www.unhabitat.org/pmss/getElectronicVersion.asp?nr=2432&alt=1

Note 1: The two SGA columns are blank because the corresponding data were not found in the report.

Note 2: All data of the estimates are for the year 2010.

Note 3: The report provided data for the urban slum population, so the column of slum population is recorded accordingly. The
percentage slum column thus is calculated by dividing the data in the slum population column and in the urban population (000s)

column.

10,909
276
3,869
55,732
601

5,120
2,266
3,433
8,517
1,870
5,231
19,205
4,065
202

23,984
17,002

1090.9
27.6
386.9
5573.2
60.1

512.0

226.6
343.3
851.7

187.0
523.1
1920.5
406.5
20.2

2398.4
1700.2

363.6
9.2
129.0
1857.7
20.0

170.7

75.5
114.4
283.9

62.3
174.4
640.2
1355

6.7

799.5
566.7

Note 4: For the data regarding the slum population that is unavailable for a substantial number of countries, the data are
unavailable whether the year is 1990, 2001, 2010 or 2020. Those countries' slum percentages are not calculated consequently. In

addition, there are too many countries having missing data, so | have not calculated a total number for each of the two columns.
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Table .59  Availability of household surveys

[ [ [ [ (v (v [veary] [Rvearil [vean] e IEai

[Sauniry
Afghanistan - - - - = = - - - -
Albania Y Y Y 08 - - 02 & 03 04 & 05 01 & 06 08
Algeria - Y Y - - - - - 07 -
Angola - Y - 06 - - - = = -
Antigua and - - - - = = - - - :
Barbuda
Argentina - - - - = = = - - 96 03
Armenia - - - - 00 05 = - - 97 03
Azerbaijan - = Y o 06 - - - R 03 .
Bahamas - - - - - = = - - - -
Bahrain - - = = o - - - - R .
Bangladesh = Y | 2 01 04 - - 96 03
Barbados - - - - - = = = - - -
Belarus - - = Y = - - - R 03 .
Belize - - = Y = - - - R 96 .
Benin Y - - - 01 06 - - o 04 -
Bhutan - - - - = = = - - - -
Bolivia - Y Y - 98 03 - - - 99 04
Bosnia and - - Y Y - - - 01&02 03 & 04 97 06
Herzegovina
Botswana - - Y - = o - - - . _
Brazil - - - - - = = = - 02 -
Brunei - - - - - - = = - - :
Darussalam
Bulgaria - - - - - - - 01 - 07 -
Burkina Faso Y Y - Y 99 03 - - - 05 -
Burundi - Y Y Y - - = o - - -
Cambodia Y - - - 00 05 - - = 99 03
Cameroon Y - Y Y 98 04 - - - R .
Cape Verde - - - = o - - - - 06 _
Central African Y - - = o - - -
Republic
Chad - - Y - 04 - - - - - -
Chile - - - = = = - - - - -
China - Y - - - - = o - - B
Colombia - - - - 00 05 - - - 97 05
Comoros - - - - 5 = = o - - -
DR Congo = Y Y = 07 = - - - 08 -
Rep. Congo - - - - 05 = = - - - R
Costa Rica - = = = = - - - R 08 ;
Céte d'lvoire - Y Y Y 98 05 - - - 03 -
Croatia - Y - - - - - - - 01 08
Czech Republic - z z - - - - - = 01 .
Djibouti Y = = Y - - - - - 06 -
Dominica - - - - = = - - - . _
Dominican Rep. - - Y - 99 02 07 - - 04 05
Ecuador - - Y - - - - 98 - 04 -
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Egypt
El Salvador

Equatorial
Guinea

Eritrea
Estonia
Ethiopia
Fiji

Gabon
Gambia
Georgia
Ghana
Grenada
Guatemala
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Guyana
Haiti
Honduras
Hungary
India
Indonesia
Iran

Iraq
Jamaica
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Kiribati
Kuwait
Kyrgyzstan
Laos PDR
Latvia
Lebanon
Lesotho
Liberia
Libya
Lithuania
FYR Macedonia
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mexico
Moldova

< < < < <

< < <

<< << <.

< < < < < <

< < =<

97
99 & 01

05
96
05 & 06
04
97
04
04

03 & 07
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Mongolia Y Y Y Y - - - - - - :
Montenegro = Y Y Y = - - - - 06 -
Morocco - - Y - 03 - - = - - .
Mozambique Y Y = Y 03 = - - - 01 03
Myanmar - Y Y - - - = - - - ;
Namibia - - - - 00 06 - = = = >
Nepal - Y - - 01 06 - 03 - 00 -
Nicaragua Y - - - 01 - - 98 01 08 -
Niger Y Y Y - 98 06 - - - 04 -
Nigeria - Y Y Y 99 03 - = = 08 -
Oman - Y - - - - - = - - -
Pakistan - Y - - 06 o - - - 08 04
Panama - Y - - - - - 03 - - -
Papua New - - - = = = - - R 03 .
Guinea

Paraguay = = = = = = = = = 06 =
Peru - - - - 00 04-08 - = = 94 -
Philippines - Y Y Y 98 03 - - - 95 -
Poland - - - - - - = - - 03 .
Qatar - - - - - - - - - - -
Romania - - - = = - - - - 98 06
Russia - - - - - - - - - 05 08
Rwanda Y - Y - 00 05 07 - - - -
Samoa - - - - - - - - - - -
Saint Kitts and = - - - - - - - = 03 -
Nevis

Saint Lucia - - - - - = o - - - -
Saint Vincent and - - - - - - - - - 05 .
the Grenadines

Sao Tomé and Y Y Y Y 07 - - = - - ;
Principe

Saudi Arabia - - - o = - - - - R ;
Senegal Y Y Y - 99 05 06 - - 04 05
Serbia - Y Y Y - - - 02171 03 07 03 -
Seychelles - - - - - - 2 - - ; ;
Sierra Leone Y Y Y Y - - - - - 04 -
Slovakia - - = = o - - - - . _
Solomon Islands - - - - = = = - - - -
Somalia - Y Y Y - - - = = - -
South Africa - - - - 98 03 - = - - -
Sri Lanka - - - = = - - - - - _
Sudan - Y Y - - - - - - 07 -
Suriname - - Y Y - - = = - - -
Swaziland - Y Y - 06 - - - = 06 -
Syria - Y Y Y - - - - = - -
Tajikistan Y - Y Y - - - 99 03 07 -
Tanzania - Y - - 99 03 04 - - 00 03 & 05
Thailand - - - Y - = - - - 00 -
Timor-Leste Y - - - - - - 01 - 04 -
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Togo - Y Y Y 98 - - - - - -
Tonga - - - - = - - - - . .
Trinidad and - - Y Y - - - = - - -
Tobago

Tunisia - - Y Y - - - = - - :
Turkey - Y - - 98 03 - - - 01 06
Turkmenistan - Y - Y 00 = = - - - ;
Uganda = = - - 00 07 - - - 03 & 04 07
Ukraine - - Y Y 07 - - - - 97 06 & 08
United Arab - - = = = - - - R . .
Emirates

Uruguay - - - - - - = = - - -
Uzbekistan - - Y Y 02 - - - - 05 -
Vanuatu - - - Y = = - - - . .
Venezuela - - Y - - - = = - - -
Vietnam Y - Y Y 02 - - 02 04 00 -
Yemen Y Y - Y - - - - - 96 -
Zambia - Y Y - 02 07 - - - 01 -
Zimbabwe - - - - 99 05 - - - - -

Notes: DHS = Demographic and Health Survey; LSMS = Living Standards Measurement Survey; MICS = Multiple Indicator Cluster
Survey; PETS = Public Expenditure Tracking Survey.

PETS records are according to the Public Expenditure Reviews obtained from the World Bank's Documents and Reports database
(World Bank 2009a). Not all of them are obtainable.
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Cross -Cutting Issues

Table .60

HIV/AIDS prevalence rates

Arab States

Djibouti

Egypt

Iraq

Jordan

Mauritania

Morocco

Sudan

Syrian Arab Republic
Tunisia

West Bank and Gaza
Yemen

Central and Eastern Europe
Albania

Kosovo

Republic of Moldova
Ukraine

Central Asia
Armenia

Azerbaijan

Georgia

Kyrgyz Republic
Mongolia

Tajikistan
Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan

East Asia and Pacific
Cambodia

China

DPR of Korea
Indonesia

Kiribati

Lao PDR

Marshall Islands
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Myanmar

Papua New Guinea
Philippines

Samoa

Solomon Islands
Thailand
Timor-Leste

Tonga

Vanuatu

Vietnam

3.1
<0.1
<0.2
<0.2

0.8

0.1

1.4
<0.2

0.1

é
<0.2

<0.2

0.4
1.6

0.1
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.3
<0.1
0.1

0.8
0.1
<0.1
0.2

0.2

0.7
1.5
<0.1

1.4

[

0.5

0.7
<0.1
é
é
0.9
0.1
0.3
é
0.1
é
é

0.4
15

0.2
0.3
0.1
0.2
0.1
0.4

0.1

0.8
0.1

0.3
0.2
0.7

0.6
<0.1

1.2

D

0.6

2.1
<0.1
€
é
0.5
0.1

0.2
15

0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1

0.3
0.1

0.1
0.1
0.6

0.7
<0.1

1.2

(0

0.3
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Latin America and Caribbean

Belize 2.1 0.5 15
Bolivia 0.2 0.2 0.1
Ecuador 0.3 0.4 0.2
El Salvador 0.8 0.9 0.5
Guatemala 0.8 <0.1 15
Guyana 2.5 0.5 1.7
Haiti 2.2 0.6 1.4
Honduras 0.7 0.7 0.4
Nicaragua 0.2 0.3 0.1
Paraguay 0.6 0.7 0.3
South and West Asia

Afghanistan é é é
Bangladesh <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Bhutan 0.1 0.1 <0.1
India 0.3 0.3 0.3
Islamic Republic of Iran 0.2 0.2 0.1
Maldives <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Nepal 0.5 0.5 0.3
Pakistan 0.1 0.1 0.1
Sri Lanka <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Sub-Saharan Africa

Angola 2.1 0.2 0.3
Benin 1.2 0.3 0.9
Burkina Faso 1.6 0.5 0.9
Burundi 2 0.4 1.3
Cameroon 5.1 1.2 4.3
Cape Verde é é é
Central African Republic 6.3 1.1 5.5
Chad 3.5 2 2.8
Comoros <0.1 0.1 <0.1
Congo 3.5 0.8 2.3
Cote d'lvoire 3.9 0.8 2.4
DR Congo 1.2-1.5" 0.1-0.4 0.7-1.2
Eritrea 1.3 0.3 0.9
Ethiopia 2.1 0.5 15
Gambia 0.9 0.2 0.6
Ghana 1.9 0.4 1.3
Guinea 1.6 0.4 1.2
Guinea i Bissau 1.8 0.4 1.2
Kenya® 7.1-8.5 0.8-2.5 4.6-8.4
Lesotho 23.2 5.9 14.9
Liberia 1.7 0.4 1.3
Madagascar 0.1 0.2 0.1
Malawi 11.9 2.4 8.4
Mali 15 0.4 1.1
Mozambique 12.5 2.9 8.5
Niger 0.8 0.9 0.5
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0.8 2.3

Nigeria 3.1

Rwanda 2.8 0.5 1.4
Sao Tomé and Principe é é é
Senegal 1 0.3 0.8
Sierra Leone 1.7 0.4 1.3
Somalia 0.5 0.6 0.3
Swaziland 26.1 5.8 22.6
Tanzania, UR 6.2 0.5 0.9
Togo 3.3 0.8 2.4
Uganda 5.4 1.3 3.9
Zambia 15.2 3.6 11.3
Zimbabwe 15.3 2.9 7.7

! Low-high estimate; ? Preliminary analysis.

Note: Data of the HIV AIDS prevalence rates are 2007 estimates, derived from:

- UNAIDS 2008: http://www.unaids.org/en/KnowledgeCentre/HIVData/GlobalReport/2008/2008 _Global report.asp
- GlobalHealthFacts.org: http://www.globalhealthfacts.org/topic.jsp?i=3
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Table 1.61 Children with disabilities

Arab States

Egypt 8y
Iraq 21
Mauritania 30
Yemen 29
Central and Eastern Europe

Albania 16
Central Asia

Armenia 12y
Georgia 30
Mongolia 26
Uzbekistan 3
East Asia and the Pacific

China 2y
Thailand 15
Vietnam 4y
Latin America and the Caribbean

Belize 44
Guatemala 2y
South and West Asia

Bangladesh 21
Sub-Saharan Africa

Cameroon 33
Cape Verde ly
Central African Republic 48
Chad 3y
Ghana 21
Rwanda 2y
Sao Tomé and Principe 29
Sierra Leone 34
Uganda 11y

Note 1: Data refers to the most recent year available during the period specified in
the column heading.

Note 2: y = Data refers to years or periods other than those specified in the column
heading, differ from the standard definition or refer to only part of a country. Such
data are included in the calculation of regional and global averages.

Percentage of children 2i 9 years old with at least one reported disability (i.e.,
cognitive, motor, seizure, vision, hearing or speech).

Source: Unicef 2009, Table 9.
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Table .62

Arab States

Djibouti

Egypt

Iraq

Jordan

Mauritania

Morocco

Sudan

Syrian Arab Republic
Tunisia

West Bank and Gaza
Yemen

Central and Eastern Europe
Albania

Kosovo

Republic of Moldova
Ukraine

Central Asia
Armenia

Azerbaijan

Georgia

Kyrgyz Republic
Mongolia

Tajikistan
Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan

East Asia and the Pacific
Cambodia

China

DPR of Korea
Indonesia

Kiribati

Lao PDR

Marshall Islands
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Myanmar

Papua New Guinea
Philippines

Samoa

Solomon Islands
Thailand
Timor-Leste

Tonga

Child labour indicator

8
7
11
é
4y
11y
13
4
é
é
11y

8
8
12
é
Sy
13y
14
5
é
é
11y

14

32

8y
20

19
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Vanuatu é é é
Vietnam 16 15 16
Latin America and the Caribbean

Belize 40 39 42
Bolivia 22 22 22
Ecuador 12 12 13
El Salvador 6y 9y 4y
Guatemala 29 25 32
Guyana 19 21 17
Haiti 21 22 19
Honduras 16 16 15
Nicaragua 15 18 11
Paraguay 15 17 12
South and West Asia

Afghanistan 30 28 33
Bangladesh 13 18 8
Bhutan 19y 16y 22y
India 12 12 12
Islamic Republic of Iran é é é
Maldives é é é
Nepal 31y 30y 33y
Pakistan é é é
Sri Lanka 8 9 7
Sub-Saharan Africa

Angola 24 22 25
Benin 46 47 45
Burkina Faso 47y 46y 48y
Burundi 19 19 19
Cameroon 31 31 30
Cape Verde 3y 4y 3y
Central African Republic 47 44 49
Chad 53 54 51
Comoros 27 26 28
Congo 25 24 25
Cote d'lvoire 35 36 34
DR Congo 32 29 34
Eritrea e é é
Ethiopia 53 59 46
Gambia 25 20 29
Ghana 34 34 34
Guinea 25 26 24
Guinea-Bissau 39 41 37
Kenya 26 27 25
Lesotho 23 25 21
Liberia é é é
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Madagascar 32 36 28
Malawi 29 28 29
Mali 34 35 33
Mozambique é é é

Niger 43 43 43
Nigeria 13y é é

Rwanda 35 36 35
Sao Tomé and Principe 8 8 7
Senegal 22 24 21
Sierra Leone 48 49 48
Somalia 49 45 54
Swaziland 9 9 9
Tanzania, UR 36 37 34
Togo 29 29 30
Uganda 36 37 36
Zambia 12y 11y 12y
Zimbabwe 13y 12y 14y

Note 1: Data refers to the most recent year available during the period specified in the
column heading.

Note 2: y = Data refers to years or periods other than those specified in the column
heading, differ from the standard definition or refer to only part of a country. Such data
are included in the calculation of regional and global averages.

Percentage of children 51 14 years old involved in child labour at the moment of the

survey. A child is considered to be involved in child labour under the following conditions:

(a) children 5i 11 years old who, during the week preceding the survey, did at least one
hour of economic activity or at least 28 hours of domestic work, or (b) children 127 14
years old who, during the week preceding the survey, did at least 14 hours of economic
activity or at least 28 hours of domestic work.

Source: Unicef 2009, Table 9.
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Part B Data Issues
Finance Data

1. This section discusses the main features of the key global systems for monitoring
education finance. It comments briefly on the content (data and indicators),
comprehensiveness, accuracy, and other key strengths and limitations of the datasets. The
two sections which follow (public finance and external aid) each discuss the data collected
by the Fast Track Initiative Secretariat (FTIS) and the World Bank (in its role as the main
supervising entity (SE) of the Catalytic Fund (CF)).

Public finance
(i) UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS)

2. Global responsibility for collecting standardised public finance data on education by
country rests with the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS). The data are collected via
annual questionnaires which are sent to the UNESCO National Commissions, which then
pass them on to the relevant national authorities (usually Ministries of Education). These
questionnaires are completed by national experts and then returned to the UIS.? Economic
data, including measures such as gross domestic product (GDP), gross national income
(GNI), exchange rates, etc., are provided by the World Bank. Population data are provided
by the United Nations Population Division (UNPD) and are revised every two years to take
into account new census data and improved assumptions about population change.?

3. There are 50 different education finance indicators available to download on the UIS
website.* Only two out of the five FTI Indicative Framework (IF) public finance indicators are
available to download according to the exact IF definition (indicator iv and vii in Table Il.1 of
Appendix II); we were unable to obtain the others via direct requests to UIS. Time series are
listed up to 2008, although the latest data available for all public finance indicators are for
2007 and the latter are very sparse; the latest meaningful time series is 2006. (See
Annex C, in Volume 2 of this report, for more discussion of the relevance and availability of
IF indicators.)

4. The data contained in the UIS database have been collected from some 208
countries, but missing data are a serious problem as outlined in Appendix Il. For the two
available IF indicators, the average annual percentage of missing data for low income
countries between 1999 and 2006 is 86% (indicator iv) and 81% (indicator vii). For a
comprehensive missing data report see Rawle 2009.

5. The UIS ensure data quality via a constant two-way dialogue between the Institute's
team and national experts to cross-check and analyse all data that are provided by the
national bodies. On receiving the data from countries, UIS use national statistical or
educational publications to cross-reference figures, as well as to ensure that no change in
the structure of the country's education system has occurred since the previous
guestionnaire was entered into the database. If any inconsistencies are noted in the data
presented by the national authorities, the UIS will then contact the country with questions for
clarification.

% For more information see the UIS Instruction Manual for Completing the Questionnaires on
Education Statistics

(http://www.uis.unesco.org/TEMPLATE/pdf/Survey 2006/ENGLISH/englman.pdf).

® For more information see the UIS Background information on education statistics in the UIS Data
Centre (http://www.uis.unesco.org/template/pdf/educGeneral/technicalnotes_en.pdf).

* For the full list see Table 19 in the Education folder at
http://stats.uis.unesco.org/unesco/ReportFolders/ReportFolders.aspx.
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6. UIS calculate indicators using a set of standard definitions, and there is a document
on the UIS website which contains information on the composition of indicators. It is not
sufficiently detailed, however, to answer some important questions about the underlying
data. In reference to the IF indicators, it is important to understand whether external grants
have been included or excluded from public expenditure data and this information is not
stated in the document. UIS later clarified that external grants are included in public
expenditure data.

(ii) Pole de Dakar

7. The main details of the Pble de Dakar (PDD) dataset are set out in Appendix Il. In
short, the PDD cover African countries. They obtain public finance data on education from a
variety of secondary sources (including the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and Country
Status Reports (CSRs®) and apply a standard set of definitions to the data to make it
comparable across countries. The most recent PDD reports available to the evaluation were
from 2004, 2005 and 2007.

8. The PDD publish information on 11 public finance indicators for education, including
three out of the five FTI IF public finance indicators listed in Table 11.1 of Appendix Il (plus
another IF indicator: public primary teachers' average salary as units of per capita GDP).
The dataset is relatively complete compared with the UIS dataset, and for the first three PDD
indicators listed in Table 1.1 of Appendix I, there are full data for 33 out of 51 countries
(35% missing) for 2000 and 2005.

(iii) FTI Secretariat

9. The FTIS maintains a database of public finance indicators for endorsed countries.
The data are obtained from a variety of country-level sources, namely documents relating to
endorsement (including donor appraisals), CF applications, joint annual reviews, education
project appraisals, as well as FTI country information forms (see 11(c) below), CSRs, and a
variety of general education sector reports (e.g. Medium-term Expenditure Framework
(MTEF), Education for All (EFA) reviews).

10. The database includes all endorsed countries and contains data from 20007 2007,
although a lot of data are missing. As discussed in Appendix Il, for the years 20031 2006 the
amount of missing data ranges from 27%1 98% for all countries, depending on the variable.
The indicator specifications often differ between countries, and even when the indicators are
the same, different terms are often used to describe them. A further issue is that data are
sometimes provided on the same indicator from more than one source for a particular
country; in such cases values may differ markedly by source and there are no notes to
explain the discrepancy.

11. There are several reasons for the lack of consistency in the indicators available
across countries, and the degree of missing data. Take two of the main sources that the FTI
intended to use to monitor domestic financing:

(a) Joint review documents: it was hoped that, after endorsement of a country's
Education Sector Plan (ESP), a country's joint review process would encompass the
monitoring of a standard set of IF indicators, supplemented with nationally-
appropriate indicators. In practice, in many cases, IF indicators themselves were
adapted (i.e. different definitions were used) or IF indicators were not used at all.
(Annex C documents the evaluation's findings on the use of the IF indicators,
generally and in the case study countries.) Moreover, the submission of joint review
documents to the FTIS has been ad

® Annex F includes a discussion of CSRs and their availability.
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(b) hoc; this is probably, at least partly, because there is no formal requirement to do this
(e.g. it is not part of CF GAs). (See Annex F for the evaluation's review of the
monitoring and evaluation of the FTI.)

(c) FTI country information form (CIF): this document was developed by the FTIS in
response to a CFC request for more information on education indicators and financial
commitments from donors and governments. It was first completed by CF applicants
in November 2006. It contains a section on resource mobilisation with four public
finance indicators. Surprisingly, only one of these indicators is from the IF (indicator
viii in Table 1.1 of Appendix Il), although the other three are also commonly used
public finance indicators for education (indicators ii, iii, and vi in Table 1.1 of
Appendix Il). Unfortunately the exact definition of the indicators is not given in detail
on the CIF: for example it does not state whether external grants are to be included
or excluded in the calculation of indicators. Also, three of the indicators refer to
education budget data, while one requires education expenditure data. This seems
inconsistent and is potentially a cause of inconsistency in the data submitted. The
CIF is intended to be used as a monitoring tool, and the FTIS has sent out periodic
requests for CIFs from recipient countries. Unfortunately, the submission of these
forms has not been universal, and often the data submitted are incomplete. This
situation may improve as monitoring requirements have recently been clarified, as
part of the new FTI process guide (FTI 2008j). The specific guidelines for processing
CF grants by the World Bank specify one of the responsibilities of the World Bank
task team leader (TTL) as the twice yearly submission of CIFs (World Bank 2008c).

12. Clearly the FTIS database cannot be used for robust cross-country analysis of public
finance trends due to the lack of standardised data. In recognition of this, the FTIS presents
public finance data from UIS in its annual reports (in Annex 4 of the FTI Annual Report for
2008 (FTI 2008I), it states that "preference was given to UIS data where available. When
UIS data was missing, country data were used as a complement provided that the combined
data presented consistent trends"). The World Bank narrative status report on current CF
recipients (World Bank 2009a), does rely on country-level data on domestic financing trends,
but no attempt has been made to obtain standard information from countries. The result is
that individual countries have reported in different ways. In some cases, particularly those
which have used a narrative approach, indicators are not specified precisely. In other cases,
budget figures are used, or even projected figures. In short, this does not provide a robust
basis for a cross-country comparison of domestic financing trends. Table 1.63 below
illustrates the inconsistency between UIS and FTIS data.
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Table 1.63 Comparison of FTIS and UIS data

Public 2003 Kenya 22.9 33.1 -10.2
g:gg:éiture Tajikistan 20.3 15.4 4.9 24
on education 2004 Benin 21.4 19 2.4 11
as % of total Guyana 14 18.4 -4.4 32
current Kenya 34.8 27.4 7.4 21
GORETIEE Mozambique 25.6 15.1 105 41
expenditure o
(indicator iv) Tajikistan 22.2 16 6.2 28
2005 Guyana 211 19.8 1.3 6
Madagascar 28.7 18.1 10.6 37
2006  Ethiopia 18.8 20 -1.2 6
Guyana 25 18.1 6.9 28
Madagascar 24.3 15.5 8.8 36
Mozambique 25.9 17.4 8.5 33
Senegal 38.8 28.2 10.6 27
Public 2003 Cameroon 56.1 36 20.1 36
current. Kenya 64.1 57.4 6.7 10
%p;?rg%e Sierra Leone 52.3 51.1 1.2 2
education as 2004 Benin 49.5 39.9 9.6 19
% of public Cameroon 55.5 36 19.5 35
LI Guyana 34.1 30.9 3.2 10
expenditure
on education Kenya 62.9 57.4 5.5 9
(indicator vii) Madagascar 54.1 51.8 2.3 4
Mongolia 24.3 22.9 1.4 6
2005 Cameroon 34.9 36 -1.1 3
Ghana 34.4 31.6 2.8 8
Guyana 34.1 31 3.1 9
Lesotho 39.2 38.2 1.0 3
Madagascar 47.3 56.6 -9.3 20
Rwanda 53.9 43 10.9 20
2006 Cameroon 34 36.9 -2.9 9
Ethiopia 50.8 56.8 -6.0 12
Guyana 27.1 43.2 -16.1 60
Kenya 54.7 53.6 1.1 2
Lesotho 38.2 39 -0.8 2
Madagascar 46.1 55 -8.9 19
Mali 60.2 36.5 23.7 39
Mozambique 56.2 57.6 -1.4 2

Source: FTI Secretariat and UIS 2009.

External finance
13. This discussion deals with the monitoring of the volume of external aid to education.
(iv) OECD CRS
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14. The main source of standardised information on external aid flows to education is the
OECD's International Development Statistics database. This comprises the OECD
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) database, which provides aggregate data, and
the OECD Creditor Reporting System (CRS), which provides project- and activity-level data.
The latter is the most useful source for carrying out detailed analysis of external aid flows to
education.

15. The OECD CRS online database includes data both on commitments and on
disbursements of official development assistance (ODA). The main features of interest in the
CRS data are the following:

¢ Aid flow information is broken down by sector. In the case of direct aid to education,
four education sub-sectors are distinguished: basic,secondary, post-secondary and
unspecified.

e Aid flow information is broken down by donor and recipient developing countries.®

e There is information on direct budget support. This enables the calculation of total
aid to education following the convention adopted by UNESCO and the FTIS.

e Each cell of the database is linked to the underlying project database, which enables
the researcher to trace the source of the information.

16. Only bilateral donors are obliged to report to the OECD DAC Secretariat; multilateral
donors report on a voluntary basis. As a consequence, although the DAC Secretariat
attempts to collect these data from multilaterals, there are some major gaps particularly in
the disbursement data. Non-DAC bilateral donors (e.g. Republic of Korea and some Arab
states) are excluded from the OECD CRS database.

17. The DAC Secretariat has advised the Global Monitoring Report (GMR) team that the
CRS data are complete enough to be accurate only since 1999 for commitments and since
2002 for disbursements.

18. The GMR team made a few adjustments to the OECD CRS data before using it (i.e.
the data in the OECD CRS and the GMR differ) because of various problems it has identified
with the accuracy of the data. In summary, these are:

¢ Bilateral data: the commitment and disbursement data for France and Japan are
underreported for 1999 to 2002. There is also underreporting of post-secondary
education for Germany in 2005. These errors are corrected by substituting the OECD
CRS data with OECD DAC data, which in these cases have been assessed to be
more accurate (see Annex Table G.14 in Rawle 2009, for details of the adjustments
made). In general, it is not clear why data in the two OECD databases should differ in
respect of the same items.

¢ Multilateral data: the GMR team obtains data from the two major multilateral donors
to education (IDA and European Commission (EC)) directly each year so that it can
check the accuracy of the multilateral data in the OECD CRS.

19. There are some major difficulties with the reporting of FTI commitments and
disbursements to the OECD CRS. Prior to 2007 the FTI was included in the list of
multilateral donors to education, but there were several problems:

® Developing countries are those in Part | of the DAC list of aid recipients, which essentially comprise
all low- and middle-income countries.
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e Only data from the FTI Catalytic Fund were included; FTI Education Program
Development Fund (EPDF) data were ignored (although the amounts are far
smaller).

e The amount recorded for FTI commitments was based on (multi-year) allocations
from the year they were awarded. The GMR team, in consultation with the FTIS,
subsequently corrected these data so that FTI commitments reflect signed grant
agreements from the year they were made.” (See Section H of Appendix IIl for
details on how CF commitments are reported in international data.)

e Data on FTI disbursements were largely missing.

e There was double counting of FTI data because (at least some) of the donors who
contribute to the FTI reported their FTI contributions directly to the OECD CRS as
"unallocated by recipient™. In view of this problem, the DAC Secretariat has decided
not to include the FTI as a donor in the 2007 data. All contributions to FTI are
therefore under each donor in the "unallocated by recipient” category. Since it is not
clear exactly how individual donors were reporting FTI contributions to the OECD
CRS prior to 2007, it makes the analysis of trends problematic.

20. The last issue is important for the transparent global monitoring of the FTI trust funds.
From an analytical perspective it would be more informative to see the FTI trust funds
reported as a multilateral donor, and to ensure that the individual bilateral donors exclude
FTI contributions from their reporting to the OECD CRS. However, this is not
straightforward.. One implication of adopting this approach would be to reduce the direct
attribution to education of aid from some of the major donors to the FTI trust funds (e.g. the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom).

21. There are some other more general concerns about the accuracy of the data held by
the OECD DAC/CRS. During 2009 an exercise was carried out by the G8 Education Experts
Group (EEG) to establish their own estimates of trends in G8 bilateral ODA to basic
education between 20027 2008. They mounted a parallel data collection exercise because of
their concerns about the underreporting of ODA to basic education in the OECD DAC/CRS.
For example, they compared US congressional estimates for aid to basic education with
data in the OECD DAC/CRS and found a large discrepancy. This was attributed to the
possibility that some USAID funding for basic education is reported in the multi-sectoral
category in the OECD DAC/CRS databases, and is thus missing from the education-specific
aid figures. A brief analysis of G8 data against the GMR dataset is presented below (29ff).

22. Another general concern about the accuracy of the OECD DAC/CRS data is that it is
not uncommon to find inexplicable differences between these global data and data collected
at the country level. One member of the FTIS speculated that this is partly because the
reporting to the OECD DAC/CRS is not usually done by sector specialists.

(v) FTIS data

23. The FTIS requests information on trends in aggregate levels of external support for
education and primary education in its CIF. Apart from the fact that the submission of these
forms by recipient countries to the FTIS has been ad hoc, the information is not necessarily
standardised across countries and it may not be comprehensive (obtaining information at
country level from donors who fund projects which are off-budget can be problematic). For
these reasons, these data do not lend themselves to cross-country analysis. Indeed the
FTIS itself uses external aid data from the OECD CRS database as its primary source in its
annual reports (FTI 2008I, Annex 4).

"It is these adjusted figures that appear in Tables 11 2 of Annex 4 in the 2009 GMR (UNESCO 2008),
which describe aid flow commitments by donor.
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24. The World Bank attempted to collect data on recent trends (20051 2008) in external
aid disbursements to education by donor in each CF current recipient country, as part of its
recent status report (FTI 2009a). Unfortunately data were not available for 10 out of the 20
CF recipient countries.

25. In terms of monitoring the sources and uses of the CF, responsibility is split between
the FTIS and the World Bank (as the supervising entity, in all but one recipient country at
time of writing this report).

26. The role of the FTIS is to monitor receipts, allocations, commitments (grant
agreements) and disbursements (to country level deposit accounts) at the aggregate level,
and for each donor and recipient country. The information is stored on a series of separate
Excel sheets. These sheets are not linked together, so that, for example, detailed per
country information on allocations, commitments and disbursements (amounts and dates) is
not in a consolidated database. It would strengthen the monitoring system to put all of this
information together into one database, so as to facilitate quick analysis at the country level.

27. There also appears to be a substantial lag in the entry of some information into the
existing sheets. For example, the exact dates of disbursement and commitment of CFs in
2007 and 2008 have not been entered for all countries (the year of disbursement is
available, but detailed analysis of disbursement delays requires exact dates). In addition, the
exact date of endorsement, the dates when allocations were made, and the modality used to
disburse the funds could be usefully added to the database.?

28. The FTIS does not routinely collate the information which would be necessary to
report on the detailed use of CFs at country level. This information, where the CF modality
permits, has been kept by the World Bank (as supervising entity).

Comparison of G8 and GMR data

29. This section details the differences between the G8 external aid commitment figures
presented by two datasets: the G8 Education Experts Report 2009 and the GMR 2010
External Aid Database. It presents an abridged version of the analysis carried out by the
evaluation team of the discrepancies in the G8 aggregated aid commitments to education.

30. The G8 Education Experts Report (G8 2009) presents a table and graph showing G8
donors' aggregate ODA commitments for the education sector from 20007 2007 in USD
millions (source: OECD DAC). An attached spreadsheet contains a table with data for
education and basic education disaggregated by donor country, indicating that the same
figures are already a representation of the original data in constant 2007 prices. The table
also indicates that the G8 Report data are represented in local currency; however, it is not
clear if this refers only to the 2008 data or also to the 20001 2007 data. After investigating the
data to take into consideration deflators and exchange rates, it has been concluded that the
data on G8 ODA commitments to education (including basic education) are presented in the
G8 Report in constant 2007 USD prices. Table .64 (on page 109 below) and Table 1.65
contain the data presented bg the G8 Report and the GMR External Aid Database
(UNESCO 2009a), respectively.

31. Figure I.1 below shows the G8 Report data in comparison to the GMR 2010. The
figures presented by both datasets show a similar trend: aid commitments to education have

® It would also be useful to include the year that each allocation for intended for, and then to ensure
that each commitment (grant agreement) and disbursement is tracked against the original allocation.

° All the G8 countries are represented in this report with the exception of Russia (the GMR 2007
database does not contain data for this country).
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increased throughout the period 20007 2007 but with a significant fall in 2005 followed by a
subsequent rise in 2006. However, the G8 Report shows an increase in aid commitments to
education from 20061 2007 while the GMR 2010 shows a decrease during the same period.

32. These differences are likely to be explained by a combination of different factors.
Different exchange rates and deflators may have been used, but more significant factors are
likely to be the different ways in which aid is reported by different donors to different
institutions, and differing assumptions underpinning the calculation of total, rather than
simply direct, aid to the education sector. As discussed in section 3C of the main report
(Cambridge Education, Mokoro & OPM 2010), direct aid to education dropped off between
2006 to 2007, but both General Budget Support (GBS) and aid to "education unspecified"
increased. The way such cross-sectoral or multi-sectoral aid has been reported might
explain the discrepancy in trend between the two datasets we see in 2007.

Figure 1.1 G8 vs. GMR data: Total aid commitments to education
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Source: Table 1.64 and Table I.65.
33. In terms of aid commitments to basic education, a similar pattern is observed

(Figure 1.2): the basic trend is similar up until 2007 (see 32). It is observed that the
differences in absolute values and as a percentage between the two datasets are more
significant than the differences in total aid to education (Figure 1.1 above), especially in 2004,
2006, and 2007 (Table 1.66 and Table 1.67).

106 February 2010



Appendix |: Statistical Appendix

Figure 1.2 G8 vs. GMR data: Total aid commitments to basic education
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Source: Table 1.64 and Table 1.65.

34. The G8 Report presents a table and graph showing cross-G8 donors aggregate ODA
commitments to basic education to FTI-endorsed countries from 20027 2007 in USD millions
(source: figures provided by each G8 member). The spreadsheet attached contains a table
with data for basic education to FTI-endorsed countries disaggregated by donor and
indicates that the same figures are in current USD billions. After investigation it has been
concluded that the data presented in the G8 Report are in current USD prices. Thus, the
figures have been deflated to constant 2007 USD prices to allow comparability between the
two datasets.

35. Figure 1.3 below shows the G8 Report data in comparison to the GMR 2010 data. In
contrast with the data for G8 aid commitments to the education sector to all countries, the
data for G8 aid commitments to basic education to FTI-endorsed countries presented by
both datasets do not show a similar trend. While both datasets show an increase in aid
commitments between 2002 and 2004 followed by a decrease in 2005, the G8 report shows
continued increase in aid commitments between 2005 and 2007 while the GMR 2010 shows
a decrease during the same period. The difference in terms of absolute values is also quite
stark.
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Figure 1.3 G8 vs GMR data: Total aid commitments to basic education
(FTl-endorsed countries)
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Source: Table 1.64 and Table 1.65.

36. These differences are liable to be more pronounced than with the previous two
comparisons of total aid to education and basic education across all countries from G8
donors, as the sample size is much smaller. But we also analysed the discrepancies
between the two datasets for each individual donor. Generally speaking, it was shown that
while the data was well corroborated for each individual donor across both datasets for total
aid to education and total aid to basic education 7 the main exception being the UK i there
were large discrepancies in the basic education commitments to FTI-endorsed countries
reported by each dataset. However, the data received from the G8 were not broken down by
recipient country, so it was not possible to analyse where exactly lay the differences
between donor aid to FTI-countries represented by each dataset.

37. As above, these discrepancies are likely to be explained as the combined result of
differing ways in which aid to education and other sectors (such as GBS and multi-sector
aid) is reported by different donors to different institutions, as well as perhaps different
assumptions underpinning calculations of total aid to education and basic education. The
use of different deflators and exchange rates is another factor.

38. It is important to note here that the donors themselves are the ultimate source of
these conflicting data series. The GMR data are reported by the donors directly to the OECD
DAC, the same source as for the G8 Education Experts Report 2009. Where the figures in
the G8 differ most is in relation to aid to FTI-countries, in which case the G8 figures come
directly from the donors.
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Canada

EC

France

Germany

Italy

Japan

United

Kingdom

United
States

Total

Table .64

Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries

Source: G8 2009

230.64
26.43

676.49
446.07

1300.28
194.33

888.03
98.29

39.16
0.43

616.64
37.63

274.77
112.24

305.5
227

4331.51
1142.42

201.7
74.57

378.87
51.91

1347.35
247.08

936.58
70.57

107.97
0.16

756.59
77.11

316.26
110.35

373.58
240.03

4418.90
871.78

359.59
116.95
89.59
408.12
33.03
42.40
1491.66
259.52
22.03
1058.9
111.32
19.58
96.64
0.52
0.22
936.64
101.69
57.04
189.02
103.96
66.70
325.6
250.93
85.62
4866.17
977.92
383.16

464.82
191.17
73.53
767.99
297.32
36.55
1673.49
276.42
35.13
1238.67
109.07
30.54
32.37
0.13
0.39
934.2
130.36
82.26
472.39
316.28
113.16
312.62
253.1
94.28
5896.55
1573.85
465.83

299.43
162.49
83.70
493.17
117.01
64.18
1802.67
317.67
86.61
1252.16
120.58
35.32
97.04
23.51
2.97
1134.5
191.58
79.37
530.8
378.39
75.12
636.93
543.56
96.03
6246.70
1854.79
523.32

295.47
176.99
72.26
855.43
355.85
22.84
1689.75
226.97
18.08
456.16
129.33
42.38
61.24
2.49
1.33
752.44
142.1
93.13
385.28
222.82
102.08
656.66
471.21
94.35
5152.43
1727.76
446.46

G8 Education Experts Report 2009 data disaggregated by donor (constant 2007 USD m)

327.04
221.55
99.69
658.33
219.97
60.25
2000.55
117.73
67.84
1518.79
118.26
42.13
46.41
3.26
0.92
871.98
99.1
60.88
460.9
244.77
205.02
489.91
282.96
121.56
6373.91
1307.60
658.29

261.94
113.73
103.75
761.32
109.55
33.82
1929.2
198.61
141.29
1463.8
164.52
87.42
49.26
2.68
1.33
719.71
112.45
67.29
895.54
508.44
369.92
841.41
537.53
118.66
6922.21
1747.51
923.49
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Table I.65 GMR 2010 External Aid Database data disaggregated by donor (constant 2007 USD m)

Canada

EC

France

Germany

Italy

Japan

United

Kingdom

United
States

Total

Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries

Source: UNESCO 2009a.

154.32
45.92

699.23
422.08

1290.37
192.85

876.31
98.54

53.55
2.18

113.92
37.74

421.73
268.20

306.44
228.08

3915.87
1295.57

118.61
77.25

349.06
80.81

1337.04
245.19

977.47
70.08

116.65
1.62

758.79
77.33

335.01
24411

372.96
239.64

4365.60
1036.03

322.49
107.25
91.51
360.64
82.02
30.29
1480.32
257.55
122.93
1064.12
107.07
19.62
109.92
0.52
0.22
939.36
101.98
64.50
169.55
32.70
24.74
337.60
252.20
60.48
4784.01
941.29
414.28

453.03
204.97
92.55
746.83
297.27
2.39
1660.92
274.34
179.99
1243.59
111.29
30.61
56.93
2.60
0.39
936.91
130.74
96.91
424.49
327.75
148.88
312.10
252.69
56.31
5834.80
1601.64
608.03

300.53
164.33
59.07
492.63
116.88
32.86
1789.08
315.28
291.85
1231.48
120.54
35.34
97.87
23.52
2.99
1137.80
192.14
133.69
928.69
861.69
20.41
635.84
542.67
72.45
6613.91
2337.06
648.65

291.29
183.41
100.75
826.24
355.58
22.82
1681.71
225.88
150.63
1106.02
129.65
42.29
91.92
2.40
1.34
754.91
142.57
88.17
300.01
191.01
183.49
655.64
470.50
54.81
5707.74
1701.01
644.31

309.16
222.41
152.36
658.15
219.91
23.37
1995.54
117.43
68.34
1518.06
120.13
42.11
46.59
3.27
0.92
874.24
99.36
60.78
1017.44
590.18
195.50
489.41
282.68
76.93
6908.58
1655.37
620.31

239.72
112.86
35.73
761.32
109.55
0.00
1929.21
198.61
52.11
1463.82
164.52
87.42
48.84
2.68
1.33
703.19
112.45
66.79
534.33
41.19
0.50
841.40
537.53
100.17
6521.82
1279.39
344.05
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Canada

EC

France

Germany

Italy

Japan

United

Kingdom

United
States

Total

Table 1.66

Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries

-76.32
19.49

22.74
-23.99

-9.91
-1.48

-11.72
0.25

14.39
1.75

-502.72
0.11

146.96
155.96

0.94
1.08

-415.64
153.15

-83.09
2.68

-29.81
28.90

-10.31
-1.89

40.89
-0.49

8.68
1.46

2.20
0.22

18.75
133.76

-0.62
-0.39

-53.30
164.25

27.79
-142.19

Sources: UNESCO 2006 and UNESCO 2009a. Note: (1) Difference = G8 data minus GMR 2007 data.

-132.54
649.86
0.32
0.09
30.68
-0.09
-0.01
2.47
0.47
4.95
-85.27
-31.81
-81.41
-1.02
-0.71
39.53
555.31
-26.75
-197.85

G8 Report and GMR 2010 data i difference’ in absolute numbers (constant 2007 USD m)

-22.22
-0.87
68.02
0.00
0.00
33.82
0.00
0.00
89.18
0.00
0.00
0.00
-0.42
0.00
0.00
-16.52
0.00
0.50
-361.21
-467.25
369.42
-0.01
0.00
18.50
-400.39
-468.12
579.44
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Canada

EC

France

Germany

Italy

Japan

United

Kingdom

United
States

Total

Sources: UNESCO 2006 and UNESCO 2009a. Notes: (1) percentage = G8 data + GMR 2007 data.

Table .67

Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries
Education

Basic Education

Basic Ed to FTI Countries

G8 Report and GMR 2010 data i difference in percentage’

1.1150
1.0905
0.9790
1.1316
0.4027
1.4000
1.0077
1.0076
0.1792
0.9951
1.0397
0.9979
0.8792
1.0007
0.9923
0.9971
0.9971
0.8844
1.1149
3.1794
2.6958
0.9645
0.9950
1.4156
1.0172
1.0389
0.9249

15.3145
1.0076
1.0076
0.1952
0.9960
0.9800
0.9979
0.5686
0.0499
0.9918
0.9971
0.9971
0.8488
1.1128
0.9650
0.7601
1.0017
1.0016
1.6745
1.0106
0.9826
0.7661

0.4530
0.4147
1.0487
1.0010
1.0010
1.5802
0.9226
0.7899
1.0612

1.0927
1.0077
2.9035
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
2.7116
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
1.0087
1.0006
1.0000
1.0235
1.0000
1.0075
1.6760
12.3436
739.3961
1.0000
1.0000
1.1846
1.0614
1.3659
2.6842

112

February 2010



Appendix |: Statistical Appendix

Education Data

39. This section: (a) discusses the main features of the key global systems for monitoring
education statistics; and (b) comments on the challenges of existing data sources, first in
terms of their ability to provide reliable evidence on primary completion rates, and then
briefly on other selected indicators.

Global monitoring of education data and support for education data systems

40. The UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS) founded in 1997 and based in Montreal is
now a recognised authority on global education statistics. The UIS makes data available on
its website and publishes an annual Global Education Digest. Its data are the major source
for the annual EFA Global Monitoring Report (GMR), which since 2002 has been the main
annual document that monitors progress towards the EFA goals (although it does not report
on some of the indicators of the FTI Indicative Framework i see Annex C in Volume 2 of the
report (Cambridge Education, Mokoro & OPM 2010b)).

41. The UIS also provides the same education data for many other international reports,
such as the World Bank EdStats, the Millennium Development Goals Report, the UNDP
Human Development Report, the Unicef flagship report on the State of the World's Children
and the World Development Indicators (WDI). There are sometimes inconsistencies between
the various reports for the same year. In most cases, this will be because:

o (different versions of the UIS data base, which is updated three times per year to
provide data as timely as possible, are being used (e.g. the World Bank receives
preliminary data for the WDI from the UIS because of timing issues);

e some organisations include national data where no UIS data are available (e.g.
Unicef and the World Bank for EdStats).

42. A recent analysis (Horn & Porta 2009) of data availability on 283 education indicators
(in other words, for how many countries have international organisations managed to obtain
data) showed that there has been some progress, as a result of cooperation between
international organisations and national governments. In 1990, the availability of data on
these indicators was 36%, whereas availability averaged 57% over the 20007 2006 period.
Nonetheless, the percentage remains low even if one focuses on the four main indicators
(net enrolment rate, primary completion rate, literacy and gender parity). An important
unresolved question is why countries do not report to the international organisations when
they have the information in country.

43. Bruns et al 2003 pointed to a number of gaps in administrative data, including
unreliable population projection, enrolment and completion data (as well as poor quality data
on public expenditure and aid flows). This is not a problem specific to the education sector.
Booth & Lucas 2002 lamented the "unreliability of routine information systems".

44, Two frameworks have been developed for assessing the quality of data in general by
Eurostat and the IMF (the Data Quality Assessment Framework (DQAF)) respectively. In
general, Eurostat focuses largely on output-oriented indicators, while the IMF indicators are
process-oriented. The DQAF provides internationally accepted good practices and
benchmarks, against which the national processes can be compared. The approach has
been jointly adapted by the UIS and the World Bank to education statistics in 2004 and
applied in diagnostic reports for several countries (see World Bank and UNESCO 2003).

45. There have been various capacity development for statistical systems and data use.
The NESIS project of the Working Group on Education Statistics (WGES) of the Association
for the Development of Education in Africa (ADEA) has been running since 1991. It is funded
from a consortium of bilateral donors. With the support of the Swedish aid agency (Sida), the

Volume3_Feb2010a.doc 113



FTI Mid-Term Evaluation i Final Report (Volume 3)

UIS actively supported the project from 1999 to 2005. For most of this period UIS provided
three staff members 1 two stationed in Harare and one in Dakar 1 who served as the
secretariat and coordinators of the Working Group on Educational Statistics (WGES).
Through the WGES-NESIS, the UIS with partner agencies and Member States carried out a
range of capacity building initiatives, such as hosting regional and sub-regional capacity
building workshops, development of training modules (including CD-ROMs) and
development of Education Management Information System (EMIS) systems. Training and
technical assistance activities were also conducted at country level, including support for
implementation of EMIS. As coordinating agency, the UIS played a leading role in
developing and implementing the capacity building programme of the WGES. A key strength
of the project was the broad based support enjoyed by ADEA and the WGES, including from
Member States and donor agencies (see Wako 2003).

46. The Southern African Development Community (SADC) Regional Statistical Training
Project (RSTP), which ran from 2005 to 2007, was designed to provide frameworks for the
enhancement of statistical capacity in SADC Member States. In addition, mechanisms and
frameworks developed through the RSTP were to provide the platform and vehicle for
harmonisation of core official statistics within the SADC region by facilitating the adoption,
promotion and implementation of harmonised statistical concepts, classifications, sources
and methodologies. One of the key results of the project was the development of
standardised training materials for the programme of short courses and seminars targeted at
management and professional staff working within national statistical systems of SADC
Member States. In order to sustain the strengthening of the professional capacity of the
national statistical system, the plan is to consolidate these materials into a modular
programme that can be implemented by training institutions throughout the region, leading
eventually to an Advanced (Post Graduate) Diploma in Official Statistics.

47. The World Bank and several bilateral donors were early supporters of UIS Statistical
Capacity Building (SCB) programme. The programme began in earnest in 2003, following
the recruitment of a senior programme specialist to develop and manage the programme. At
around the same time, the Director decided to establish UIS Regional Advisor positions in
the UNESCO Regional Education Bureaus in Dakar, Harare, Bangkok and Santiago. This
reflected the need for a strong regional presence in order to support delivery of the
programme in the field. In addition, two UIS staff were assigned to the newly established
Montreal-based SCB team. The UIS SCB programme has grown very quickly since 2003.

48. A key early initiative was the European Union-funded SCB Project in 11 countries
potentially eligible for the FTI, which included seven African countries (Ethiopia, Ghana,
Guinea, Mauritania, Niger, Tanzania and Uganda), three Asian countries (Bangladesh,
Pakistan and Vietham) and Honduras. The project was intended to be of 3% years duration
with the initial phases of each project in each country comprising:

¢ an initial mission to each country to establish a National Technical Committee (NTC)
to manage the project, and to discuss the project with stakeholders;

¢ the conduct by UIS, in consultation with the NTC, of a diagnostic study of the current
state of education statistics;

¢ support to the NTC to develop a national action plan to strengthen capacities;

e provision of technical assistance to national authorities to implement the action plan,
in partnership with in-country development partners.

49. The programme was criticised in an evaluation (Jenkins & Associates 2007) for:
e being too hands on and an ad hoc approach to training;

¢ the instability of funding and heavy dependence on donor contributions;
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e little attention to building institutional capacity of stakeholder support;

e too much focus on in-house developed software for EMIS without provision for
ongoing support and maintenance;

e uncomfortable relationships with the WGES of ADEA;
e expansion of countries covered without consideration of budget feasibility;

e Dbeing donor rather than country driven.

Primary completion rate

50. The primary completion rate (PCR) is defined as the ratio of the total number of
students successfully completing (or graduating from) the last year of primary school in a
given year to the total number of children of official graduation age in the population. This
definition is used in the FTI Framework (FTI 2004a) and was used in the WDI report until
2005. The concept is intuitively straightforward but, despite the efforts of the World Bank
supported by UIS, it has proved very difficult to obtain data on the number of completers or
graduates from more than a handful of countries.

51. Since 2006, the WDI has therefore defined a proxy PCR indicator as the percentage
of students completing the last year of primary school, which is calculated as the total
number of students in the last grade of primary school, minus the number of repeaters in that
grade, divided by the total number of children of official graduation age. Note that most
current World Bank publications and many other reports (e.g. the MDG report) label the
proxy PCR wrongly as the "genuine" PCR.

52. The UIS continued to invest in further development around the PCR indicator. It
currently publishes annually four different indicators related to the PCR:
e gross intake ratio to the last grade (proxy PCR);

s expected gross intake ratio to the last grade (forecast of proxy PCR given current
intake);

e gross primary graduation ratio (‘true' PCR);
e expected gross primary graduation ratio.

53. All four indicators were developed for the World Bank in the period 20031 2005 but
most of them are not widely used by World Bank staff.

54, The GMR used only to publish survival rates to final grade (i.e. intake either to
Grade 5 or to final grade divided by intake to first grade). In 2009, it also published a gross
survival primary completion rate calculated as students completing the final grade of primary
cycle divided by intake to Grade 1.

55. There are problems with the concepts. First, the PCR should mean the percentage of
a starting population cohort which, after allowing for deaths and migration into and out of the
country, complete the primary cycle in a country. This means that the correct denominator
for the indicator should be the number of children of initial school-going age in the year that
should have entered school.

56. Second, there are some obvious technical problems with any of these definitions:
e They rely on an estimate of the numbers of children in a single age year.

e The criteria for completing the final year may change from year to year.
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e Children may be held back from the final grade of the primary cycle until parents or
schools assess that they have a good chance of succeeding (evidence from several
African countries).

e The age range of the cohort of students in the final year may change substantially
from year to year when there has been a previous expansion (or contraction) in the
intake rates; so that the extent to which it can be used to provide useful policy
information is variable.

57. Third, there are other practical and interpretative problems:

e |t is difficult to track children who shift between schools and jurisdictions within a
country, so as to know what happens to them.

e The criteria for what counts as a final pass, and the policy towards repetition in earlier
grades, may change over time so that changes in the PCR become difficult to
interpret.

58. Fourth, the Education Policy and Data Center (EPDC) uses a different approach,
basing its PCR on educational attainment among different five-year age groups from
household surveys. These are measures of stock and are not to be confused with primary
graduation rates, which are meant to capture flows. In addition, there are different issues
concerning possible survey bias (see Carr-Hill 2005a). This and related data problems are
discussed in the next sub-section.

(i) Population 7 evidence from census and vital registration systems

59. Recent reviews find that there are huge gaps in the availability of demographic data,
especially vital events such as births and deaths (see e.g. Mathers et al 2005, WHO 2005,
Setel et al 2007. Most reviews also show that the situation has not significantly improved
over the last decades. With the sole exception of child mortality, mortality statistics for the
developing world are in a deplorable state (Lopez et al 2007). Many ad hoc and specialised
surveys activities have obscured the virtual stagnation of vital registration systems in
developing countries and international efforts to improve registration systems.

60. This persistent lack of reliable and continuous vital registration data (births, deaths,
migration) for many developing countries demands the use of survey data, model age
distributions and projections to estimate population by age and sex. Yet these survey data,
as discussed below, are suspect.

61. Population estimates are usually based on national population censuses, but their
frequency and quality vary by country. Errors and undercounting occur even in high income
countries. In developing countries, errors may be substantial because of resource
constraints. Age-sex structures drawn from censuses commonly under-enumerate young
children. In the presentation at the Committee for the Coordination of Statistical Activities
(CCSA) in Rome in 2008, Thomas Buettner, Deputy Director of the United Nations
Population Division, points to:

¢ politically motivated misreporting;

¢ enumeration areas missed out or only partially covered due to: extreme remoteness
or inaccessibility political or security problems; disputed territories; conflict zones;

¢ systematic under-reporting of children.

62. While census data are often adjusted for age bias, adjustments are rarely made for
inadequate vital registration systems. Compounding these problems, pre- and post-census
estimates of school-age children are model interpolations or projections) that may miss
important demographic events [World Bank 2008b, p.83].
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(if) Population 7 evidence from surveys

63. The original problem of undercounting especially of children is well-recognised but
the problems with the common used solution of household surveys are not. To start with,
when the population sampling frame is inadequate, then the representative nature of the
sample is in question. But there are further problems with the use of surveys both in principle
and in practice.

64. The fact that household surveys are not annual means that they cannot generate
regular educational data. There has been considerable effort to harmonise measurement
approaches among the data producers (Macro/USAID, Unicef, World Bank, ILO) along with
the UIS in order to generate comparative indicators. The group produced a guide to
collecting, compiling and interpreting education indicators from household surveys (UIS et al
2004). There have also been special efforts to examine methodological issues around
education measures, led by USAID/Macro and Unicef and efforts to better understand
differences between household and school-based data on participation. This was explored in
the UIS/Unicef report on out-of-school children, although the main focus of that document
was in fact on the length of schooling (UIS and Unicef 2005).

65. But the main problem of using household surveys to cover gaps in the administrative
data are that out-of-school children are likely to be from the poorer segments of the
population, which are not captured well by household surveys in developing countries. With
rare exceptions, these surveys typically omit by design:

¢ those not in households because they are homeless;
¢ those who are in institutions (including refugee camps);

¢ mobile, nomadic or pastoralist populations.

66. In addition, household surveys, as implemented, typically under-represent:
o those in fragile, disjointed or multiple occupancy households;
e those in urban slums;

¢ those living in certain areas of the country where there are security concerns.

67. The consequence of this lack of recognition of the problems with sample surveys has
been that, despite the known deficiencies of population estimates, no attempt has been
made to estimate the size and distribution of the 'missing' populations and especially the
numbers of missing children.

(iii) Estimates of missing people and out-of-school children

68. Based on UIS data (reported in Table H1 in Carr-Hill 2009), the number of out-of-
school children in FTI countries fell substantially between 1999 (21.9 million) and 2006 (14.4
million). However, as mentioned above, it is very difficult to count out-of-school children
accurately.

69. It is well-known in developed countries that homeless people have more difficulty
accessing health and social services. In developing countries, the same is true for street
children, who are also deprived of schooling. Yet, household surveys omit the homeless and
street children. Estimating numbers of street children is fraught with difficulties. In 1989,
Unicef estimated that there were about 100 million street children. The same estimate was
repeated 13 years later (Unicef 2002: 37) but was qualified recently (Unicef 2005: 40-41)
and has no basis in fact (see Ennew & Milne 1989; Hecht 1998; Green 1998). However
many there are, they will not be covered by household surveys.
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70. Most household surveys omit from the sampling frame institutional populations: care
homes, military installations, prisons and refugee camps. Careful reporting usually
acknowledges this (and most categories are included in estimated census population
counts) but refugees are not counted in population censuses nor are they included in the
sampling frames of surveys so they cannot make any contribution to the overall estimates.
However, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) publishes figures
annually on numbers of registered refugees and internally displaced persons by country, age
and sex. These were reproduced in Table I.57 (on page 80 above). The total number of
children of school going age in refugee camps is estimated to be about 2.6 million 7 and
growing. This is also an underestimate because UNHCR does not provide sufficient data in
some cases T either because there are no data (as in the case of Palestine and Southern
Sudan) or because there are only data on the total numbers with the legal status of refugees
with no age breakdown (for example many of the European countries).

71. In developed countries, the permanently mobile are usually excluded from household
surveys. In particular, they very rarely include gypsies and nomadic/pastoralist populations
who have much less access to education services; and, whilst it is difficult to assess their
income and wealth, and there clearly are some who are rich-in-kind (or asset rich), the
majority are usually poor in all senses. There is no reliable information available on the
number of nomads and pastoralists worldwide. Over twenty years ago, Sandford (Sandford
1983) estimated that there were around 17.3 million pastoralists in Africa, 3.4 million in the
Middle East and South Asia and no more than 2 million in Central Asia. Extensive web
searches have identified relatively recent population estimates for 17 countries (reported in
Table H3 in Carr-Hill 2009), the only substantial omissions being China, India and Pakistan.
The more recent estimates, for most countries I with a few exceptions such as Iran and
Mongolia 7 are larger. In particular, in the Horn of Africa (excluding Somalia), the recent
estimate was of about 24.2 million, i.e. a 40% increase over Sandford's estimate for the
whole of Africa over the last 20 years. Based on evidence from the survey carried out by
IIEP and Unicef in the Horn of Africa (Carr-Hill 2005b), the likely percentage of school-age
children in nomadic populations is at least 25% with formal school gross enrolment rates for
those children of around 30%. Using the study estimates for countries in the Horn of Africa
and these 'global' estimates for the other countries in the table, there are an estimated 8.5
million nomadic children out of school. In order to estimate the number of pastoralist children
out of school, account has been taken of the national gross enrolment rates: in the countries
with low enrolment rates (around 50%) the gross enrolment rate for pastoralist children is
estimated at 20%; in countries with high enrolment rates (around 75%), the gross enrolment
rate for pastoralist children has been estimated at 40%. These rough estimates suggest, for
these 17 countries, that there are a further 6.4 million uncounted out-of-school children.

72. In many countries in sub-Saharan Africa, new forms of fragile or multiple occupancy
households are developing as a response to the impact of HIV/AIDS. It is difficult to estimate
the number of fragile and disjointed households. These include: elderly household heads
with young children, grandparent households; large households with unrelated fostered or
orphaned children attached; child-headed households; single-parent, mother or father
headed households; cluster foster care i where a group of children is cared for formally or
informally by neighbouring adult households; children in subservient, exploited or abusive
fostering relationships; itinerant, displaced or homeless children; and neglected, displaced
children in groups or gangs (Hunter & Fall 1998).

73. The poorest urban populations are often simply not included in data gathering. The
overall estimate in the Global Report on Human Settlements (UN-HABITAT 2003) is that
there are nearly a billion people living in urban slums (see Table .58 above). The few
surveys that have been conducted in urban slums show sharp gradients of participation in
formal education with income quintiles within urban populations. Detailed analysis cannot be
carried out for the DHS or MICS surveys as the breakdown into rural and urban is insufficient
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to identify slum areas. It would seem reasonable to assume, however, that a substantial
minority of those households in the slum areas of developing country cities are uncounted in
any census. Moreover, even where they are counted in censuses, many would in practice be
excluded from sampling frames. Of course, a substantial majority of the school-age children
will not be in school. The final two columns in Table 1.58 are based on estimates that 1 in 6
of urban slum populations are of school-going age and that 1 in 4 of those are uncounted.
Those estimates suggest that about 38.5 million should be added to the numbers of out-of-
school children.

74. Finally, given the security situation i or simply the difficulty of transport 7 in many
countries, it can often be difficult for the implementing institutions to carry out a fully
representative survey or census. This also leads to children being left out.

75. In summary, four categories of the population (homeless, pastoralists, those in
disjointed households and those in urban slums) are likely to constitute a significant fraction
of the very poor in many developing countries. The numbers are large and affect both
estimates of out-of-school children and analyses of their characteristics. The estimate set out
in Table 1.68 below is that, in the FTIl-endorsed countries, there are 22 million rather than
14.4 million children out of school. Even this higher figure is almost certainly an
underestimate because data are not available for several countries for some of the
categories. It is imperative to consider possible ways to adjust for these caveats.
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Table 1.68 Corrected estimates of out-of-school children in FTI countries (000s)

n.a. 16

Albania 15.2 0.4

Benin 243.7 1.1 125 370
Burkina Faso 1,214.8 n.i. 72.8 1288
Cambodia 212.7 2.3 97.6 313
Central African 374.8 0.8 64 440
Republic

Djibouti 75.2 n.i. 28 n.a. 103
Ethiopia 3,721.4 14.2 1,461 522.2 5,719
Gambia 90.1 0.4 15.2 106
Georgia 33 0.4 n.a. 33
Ghana 966.9 3.2 196.2 1,166
Guinea 388.7 1.8 75.9 466
Honduras 32.6 0.0 26.4 59
Kenya 1,370.6 6.4 1,015 430.2 2,822
Kyrgyzstan 28.5 0.8 n.a. 29
Lesotho 101.5 n.i. 19.9 121
Liberia 356.2 0.5 31.4 388
Madagascar 105.5 n.i. 247.8 353
Mali 793.2 2.2 187 173.6 1,156
Mauritania 92.2 0.5 26 84.5 213
Mongolia 6.8 n.i 187 335 227
Mozambique 954.1 n.i. 363.6 1,318
Nicaragua 72 0.1 107.9 180
Niger 1,245.0 2.0 280 129 1,656
Rwanda 302.7 2.1 20 325
Sao Tomé and Principe 0.6 n.i n.a. 600
Senegal 512.6 2.4 170.7 686
Tajikistan 18.7 0.4 n.a. 19
Timor-Leste 57.4 0.0 0.9 58
Viet Nam No age dist. 0 447
Yemen 906.4 3.0 163.1 1,073
Zambia 149.5 n.i. 135.5 285
Total 14,442.6 22.035
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Other Indicative Framework indicators
76.  This sub-section discusses data on some of the Indicative Framework indicators.°
77. The problems with enrolment and intake data are well-known:

e There are differences between whether enrolment is registered at the beginning of
the school year or at some subsequent point, particularly as there tends to be a lot
more movement at the beginning of the school year

o Effective enrolment, i.e. the numbers of children who are still coming or intending to
come to school at any one point in the year, is never measured

e Computation of over-age and under-age children is subject to many errors and
frequently there are incentives to misreport the correct age of children

¢ Intake into Grade 1 suffers from the same and even additional problems.

78. The calculation of accurate repetition rates relies on the systematic collection of data
on individual students. For example, a student who drops out mid-year, only to re-enrol in
the same grade (either in the same school or another school), is not recorded as a new
entrant. Such students may be more common than repeaters. The lack of analytical
categories for such cases results in a tendency to under-report repetition, overestimate
intake into the first grade, and overestimate dropout rates (see Crouch 1991; Marshall 2003).

79. Many have argued that indicators of process quality and enabling inputs at the school
need to be defined. However, there is scant empirical evidence on which factors are the
most important (Horn & Porta 2009) and data are not systematically available. For example,
it is possible, in principle, to generate systematic information on student attendance from
registers but no systematic data on attendance is reported.

80. Similarly, although there is administrative information on the pupil teacher ratio
(reported in UIS), it does not tell one whether the teacher is actually there. In order to collect
accurate data on teacher attendance, special surveys are required.

81. Equally, there is some information on the length of the school year and the
instructional day (collected mostly by the International Bureau for Education) to calculate the
annual hours of instruction, which is used as part of the Indicative Framework (cf. Table 1.56
above). However, these do not necessarily reflect the effective length of the school day or
the school year. Moreover, there is no strong evidence that increasing the number of
instructional hours per se i without attention to quality i is beneficial (see Baker et al 2004).

82. The Indicative Framework suggested that teacher salaries should be about 3.5 times
GDP per capita to ensure sustainability. However, for some countries with low GDP, teacher
salaries would be very low and likely to lead to difficulties of recruitment and retention if that
"rule" were followed. In principle, these data should be reasonably accurate in most
countries as teachers are on a civil service payroll, often managed and monitored by a
Department in the Treasury. However, cross-country comparability will be weak because of
the different benefits that are included in different countries (e.g. pensions, housing
allowance, travel allowance etc.). Even within a country, entitlements may well change over
time and therefore benefit different cohorts in different ways. Moreover, the growing
numbers of contract teachers are almost certainly not included in the calculation of the
averages.

1% See also Annex C in Volume 2 of this report (Cambridge Education, Mokoro & OPM 2010b).
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Appendix Il - Trends in Financing of Basic Education

A Introduction

1. Education financing in low income countries comes from two main sources: domestic
funding (public and private) and external aid. The aim of this appendix is to present the
analysis of recent trends in education financing from domestic sources and external aid that
underpins the conclusions articulated in the main report, based on globally available data. In
the context of external aid to basic education, the FTI trust funds are of particular interest
and so are treated separately in Appendix llI.

2. The momentum for the establishment of the FTI in 2002 came in the wake of the
World Education Forum in Dakar in 2000. In order to start to build a picture of the potential
contribution of the FTI initiative to the volume of education finance, it is necessary to
compare data from the pre- and post-Dakar period. Where possible, the starting point for the
trend data in this paper is 1999.

3. Within the group of low income countries, the FTI endorsed countries are of particular
interest. Where appropriate, a separate analysis is presented for this group in order to
discern any distinct trends. It is important to highlight that any differences observed between
the endorsed group and the remaining low income countries are not necessarily caused by
the influence of the FTI. The group of FTI endorsed countries was not selected randomly
from the population of low income countries; indeed part of the selection criteria was a
perceived ability to perform well**. This suggests that even without any FTI interventions, the
FTI endorsed group might well out-perform the remaining group of low income countries on
a range of financial indicators. The value-added of the FTI to levels of financing for education
has been principally assessed at the country level, where questions of causation can be
explored by triangulating a range of quantitative and qualitative sources. For a country-level
analysis see section 3C in the main report.

4, There are some important limitations to the global financial datasets examined in this
appendix. In terms of domestic education expenditures, global-level trend data on private
sources, such as households, are not readily available, and hence are not covered in this
appendix. Country data are available from a variety of sources, but datasets presenting
comparable data series across countries and over time are still relatively young. For these
reasons, only a brief sketch of the major issues and significance of private finance in
education is provided. Issues related to the definition of indicators, coverage and quality of
data are touched on in the relevant places in this appendix, but a more comprehensive
discussion is found in Part B of Appendix |. Part A of Appendix | contains background data
tables on which the present Appendix draws.

B Public Finance

5. Obtaining data on domestic sources of public expenditure for education is not
straightforward. Government revenue sets the envelope for public expenditure overall, and in
many countries this is funded from domestic and external sources. Domestic revenue is
driven partly by GDP growth, which influences tax receipts and other local sources.
Educationds share of gtotal eoublic mexpenditure) eamde prionay
educationbés share of this then determine

! The intention of selecting "good performers" is embodied in the FTI framework document (FTI
2004a) which states on p4 that "the FTl is intended to provide more sustained, predictable, and
flexible financial support to countries that have demonstrated commitment to the goal of UPC"
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education respectively. Table Il.1 below sets out a list of commonly used public finance
indicators relevant to education, but only three of these indicators explicitly exclude external
sources of government revenue (indicators i, iv (excluding external grants) and v). Generally
speaking, public expenditure analysis of education tends to include on-budget external
sources of finance, partly because some forms of external finance cannot be explicitly
allocated to specific sectors or items. Nonetheless, external sources are more often used to
support capital expenditure, while domestic sources tend to be used for current
expenditure, and so indicator iv is perhaps the best measure of domestic effort for education
in the absence of data on indicator v which excludes external grants.

6. The FTIlI6s framewor k doc umeénoreasedaotipdoraesticand d t h e
external funding for education and sought to monitor both. The FTI developed a policy
development and monitoring tool called the Indicative Framework (IF). This is based on
analytical work carried out by the World Bank (Bruns et al 2003) which produced a set of
benchmarks for key indicators; these are shown in the first column of Table 1l.1 below (this
only contains the finance IF benchmarks, the full IF is in Annex C of Volume 2 of this report).
The benchmark values are derived from average values for a set of high performing
countries (in terms of reaching universal primary completion). The IF includes a measure of
overall domestic revenue raising effort (indicator i) and a measure of the share of domestic
resources for education (indicator iv excluding grants). Unfortunately only one of the key
sources of education public finance data, the Pole de Dakar (PDD), reports on indicators
which exclude external grants.

7. This chapter presents data on public finance for education from three sources:
UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS); Péle de Dakar (PDD); and the Fast Track Initiative
Secretariat (FTIS). Table 1I.1 below displays the indicators which are available from each
source. Summary details on each source are given below:

e UIS: Provides a broad description of the education sector, including expenditures,
and comprises a "global dataset" in the sense that data are held internationally,
applying standard definitions that allow comparisons across countries, and available
for non-endorsed as well as endorsed FTI countries. Attempts are made to collect the
data annually from 208 countries, but comprehensive information on expenditures is
received from only around half of these. The most recent data are from 2006.

¢ PDD: Financial data relating to education from 2000 and 2005 for African countries
(51 in total) were published in the Péle de Dakar reports for 2004, 2005 and 2007."
Standard definitions are applied and adjustments made to the data to make them
comparable across countries. Monetary amounts are expressed in millions of
national currency units in constant prices.** The original sources of the data are IMF,
World Bank Country Status Reports (CSR) and UIS, as well as some PDD estimates
and projections. The dataset used in this paper has been supplemented by the GMR
team using additional data from MINEDAF document statistique 2002.

2 Sometimes including direct budget support. There are influential authors arguing that in reality,
Budget Support (BS) is not used for recurrent costs I because governments balance their books so
that recurrent costs are covered by domestic resources so in reality BS finances capital investment.
Penrose takes this further to say that therefore donors should be much more concerned with the
capital side of the budget than they usually are (Penrose 2008). If what Penrose argues holds,
governments could well refuse additional BS (education earmarked and other) even if it were felt to be
a good idea to use it to fund recurrent education co
perception of the risk involved in financing recurrent costs with donor money, given the issues of
medium/long term predictability and volatility of aid.

'3 Published by UNESCO/BREDA.
!4 Base year differs by country.
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e FTIS: Data from 2000 to 2007 for FTI endorsed countries (as at October 2008 there
were 34 countries) made available by the FTIS. The data have been collected from a
range of sources at country level, such as donor appraisals, country information
forms and joint assessments. Country-specific indicators have been used and so
there is no guarantee that the data are comparable across countries. Indeed there
are some large differences between data found on particular countries in the FTIS
database and standard UIS data for the same indicators and year (see Part B of

Appendix | for a comparison of sources).

Table II.1 Public finance indicators for education

The FTIIF Sources of data
benchmark 2 3 4
I PDD® FTI
(%)" uls S
Public resource mobilisation
(i) Government revenue (domestic) as a % of GDP 14718 X \% X
excluding
external grants
Public expenditure on education
(i) Public expenditure on education as % of GDP X V uses X \%
GNP
(iiif) Public expenditure on education as % of total public X \% X \%
expenditure
(iv) Public current expenditure on education as % of total 20 VVYV X \%
public current expenditure including
external grants
20 X X X
excluding
external grants
(V) Public current expenditure on education as % of X X \% X
government revenue (domestic)
Public expenditure on primary education
(vi) Public expenditure on primary education as % of total X \% X X
public expenditure on education
(vii) Public current expenditure on primary education as % of 421 64 \% \% \%
total public current expenditure on education including
external grants
(viii) Current spending on items other than teacher 33 V uses \% \%
remuneration as % of total current spending on primary total
education public
exp on
education
(all
levels)

Source: Notes: V means indicators available; x means indicator unavailable. (1) FTI IF means Fast Track
Indicative Framework. For indicator (iv) the IF states that total public current expenditure excludes
non-discretionary expenditure (specified as interest payments on debt). For indicators (i) and (vii) the
benchmarks contain a range of values, see the footnotes in Annex C for an explanation. (2) UIS means UNESCO
Institute of Statistics For some of the indicators, UIS uses a different denominator; the differences are noted in
the relevant box in the table. All UIS indicators include external grants in public expenditures. (3) PDD=Pdéle de
Dakar. For indicator (i) and (v) the PDD defines government revenue as state revenues other than grants
(external). (4) FTIS means Fast Track Initiative Secretariat. Only a very small number of countries reported data
on indicators (i) & (vi) and so these have been classified as not collected. None of the indicators in the FTIS

dataset explicitly exclude external grants.
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8. Missing data is a serious problem for all three sources as summarised below (for a
detailed discussion of data issues see Part B of Appendix I):

e UIS: A review of the available data from 1999 to 2006 found that for all countries, the
average annual percentage of missing observations on education expenditure
indicators ranges from 45% to 88% depending on the indicator. For low income
countries the situation is even worse. For this reason, the limited analysis presented
below compares two-year averages from 1999/00 with 2005/06 to maximise
observations.

e PDD: Complete data on key indicators exist for only 33 countries out of 51 surveyed.
All of the indicators discussed below are based on these 33. Missing data for 2000
ranges from 29% to 35% depending on the indicator. Missing data for 2005 ranges
from 4% to 8% depending on the indicator.

e FTIS: Data for years prior to and after 20037 2006 are almost entirely absent
(97%-100% missing). For the years 20031 2006 the amount of missing data ranges
from 27% to 98% of all observations, depending on the variable.

9. The countries in each dataset have been divided into three groups: (i) FTI countries
that were endorsed by 2004 i this cut-off point was chosen because the end of the data
series is 2005 or 2006 and it was not to be expected that endorsement by the FTI would
necessarily register a noticeable effect in under a year; (ii) FTI countries endorsed after 2004
and FTI eligible countries T the OECD defined group of low income countries matches up
pretty well with the FTI endorsed or eligible group, so these countries are mainly the
remaining low income countries;* and (iii) FTI ineligible countries i all but eight of these are
OECD defined middle and high income countries.* Full lists of 217 countries by FTI status,
income category (as defined by OECD), and IDA category can be found in Appendix I
Statistical Appendix (Table .1, Table 1.2, Table I.3 and Table I.4). None of the sources
reports on all the countries. Table 11.2 below summarises the number of countries reported
on by each source by FTI status.

Table 1.2 Number of countries by FTI status and data source

FTI status Total countries Data source
from all datasets UIS (all regions) PDD (African FTIS

countries)

FTI endorsed by 13 13 8 13

2004

FTI eligible/endorsed 54 54 28 21

after 2004

FTl ineligible 141 141 15

Total 208 208 51 33

Sources: UIS 2009, Pble de Dakar 2004, Péle de Dakar 2005, Péle de Dakar 2007

'*> Seven Lower Middle Income countries are endorsed or eligible to be endorsed by the FTI: Albania,

Georgia, Guyana, Honduras, Indonesia, Sri Lanka and Tonga.

*Of the eight that arendt, six are Least Developed Cu
Maldives, Samoa, Tuvalu) and two are Other Low Income countries (Democratic People's Republic of

Korea and Uzbekistan). Four of these countries have achieved UPE (Cape Verde, Maldives, Samoa,

Uzbekistan). Of the remaining four, one is in conflict (DRC) and one is North Korea.
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Results: comparison of FTI endorsed countries with other country groups

10. The next sections compare trends in various public finance indicators between
early-endorsed countries, later-endorsed/eligible countries and ineligible countries. The
results show some differences between the "performance” of the different groups, but this
does not indicate that causality can necessarily be attributed to the FTI. Many other factors
are likely to have impinged on the movements in indicators observed, and there is also a
selection bias inherent in the timing of countries chosen for endorsement. Part of the
selection criteria for early endorsement was a perceived ability to perform well. This
suggests that even without any FTI interventions, the early-endorsed group might well
out-perform the other group of low income countries on a range of financial indicators.

C Public Resource Mobilisation

11. Indicator (i) Government revenue (domestic) as a % of GDP (PDD data): Figure 1.1
below shows mean average domestic revenue as a percentage of GDP for African countries,
disaggregated by FTI status. It demonstrates that on average early-endorsed countries fall
within the IF benchmark band of 14%i 18%, and have a slight upward trajectory towards the
top of the band over the period. Roughly speaking, this means that they have improved their
rate of tax pressure over the five years. By contrast, later-endorsed/eligible countries remain
basically static on average in terms of proportion of GDP collected as domestic revenue, but
sit above the IF benchmark by some two percentage points. There are too few observations
with data to remark on the FTl-ineligible countries.

Figure Il.1 Domestic revenue as % of GDP, by FTI status
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Figure Il.2 Mean total and annual real revenue growth 20001 2005 (%), by FTI status

45%
40%
35% -
30% -
25%-
20% -
15%-
10% -
5%
0% T DY
Endorsed by 2004 (n=7Endorsed after 2004 or  Ineligible (n=2)
eligible (n=26)

B Revenue growth 2000-2005 Annual revenue growth

Source: Table 1.22. Note: (1) Annual rates show mean compound annual growth rate over the period.

12. Although there is a marked difference between the early-endorsed and
late-endorsed/eligible groups in the proportion of GDP captured by their governments in
domestic revenue (a proxy for tax pressure), in absolute terms the growth rates of domestic
revenue were pretty similar. Both groups registered a healthy 6% per annum growth in
domestic revenue on average in real terms (Figure 1.2 above). However, within these
country groups there is a wide variety of domestic revenue performance across the different
countries, as shown by Figure 11.3 and Figure 1.4 below.’

Figure I.3 Total and annual real revenue growth 20001 2005 (%)
for early-endorsed countries
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Source: Table 1.22. Note: (1) Annual rates show mean compound annual growth rate over the period.

" In the later endorsed group, Sierra Leone and Chad represent particularly strong performers.
Knocking them out of the mean calculation significantly alters the performance of the later endorsed
group: total real revenue growth falls to 24% and mean annual compound growth to 4%.
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Figure 1.4  Total and annual real revenue growth 2000i 2005 (%)
for late-endorsed/eligible countries
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Source: Table 1.22.
Note: (1) Annual rates show mean compound annual growth rate over the period.

D Public Expenditure on Education

13. This section starts by putting public expenditure on education into the context of
GNP, as a proxy for government effort in funding education. It is important to highlight,
however, that this is not a proxy for national effort in funding education. In many countries
household and other forms of private spending on education form a significant proportion of
the total. A study in Bangladesh found, for example, that 61% of resources flowing into the
primary subsector in 2003/04 were provided by government, while the rest were provided by
households (not just parents) (OPM 2005). See Section H below for further discussion.

14, Indicator (ii) Public expenditure on education as % of GNP (UIS data): An increase in
public expenditure on education as a share of GNP is generally a sign that public
expenditure on education is rising, although this is contingent on positive GNP growth rates.
Figure 1.5 and Figure 1.6 below contrast changes in this indicator between 1999/00 and
2005/06 for early-endorsed countries (46% of data available) and late-endorsed/eligible
countries (44% of data available). Accepting the caveat that there is marginally more missing
data for the latter group, it appears that the early-endorsed group have outperformed the
later-endorsed/eligible group, with the former recording a mean gain of just under one
percentage point, close to double that of the latter. Both groups started the decade from a
similar position, with their governments spending about 4% of GNP on education on
average.

15. The group of ineligible countries demonstrated a fairly even spread of positive and
negative changes, with a mean change of 0.3 percentage points (Table 1.20). This group
started the decade with public spending on education as a share of GNP about one
percentage point higher than the other two groups at 5%.
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16. Interpreting changes in this indicator is not straightforward. On the face of it, there
might be concern that three of the six early-endorsed countries registered a fall in this
indicator. But, starting points are relevant here: Guyana started the decade with a rate of
over 9%, more than double the average for the early-endorsed group. Providing that GDP
growth rates are positive, a fall in this indicator does not necessarily mean that expenditure
on education has fallen in absolute terms. There may be a very rational reason for a
government to choose to spend additional revenue, say from a healthy boost in GDP growth,
on paying off high-interest loans for example (while still protecting absolute levels of
expenditure on education). The same logic applies to the overall interpretation of the
differing performance of early-endorsed countries compared with later-endorsed/eligible
countries. Figure 1.5 and Figure 1.6 below indicate that there is no correlation between
performance and starting point.

Figure I1.5 Change in public education expenditure as % of GNI
1999/2000 1 2005/2006 (FTI countries endorsed by 2004)
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Source: Table 1.20. Note: (1) Average = mean across all countries.
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Figure 11.6 Change in public education expenditure as % GNI 1999/2000 i 2005/2006
(FTI countries endorsed after 2004 or eligible)
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Source: Table 1.20. Note: (1) Average = mean across all countries.
17. For early-endorsed countries, we see that while there are some big positive changes

between 1999/2000 and 2005/2006 recorded by countries who start from a relatively low
beginning (Ethiopia, Mozambique), equally there are some poor performers in this category
(Guinea, Mauritania). At the top end of the scale we also see conflicting results. Moderate
improvement from a relatively strong starting point is demonstrated by Ghana, whereas
Guyana, from a very strong starting position, shows a decline of 0.72 percentage points; this
might be interpreted simply as bringing down its indicator to a more sustainable level. In
general, GDP growth rates, sustainability issues, government priorities, supply-side factors,
all may influence the above indicator in different country contexts which the global data
alone are not able to articulate.

18. A similar story is told by the later-endorsed/eligible countries. Some countries start
from relatively high positions and drop quite markedly (Congo, Eritrea, India, Sierra Leone).
Of these, many, but not all, are affected by conflict of one kind or another (India being the
exception; Pakistan and Bangladesh also display marginally negative performances in the
time period). Whereas Bhutan, Lesotho, Kenya, also start from relatively strong positions but
still record positive trends. Of those countries starting from a low to moderate position, most
record positive improvements, but a few (Pakistan and Bangladesh already mentioned, and
also Angola) show negative trends, albeit marginal ones. The performance of FTl-ineligible
countries also demonstrates this mixed picture (Table 1.20).

19. Indicator (iii) Public expenditure on education as % of total public expenditure (UIS
data): One measure of the relative priority that a government accords to education compared
with other demands is the proportion of total public expenditure spent on education. The
change in this indicator between 1999/00 and 2005/06 is set out in Figure I.7 below for the
early-endorsed countries (15% of data available) and later-endorsed/eligible countries (19%
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of data available). The degree of missing data rules out any direct comparisons. In one of
the two early-endorsed countries with data, the indicator has fallen over the period, in the
other it has risen: in Guyana it declined by nearly three percentage points; in Ethiopia it rose
by over six percentage points.

Figure 1I.7 Change in public education expenditure as % of total public expenditure
between 1999/2000 and 2005/2006 (all FTI countries)

35.00 4 1999/2000 W 2005/2006 ® Change
30.00 7
25.00 1

20.00 -

15.00 -

10.00 -

5.00 - I
0.00 1 ;

-5.00 4 FTIcountries endorsed

FTI countries endorsedfter 2004

by 2004 .
-10.00 oreligible
-15.00 -
2 Q> N X Q
& e@“\ \o‘?@ o o &”‘}\ & z,b& & o &° Q0Q~ S &
& & & < ¢ & & & & & & & A
& & & I 1% «
& Q & 0
N3 N3 N
G G N
QO Q R
O O X
'@% '@%
<&@ <&@

Source: Table 1.20

20. Equally, the later-endorsed/eligible group tell a varied story. Taking Kenya as an
exampl e, a fall in educationébés share of
would appear to indicate a fairly serious shift in government priorities away from education.
However, qualitative evidence suggests quite the opposite i free primary education was
instituted after the 2002 elections, and free secondary education was a major manifesto
pledge across all parties in the 2007 elections. Standing at 26% at the start of the decade,
Kenyabs share of the public purse spent on
average for the early-endorsed group (15%), later-endorsed/eligible group (16%) and the
ineligible group (15%). A fall from such a high rate might have been driven by efficiency
improvements, and rational concerns about sustainability. As with the previous indicator, it is
important to emphasise that a fall in this indicator does not necessarily imply that spending
on education has fallen in absolute terms.

21. The group of FTI ineligible countries demonstrates a fairly even spread of positive
and negative changes, with a mean change of 0.1 percentage points (Table 1.21). Note that
even for the group of ineligible countries, which is largely constituted by middle and high
income countries, less than one third of data was available.

22. Indicator (iv) Public current expenditure on education as % of total public current
expenditure (UIS data): There are insufficient data to present any results against this
indicator.
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23. Indicator (v) Public current expenditure on education as % of government revenue
(domestic) (PDD data): At the start of the decade both groups of African FTI countries spent
about 18% of their domestic government revenue on current education expenditures on
average. By 2005, this share had risen by about one percentage point for both groups
(Figure 1.8 below). Against the backdrop of similar growth rates in government revenue over
the five years for both groups, this translates into real growth in current education resources
of about 8% per year on average (Figure 1.9 below). This rate of resource growth is
considerably higher than school-aged population growth rates in many countries, and
suggests that current expenditure on education per child (financed from domestic resources)
has grown considerably in many African countries. It is important to highlight, however, that
this doesnodt a u that nilzete i hasa theény comparabla growth in current
expenditure on education per student. In countries where education systems are rapidly
expanding from a base of low intake rates, and/or those where repetition rates are rising,
enrolment growth can outstrip school-aged population growth by a considerable margin.
(There are not enough observations in the PDD data to compare the FTI groups against
FTl-ineligible countries. For individual country data see Table 1.24.

Figure 11.8 Public current expenditure on education as % of government revenue,
by FTI Status

Percent

Endorsed by 2004 (n=¢ Endorsed after 2004 or eligible (n=2:

H 2000 ® 2005 ™ Change

Source: Table 1.23. Note: (1) Annual rates show mean compound annual growth rate over the period.
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Figure I1.9 Total and annual real education current expenditure growth 20007 2005,
by FTI status
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E Public Expenditure on Primary Education

24, There are not enough data to present any analysis of indicators (vi), (vii), or (viii) from
the UIS data.

25. Indicator (vii) Public current expenditure on primary education as percentage of total
public current expenditure on education (PDD data): At the start of the decade both groups
of African FTI countries devoted 49% of current expenditure on education to the primary
subsector on average. This is well within the FTI IF benchmark band of 42%1 64%. Five
years later, the early endorsed countries had registered a modest increase in this indicator
(about half a percentage point), while the Ilater-endorsed/eligible group recorded a
considerable fall of four percentage points on average (Figure 11.10 below). On the face of it,
this suggests a shift in priorities within the education sector away from primary education for
the later-endorsed/eligible group, although as with the other indicators this may not be the
explanation in some countries.

26. Given that there was not much difference between the FTI groups in the growth of
current education expenditure over the five years (Figure 11.9 above), the downward shift in
the proportion spent on primary education in the later-endorsed/eligible group translates into
a much lower rate of annual growth in primary current spending (6%) compared with the
early endorsed group (9%) (Figure 1l.11 below). There are data on only one FTI ineligible
country (Cape Verde). For individual country data see Table 1.26.
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Figure I1.10 Public current expenditure on primary education as % of total
public current expenditure on education
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Figure Il.11 Total and annual real primary education current expenditure
growth 20007 2005, by FTI status
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Summary

27. Based on a sample of 33 African countries, which were split into two groups,
early-endorsed and later-endorsed/eligible countries, the data show strong real growth in
current expenditure on education financed from domestic sources over the first five years of
the decade (about 8% per annum on average for both groups). This appears to have been
largely driven by GDP growth since there has been little change in the proportion of GDP
captured as domestic revenue (although the early-endorsed group showed a slight upwards
trend) or the share devoted to current expenditure on education. There has, however, been
a marked shift downwards in the share of current education expenditure going to primary
education in the later-endorsed/eligible group. This led to a sizable difference between the
groups in the rate of real growth in current primary spending (9% per annum for the
early-endorsed group vs. 6% per annum for the later-endorsed/eligible group).

28. There is a general difficulty in interpreting the meaning of changes in public finance
indicators which measure "shares" rather than "levels" of expenditure, particularly at a global
level. While there is merit in monitoring trends in these indicators, since sharp changes may
well signal movement in government priorities and/or levels of spending, additional
information is needed from countries to understand if this is indeed the case. In addition it is
important to recognise that some indicators are likely to be moving in different directions
depending on the stage of developmentofa countryés education syste
(vii) share of primary education in total current public expenditure on education, as an
example: if a country is starting from low primary education intake rates and rapidly
expanding its system, this indicator would be expected to increase in the short- to medium-
term. But, in the longer-term, the larger cohorts of graduates from the primary cycle would
put pressure on expansion of the secondary cycle, and indicator (vii) would be expected to
fall to make way for comparatively high growth in spending on secondary education.

Results: Movement of FTI endorsed countries towards or away from selected
IF benchmarks

29. This section draws on data from the FTIS database. It presents data on a country-by
country basis, since, as previously discussed, the indicators are not necessarily calculated in
exactly the same way in different countries (for more details see discussion in Part B of
Appendix I). Indeed there are some large differences between data found on particular
countries in the FTIS database and standard UIS data for the same indicators and year.
Furthermore, the data are not consistently different, i.e. the difference between the two
sources for the same country may be positive one year and negative the next. This implies
that some of the country-level data being reported to the FTIS are not consistently calculated
each year for the same indicator (see Part B of Appendix | for a comparison of sources).

30. The objective of the analysis is to see if endorsed countries have moved towards the

FTI IF benchmarks over time, and also whether the year of endorsement appears to make a

difference. It is important to emphasise that a judgement is not being made about whether a
particular countryés movement towards or away f
development, for the reasons discussed already*®. In addition, causality for any differences

observed between early- and later-endorsed countries cannot necessarily be attributed to

the FTI. Many other factors are likely to have impinged on the movements in indicators

observed, and there is also a selection bias inherent in the timing of countries chosen for
endorsement.

'8 For further discussion of the Indicative Framework, including the extent to which it was used by
countries in the case study group, see Annex C.
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31. Indicator (iv) from the FTIS: public current expenditure on education as % of public
current expenditure. For 17 endorsed countries, Figure I1.12 below s hows each
distance from the FTI IF benchmark of 20% in 2003 and 2006, with countries ranked
according the year of endorsement. Eleven countries were below the benchmark in 2003
and in 2006. Of the original eleven, six moved closer to the benchmark, while four moved
further away. One country (Ethiopia) moved up to reach the benchmark exactly, but was
replaced by another (Yemen) which fell from a position above the benchmark to six
percentage points below it. Three of the six countries above the benchmark in 2003,
increased their share of current expenditure going to education even further (Ghana, Mali
and Senegal). In short, there is a mixed picture and the conclusion cannot be drawn that
endorsed countries appear to be moving systematically towards the benchmark. Indeed, the
year of endorsement does not appear to make much difference to the pattern of changes
observed.

Figure 11.12 Public current expenditure on education as % of total current
expenditure: distance from IF target in 2003 and 2006
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32. Indicator (viii) from the FTIS: Current spending on items other than teacher

remuneration as a % of total current spending on primary education. The FTI IF benchmark
for this indicator is 33%. Figure 11.13 below shows that out of the eleven endorsed countries
with data on this indicator, eight are below the IF benchmark in both 2003 and 2006. This
means that none of the eight countries have moved up to reach or exceed the benchmark by
the end of the three-year period. In fact, more than half of the countries (six) are 10 or more
percentage points below the benchmark in both years. At the extremes, Sao Tome and
Principe is over 20 percentage points below the benchmark while Lesotho is 25 percentage
points above the benchmark in both years. Nonetheless, over the three years, there has
been movement towards the benchmark in seven out of eleven countries. The three
countries in the 2002 and 2003 endorsed groups all moved towards the benchmark, while
the picture has been more mixed with the countries endorsed later than this. Without more
data it is not possible to say if this pattern is more widespread.
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Figure I1.13 Share of current primary education spending used on inputs
other than teachers (%): distance from IF target in 2003 and 2006
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F External Aid

33. This section looks at overall trends in aid commitments to education, and, within this,
the priority given to basic education. It compares the current volume of aid for basic
education with recent estimates of the external financing required to achieve the EFA goals.
It presents a separate analysis of education aid trends for the six largest donors to basic
education and highlights the considerable differences between them. The final subsection
takes the group of FTI countries that were endorsed up to 2004 and looks at patterns of aid
commitments to basic education pre- and post-endorsement. The important issue of how aid
for education is distributed between countries is dealt with in Section G below, which aims to
draw out some of the equity implications of current education aid patterns.

34. Full information on the data sources used in the following analysis is provided in Part
B of Appendix I. In brief, the calculations rely on the data supplied by the GMR,* which
cover the period 19991 2007 in the case of commitments, and the period 20021 2007 in the
case of disbursements,® in constant 2007 USD. The original source of these data is the
OECD DAC creditor reporting system (CRS).

35. The following two figures, show total (rather than just direct) aid flows to education
and basic education. These broader definitions include assumptions about the use of aid
flows that are not strictly assigned to education or basic education (following the convention
adopted by the GMR, and later the FTIS). In particular:

¢ Total aid to education = Direct aid to education plus 20% of direct budget support;

¥ To be used in the 2010 GMR (UNESCO 2009a). The GMR has made certain adjustments to the

education aid data for France and Japan. Details of these can be found in Table G.14 of Rawle 2009.

There is also an adjustment for Germany for the year
include the missing imputed student costs to post sec ed which was reported in the DAC database for

2005 but not in the CRS.

? The disbursement data are not complete because of gaps in the reporting by some multilateral
donors. This section mostly concentrates on commitments for this reason.
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e Total aid to basic education = Direct aid to basic education plus 10% of direct budget
support plus 50% of direct aid to education not specified by level.

Aid commitments and disbursements to education

36. Aid commitments increased significantly between 1999 and 2004 both to the
education sector (by 45% to USD 12 billion) and to the basic education sub-sector (by 80%
to USD 5.6 billion), as Figure 11.14 below illustrates. Since 2004 there has been almost no
growth in aid commitments to education: there was a sharp drop in 2005, followed by a
return more or less to the 2004 levels by 2007. Recent trends in basic education are even
worse. By 2007, aid levels to basic education were 25% lower than they were in 2004 at
their peak.

Figure I.14 Aid commitments to education (19991 2007), by donor group
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37. Aid commitments to education grew at a similar rate to overall aid commitments in

the 199912004 peri od, with the resul't t hat educati o
fairly consistent rate of 101 11% (Table I.5). This suggests that the observed growth in aid

commitments to education in the first five years was the result of the general increase in aid

rather than a shift in priority assigned to the education sector. The post-2004 period tells a

different story. Overall aid commitments continued to grow in 2005 and 2006, while
educationbés share of total aid fell to 7% and 9
ground to other sectors during this period. However, in 2007, overall aid commitments

dipped and education regained its 10% share of the total.**

38. The priority accorded to basic education within overall education commitments has
oscillated over the period 1999 to 2007 (Table 1.5). In 1999 the share of basic education in
total aid to education stood at 38%, peaked at 47% in 2004 and was down to 35% in 2007.
In other words there is no evidence of a consistent shift towards basic education within the
education aid envelope since the start of the decade.

* The GMR 2003/4 reports that, over the course of the previous decade (1990-1998) the bilateral
share of aid to education in total aid grew marginally from ¢.8.2% to ¢.9.5%, although in real terms
both bilateral aid to education and total aid fell considerably (see UNESCO 2003, p232i 233).
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39. Aid commitments are often lumpy because they capture multi-year forward
commitments in the year that they are agreed. This makes the interpretation of commitment
trends rather difficult; for example, part of the rise in aid commitments observed in various
years may be explained by a move by donors towards longer multi-year commitments, which
would be consistent with international agreements on strengthening aid effectiveness (see,
for example, the Paris declaration on aid effectiveness (OECD DAC 2005)). Aid
disbursements, on the other hand, are more straightforward to interpret. Disbursements
reflect actual resources released in a particular year. Noting that full data are not available
for 2007, Figure 11.15 below shows that disbursements have increased since 2002, although
not consistently: they dropped in 2004, albeit only marginally, but had more than regained
their 2003 level by 2005. They increased again in 2006 and look likely to have increased
even further in 2007.

Figure I.15 Aid disbursements to education (2002i 2007)*, by donor group
10
< 8
5
7 N
6 — — — —
o
o
N
€
8 4 1 — M 1
[}
c
o
o, | I e O
0
2002 ‘ 2003 ‘ 2004 ‘ 2005 ‘ 2006 ‘ 2007 | 2002 ‘ 2003‘ 2004‘ 2005‘ 2006‘ 2007
Total aid to education Total aid to basic education

| OBilateral B Multilateral |

Source: Table I.5. Note: (1) Reliable disbursement data are not available before 2002 from the OECD DAC CRS.
It is for this reason that the GMRs have not presented disbursement data from before 2002 either. The EC is the
only multilateral agency consistently reporting data on disbursements to the OECD DAC secretariat. The GMR
2009 used unofficial disbursement data from its own survey of multilaterals to present total aid disbursement
figures (UNESCO 2008, Figure 4.6 p210). These figures have been converted into constant 2007 USD and
multilateral disbursements are calculated as the difference between the total and bilateral figures. (2) Complete
disbursements data for multilateral aid are not yet available for 2007.

40. Disbursements lag behind commitments by some years and therefore it is not
surprising to find that disbursements to education are lower than commitments in a situation
where the latter have experienced a period of growth in the recent past.?? The link between
commitments and disbursements is emphasised in the 2009 GMR (UNESCO 2008 p210)
which warns that "there is a risk that the slowdown in growth in commitments since 2004 will
soon be reflected in slower growth or stagnation of disbursements."

41. How do these global aid trends for education compare with estimates of the
resources needed to reach international education goals? For basic education, various
studies have estimated the cost, and the external funding requirements, of reaching selected
EFA goals. The 2007 GMR (UNESCO 2006) estimated that the total volume of external aid
needed to substantially meet EFA goals (including universal primary education and gains in
early childhood and adult literacy) is USD 11bn per annum (2003 prices). It is clear that there

2 The ratio of commitments to disbursements over the period is slightly higher for basic education (1.5
on average) compared with education overall (1.4 on average) (Table 1.5).
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is a large gulf between aid commitments to basic education as they stand (average of
USD 4.6bn per annum between 2005 and 2007) and estimates of what is needed to reach
the EFA goals.

Trends in education aid commitments by donor

42. Within total aid to education, the priority accorded to basic education is somewhat
different for bilateral and multilateral donors as Figure 11.16 below demonstrates. In 1999 the
share of total education aid commitments going to basic education was 55% for multilaterals
and 33% for bilaterals. Eight years later the shares are much closer. Up until 2006 bilateral
donors had shifted their education priorities towards basic education, although in 2007 this
shift regressed sharply back to 1999 levels. Over the eight years, multilateral donors have
reduced their basic education share quite dramatically to 38%, although there have been
some large fluctuations in this indicator over the period.

Figure 11.16 Share of basic education in total education aid commitments
1999 to 2007 (%)
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43. In addition to comparing the groups of bilateral and multilateral donors, it is also

useful to contrast the changes in aid flows to education for individual donors. Figure 11.17
below reveals that six donors provide the majority of aid to basic education. Taken together,
their commitments to basic education accounted for almost two thirds of the total in 2007.
This group comprises two multilaterals (EC and IDA) and four bilaterals (France,
Netherlands, UK and USA). The concentration of aid to basic education amongst a few
donors was even more marked in 1999 where the six largest donors accounted for nearly
three quarters of basic education commitments (Table I.7). Of the then six largest donors,
Japan and Norway have been replaced by the Netherlands and the USA. In fact, during the
period, the Netherlands made huge strides in moving up the ranking of donors to basic
education, from eighth place in 1999 to first place in 2006 (Table 1.8).
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Figure 11.17 Distribution of basic education commitments 2007, by donor
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44, The drivers of the comparatively large increase in commitments to basic education
since the start of the decade by the Netherlands are evident in Table 1.3 below. This table
compares two-year averages for key indicators from the beginning, middle and end of the
seven year period for each of the main donors.?® The big story for the Netherlands, however,
is told between the years of 19991 2000 and 20057 2006, when it more than doubled its
overall aid commitments, almost doubled the proportion of aid going to education, and
i ncreased b a sshare ofith education aichby 30 percentage points (Table 1.8).
No other donor comes close to matching this dramatic shift in commitment towards
education and basic education in particular.

% The reason for presenting two year averages is to smooth out commitment data, which are often
lumpy.
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Table 1.3 Real trends in total aid commitments and the proportion allocated to
education and basic education for a selection of large donors

Donor 20007 2001" 20031 2004  2006i 2007*
EC
Total aid (constant 2007 USDm) 10,042 10,589 13,468
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USDm) 397 381 352
Education as % of total aid 7 8 6
Basic education as % of total education 50 45 41
IDA
Total aid (constant 2007 USDm) 9,226 11,864 11,139
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USDm) 595 1,144 690
Education as % of total aid 11 14 14
Basic education as % of total education 57 67 47
France
Total aid (constant 2007 USDm) 4,651 7,961 9,374
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USDm) 348 341 318
Education as % of total aid 30 22 22
Basic education as % of total education 25 20 16
Netherlands
Total aid (constant 2007 USDm) 4,305 3,204 8,076
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USDm) 299 210 771
Education as % of total aid 10 11 14
Basic education as % of total education 73 59 63
United Kingdom
Total aid (constant 2007 USDm) 5,618 5,766 8,722
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USDm) 377 712 623
Education as % of total aid 9 14 11
Basic education as % of total education 74 83 60
United States
Total aid (constant 2007 USDm) 11,631 24,617 24,824
Aid to basic education (constant 2007 USDm) 289 523 548
Education as % of total aid 4 3 3
Basic education as % of total education 66 76 74

Source: Table 1.8. Note: (1) all figures are 2-year averages.
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45, Looking at the volume of overall aid, the four bilateral donors displayed much
stronger growth than the two multilaterals. Two of the bilaterals (France and USA) more than
doubled aid commitments over the period, while the Netherlands almost doubled theirs.
Multilateral aid grew by about 28% on average.

46. There is a marked variation in both the starting point and changes seen over the
period in the priority accorded to education
overall aid envelope. In 20007 2001, at the extremes, France committed 25% of education
aid to basic education compared with 74% by the UK, although these shares translated into
similar absolute amounts of aid for basic education. Over the period the USA displayed a
marked increase in the share of education aid going to basic education. This is reflected in a
large absolute increase in basic education aid commitments. In absolute terms, the
Netherlands and the UK also provided a large additional amount of aid for basic education

over the period, but i n both cases basic educationbés shar

considerably.?* In other words growth in aid volumes for basic education was largely driven
by strong overall growth in aid, not a shift in priorities within the education aid envelope.®

47. In contrast, the EC and France recorded an absolute decrease in aid commitments to
basic education between the start, middle and end of the period, as well as a substantial fall
in the share of education aid going to basic education (this indicator stands at just 16% for
France in 20061 2007 compared with 74% for the USA).?® The data on IDA reveal a more
complicated story. From the start to the middle of the period, overall aid commitments rose
by just under 30% and were at roughly the same level at the end of the period. There was a
very large spike in aid to basic education in the middle of the period (20037 2004), and at the
same time the proportion of education aid going to basic education shot up. However, by the
end of the period ba s iucatior alduhadadroppedcaskedly, tardrine o f
absolute terms IDA shows only a modest increase aid to basic education between the start
and end of the period. The full breakdown of aid commitments to basic education by year for
each of the main donors is displayed in Table 1.8.

48. If we consider, briefly, the three biggest donors to the FTI Catalytic Fund (CF), The
Netherlands, Spain and the UK, whom together constitute 71% of all signed pledges since
inception of the CF to end 2008, we can ask whether increases in their support to basic
education are entirely accounted for by pledges to the CF, or whether they constitute an
increase in their bilateral programmes as well. In the case of Spain, over the period in which
it was making pledges to the CF between 2005 and 2007, total pledges accounted for 88%

4 |n both cases while the share of basic education in total education has been fairly sporadic, the
sharpest decline was registered between 2006 and 2007. This decline can also be accounted for by
commitments those countries made to the FTI CF: the UK pledged USD129m in 2006, representing
more than the diff eir2e0d4 and 20066200¥ averages, whidlegthe Reth@r@nds
pledged USD430m between 2004 and 2007, and still increased its aid to basic education in real terms
by 158%.

% |t should be noted that while the apparent share of aid to basic education in aid to education fell,
both overall and for many donors, there has been an increase in both multisectoral aid and aid to
education unspecified by sub-sector; in fact, these two sectors demonstrate two of the top three in
terms of biggest gains since 2004 (see Table 1.19). Given the assumptions that underpin our
calculation of "total" aid to education and basic education, it could well be that in reality the proportion
of aid from these two sectors actually going to basic education is different to the proportion used in
our assumption model.

%6 Over the period 1999-2007 both France and the EC have increased aid to budget support
modalities, including multisectoral aid and GBS. The EC has also significantly increased its aid to
education unspecified. France aid to education unspecified has almost trebled since 2002; although
aid to this sector spiked in 2001 and 1999, in comparison to which, aid in 2007 seemed meagre (in
1999 aid to education unspecified stood at USD 1.068bn (constant 2007 prices), compared to just
USD 124m in 2007).
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of net increases to direct aid to basic education. The same figure for the UK, which made a
single pledge of USD133m in 2006, is 33%. For the Netherlands, the picture is complicated
by a huge spike in direct aid to basic education in 2006, followed by an even larger decline in
2007 (Table 1.28). The picture thus presented for each of the three largest donors to the CF

varies by donor. T h e intréased Supportstd ther sectoovias iElped i

accounted for by its contribution to the CF. This was much less the case for the UK, whose
pledges account for only one third of its increasing support. For The Netherlands, in the
years where direct aid to basic education increased (20047 2006), the CF accounted for
approximately one quarter of that increase. In 2007 when direct aid to basic education
decreased, pledges to the CF offset this decrease to the tune of 15%.

Trends in education aid by FTI status

49. One of the objectives of the FTI endorsement process was to act as a trigger that
would set off increasing volumes of aid to basic education. Demonstrating such a link
requires an analysis of long-term time series, which are not yet available. However, the
following figures present a first look at the issue. The first figure examines differences in the
priority accorded to basic education within education aid, between countries grouped by their
FTI status. There are three FTI status groups: (i) countries endorsed by the FTI between
2002 and 2004 (13 countries), T this subset was selected so that there would be a minimum
of three years of data after the time of the endorsement; (ii) countries endorsed after 2004 or
eligible for FTI (55 countries); (iii) countries ineligible for the FTI (112 countries). The latter
group almost entirely comprises middle- and high-income countries (see Table 1.2 for a list of
countries by category). It is important to note that even if clear differences are observed
between the country groups they are not necessarily caused by participation/non-
participation in the FTI.

50. In 1999 both the early-endorsed countries and the later-endorsed/eligible countries
had a similar proportion of education aid going to basic education (47% and 48%
respectively) while the ineligiblFgurglkld bepd
plots trends in this indicator for the three groups and reveals that in 2000 the early-endorsed
group climbed above the later-endorsed/eligible group and remained there (with the
exception of 2004) until 2007 when similar shares were again recorded (47% for
early-endorsed group and 45% for the later-endorsed/eligible group). The ineligible group
remained well below the other two groups and followed a downward trajectory reaching a
share for basic education in total education aid of 24% by 2007. In short, it appears that
basic education was accorded a comparatively higher priority in education aid in the
early-endorsed countries for most of the eight-year period compared with the other two
groups, and the difference is more marked in the post 2002 period (although as noted
before, this is not necessarily because the countries participated in the FTI early on).
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Figure 11.18 Trends in share of basic education in total education aid by FTI
status, 1999i 2007

70
50
o o A
(o))
S 40
c
8
P % ‘\‘—/_‘\‘/‘\‘/‘\’/Q
o
20
10
0 : : : : . . . .
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
—&— Ineligible Eligible/endorsed post2004 —&— Endorsed up to 2004
Source: Table 1.12
51. Looking at trends in real levels of aid to basic education by FTI status group, Figure

I1.19 below reveals that real growth in basic education aid between 1999 and 2007 was
higher on average for the later-endorsed/eligible group than for the other two groups. Aid to
basic education grew from USD 1,482m to USD 2,271m (53%) in the former group, from
USD 535m to USD 672m (26% growth) in the early-endorsed group, and remained at about
USD 990m in the ineligible group. Of course these start and end years hide trends in
between, but the later-endorsed/eligible group also outstripped the other two groups in terms
of annual average real growth in aid to basic education (11% p.a. for the later-
endorsed/eligible group, 8% p.a. for the early-endorsed group and 4% p.a. for the ineligible

group).

Figure I1.19 Real trends in total aid to basic education
by FTI status, 19991 2007
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52. Within the group of early endorsed countries, the year of endorsement varies from
2002 to 2004. Figure 11.20 below shows the absolute levels of aid to education and basic
education for this subset of early endorsed countries in relation to their year of endorsement
(for mean figures see Table I1.12). Year O on the horizontal axis is the year of endorsement.
The figure reveals a slight drop in aid commitments to basic education in the year following
endorsement, followed by a sharp rise in the second year (the pattern is almost identical for
total aid to education). In the third year after endorsement the volume of aid flows take a
drastic turn downwards, ending up below their levels in the year prior to endorsement. In
other words, there is not a consistent upward trend in aid flows to education or basic
education following endorsement for the early group of endorsed countries.?’

Figure 11.20 Aid commitments to education and basic education in countries
endorsed by the FTI until 2004
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53. The aggregate pattern of pre- and post-endorsement aid flows to education in the
early-endorsed group is the result of a wide variety of individual country trends; (see
Table .14 and Table 1.15). This aggregate evidence, which is unable to discern causality in
aid flows, is complemented by country case studies which look directly at whether there is a
plausible association between endorsement by the FTI and subsequent aid flows in the
countries concerned.

Summary

54. In summary, aid commitments to basic education grew markedly in real terms
between 1999 and 2004, with most of the growth taking place after 2002. By 2007, they had
fallen by almost 25% below their 2004 level. There is a large gulf between aid commitments
to education as they stand and estimates of what is needed to reach EFA goals. The priority
given to basic education with the overall education aid envelope has oscillated over the
eight-year period since 1999.

" Excluding Vietnam from the group of early endorsed countries, as the single largest recipient of aid
overall, the picture changes due to the large decline in commitments to Vietnam in these years which
was the single factor bringing down the trend for all countries. Without Vietnam, aggregate total aid to
education rises by 8% for all countries between year 0 and year 3, and aggregate total aid to basic
education rises by 15%.
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55. For individual donors there have been considerable changes in aid commitments to
basic education over the period. Of the six largest donors to basic education, the USA
stands out as having made significant increases in the share of their education aid
commitments devoted to basic education; although it should also be acknowledged that the
share of aid to education in USA total aid commitments is comparatively tiny (average
around 3% compared to other selected donors average of around 10%, with France
averaging 27%). The USA, the Netherlands and the UK have all greatly increased absolute
levels of aid to basic education. On the other hand, the EC and France appear to have
shifted their aid priorities away from basic education.”® Basic education commitments from
IDA show more of a mixed picture: there was a very large spike in aid to basic education in
the middle of the period (20037 2004), but it showed only a modest increase between the
start and end of the period overall. This mix of donor effort in financing basic education has
meant that the substantial step increase in levels of aid made by some donors has simply
helped to keep aggregate levels of aid to basic education from falling too drastically in the
latter part of the period.

56. There is not a consistent upward trend in aid flows to education or basic education in
the years following endorsement for the early group of endorsed countries on average. In
fact, by the third year after endorsement, total aid to education and basic education for
these countries was actually below where it was one year prior to endorsement. There is
also a wide variety of individual country trends underpinning the average for this group.
These are explored in the evaluationbds ¢
gualitative evidence to assess the extent to which trends in aid flows have been influenced
by FTI endorsement.

G Distribution of External Aid

57. This section investigates the distribution of external finance for basic education
between various country groups. It uses some basic indicators of need, such as average
country income, and the number of out-of-school children to try to establish how equitable
the allocation of aid for basic education is, and how this distribution has changed over the
eight-year period since 1999. It also looks specifically at the group of early-endorsed FTI
countries to see if individual donors have prioritised these countries in their basic education
aid.

58. It would be expected that the emphasis towards achieving the EFA goals and the
momentum around the FTI would result in a growing share of aid for basic education going
to the poorest countries. Figure 11.21 below shows the distribution of aid to basic education
from 1999 to 2007 among three groups of countries ranked by their average income: lowest
(least developed, 49 countries), low (other low income, 18 countries) and middle or higher
income (100 countries), plus one group where the aid has not been classified by country and
hence cannot be allocated by income group (17 non-country-specific groups).” The figure
reveals that, in line with the objectives of EFA, the share of total aid commitments for basic
education going to least developed countries increased, although the gains made were
largely achieved in the period 19997 2002. During this early period, the share of basic
education aid committed to other low income countries fell, and, despite a gain between
2002 and 2004, this groupbés share fell f
following two years.

8 This appearance may be deceptive, however, as both donors have moved towards budget support
aid modalities, as well as significantly increasing aid to education unspecified, more of which than is
accounted for in these data may well go to basic education (see footnote 26).

# This differs slightly from the number of countries given in the public finance data sources.
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Figure 11.21 Distribution of aid commitments to basic education (19991 2007),
by country income group
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59. It is worth noting that at the start of the period, middle- and higher-income countries

accounted for the largest share of aid commitments for basic education (37%), some four
percentage points higher than the share to the least developed countries. By the end of the
period, the situation was very different with the least developed countries taking 45% of aid
commitments to basic education compared with 30% for the middle- and higher-income
countries. This indicates that aid priorities for basic education have shifted towards the
poorest countries over the period, but there is no evidence to suggest that this change
accelerated in the post-FTI period (it is possible that a high proportion of the aid attributed to
the non-specified by income category was in fact allocated to the least developed and low

income countries; this groupds s harfdoffiagamine ased s

2007).

60. Turning to the geographic distribution of aid commitments to basic education, Figure
I1.22 below breaks down aid to basic education by three geographical regions, sub-Saharan
Africa (SSA), South and West Asia (S&WA), and the other regions of the world, plus one
category where the data are not specified
out-of-school children (47% in 2006) and for most of the period, SSA received the largest
share of aid to basic education, reaching a peak of more than 50% in 2002 (the exception
was in 2004 when it briefly fell below S&WA). It is worrying to note, however, that the trend
since 2002 is downwards, and S S Adidsat oshh40% @
2007. Apart from a spike in 2004, the S&WA region, received between 10% and 20% of aid
for basic education during the period. Given that S&WA is the region with the second largest
out-of-school child population (24% in 2006), it does not appear to get its fair share of the aid
for basic education according to this crude criteria. On the same basis, the other regions,
which account for the remaining out-of-school children (29%), are comparatively well off in
terms of their share of aid for basic education (38% in 2007).

% This is due largely to spikes in commitments to India (USD 468m), Bangladesh (USD 246m) and
Nepal (USD 43m) from the UK in that year. The IDA also significantly increased its basic education
aid to these countries, with commitments of USD585m, USD 219m, and USD 61m respectively. The
IDA also committed USD 101m to Pakistan that year. In addition, Denmark, Japan, the Netherlands,
Sweden and the US all made significant increases relative to their usual levels of aid to basic
education to the region in 2004.
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Figure 11.22 Distribution of basic education commitments (1999 1 2007), by
region
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61. The analysis in Section F above revealed that different donors have different
preferences for funding basic education. Some donors have significantly increased their
commitments to basic education over the past eight years, while others have cut back. Has
the increased aid largely gone to the poorest countries, while reductions have affected the
comparatively rich countries? Have the early FTI endorsed countries particularly benefited
from increased aid? In order to answer some of these questions, Table 1.4 below presents
aid commitments to basic education, for the six main donors (in 2007), by three country
groups: (i) countries endorsed by the FTI up to 2004 (13 in total); (ii) countries eligible for the
FTI and those endorsed after 2004 (55 in total); (iii) countries not eligible for the FTI (99 in
total), plus a non-specified group (17 observations).®* As highlighted earlier, the third group
almost entirely comprises middle and high income countries, while the first two FTI groups
largely contain the least developed and other low income countries.*

62. At the start of the period, several donors allocated fairly high proportions of their aid
for basic education to the comparatively rich countries that are not eligible for the FTI (Table
1.4 below). France stands out particularly in this respect: in 20007 2001, France allocated
more than a third of its aid to basic education to countries which are not eligible for the FTI.
The USA allocated almost one third, and the Netherlands one fifth on this category. By the
end of the period, the Netherlands had dramatically reduced the share of its aid going to the
ineligible group (to 4%), while France and the USA increased theirs markedly (each ending
the period allocating close to 45% of total aid to basic education to FTI ineligible countries).
The EC began the period allocating 14% of its aid to basic education to countries that were
ineligible for FTI support, but ended it allocating 47% to that group.

63. The group of early-endorsed countries have seen a large increase in aid for basic
education from the Netherlands and the UK since 20007 2001. In contrast, France and IDA
recorded a large absolute decline in basic education commitments to the early-endorsed

% This differs slightly from the numbers of countries in the public finance datasets.

¥ There are six LDC/OLIC countries that are not eligible for FTI and seven LMICs that are eligible for
FTI. The former are: (LDCs) Equatorial Guinea, Maldives, Samoa, Tuvalu; (OLICs) People's Republic
of Korea, Uzbekistan. The latter are: Albania, Georgia, Guyana, Honduras, Indonesia, Sri Lanka and

Tonga.
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countries between the middle and end of the period. (Both the EC and the USA committed
very little aid to basic education to this group over the period.) Anecdotal evidence suggests
that the IDA has been reducing its commitments to basic education in some FTI endorsed
countries as a result of commitments from the CF to finance basic education. It is possible
that this partly explains the downward trend in IDA basic education commitments to the
early-endorsed group.

64. Three donors have made substantial increases in basic aid commitments to the
later-endorsed/eligible group of countries since 20007 2001: IDA, USA and the Netherlands.
Basic education aid provided by IDA and the USA to this group grew substantially between
the start, middle and end of the period. The Netherlands registered a large increment in
basic education aid to this group between the start and end of the period, but a large drop
between the start and middle point.

65. The large amounts of aid in the "not specified" category for the Netherlands and UK
partly reflect their contributions to the FTI CF.

66. In summary, overall aid priorities for basic education have shifted towards the
poorest countries in the eight years since 1999, but almost all of the movement occurred in
the period before the FTI was launched. On the basis that SSA contains the highest
proportion of -oftstheol ciildren| it Seesms appropriate that it received the
highest proportion of aid commitments to basic education for most of the period. On the
same basis, S&WA does not appear to get its fair share of basic education aid. This
apparent inequity may not be specific to the education sector. S&WA contains several large
(highly populated) countries, and it is well documented that aid per capita is often less for
large countries.

67. The analysis of individual donor aid to basic education revealed that most of the
largest donors (exceptions being the UK and the Netherlands) have reduced the amount of
aid to basic education given to early-endorsed FTI countries over the period since 1999. The
USA, IDA and the Netherlands have all clearly raised their basic education commitments
towards the poorest countries over the period, but the USA has also sharply increased both
the share and the absolute amount of its basic education aid to the comparatively rich group
of countries that are not eligible for the FTI, as have France and the EC.
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Table 1.4 Real trends in aid commitments to basic education for selected donors,
by FTI country status

Donor 2000i 2001 20031 2004 20061 2007*
FTI country status Basic Share Basic | Share Basic Share
education aid education aid education aid
Constant 2007 % Constant % | Constant 2007 %
uUsD 2007 USD usD

EC
FTI endorsed up to 2004 49 12 46 12 21 6
FTI eligible/endorsed post- 281 71 189 50 160 45
2004
Not eligible for the FTI 56 14 138 36 164 47
Not specified 12 3 7 2 7 2
IDA
FTI endorsed up to 2004 212 36 259 23 136 20
FTI eligible/endorsed post- 281 67 366 66 534 77
2004
Not eligible for the FTI 14 2 38 3 20 3
Not specified - 0 - 0 - 0
France
FTI endorsed up to 2004 50 14 142 42 31 10
FTI eligible/endorsed post- 174 50 142 42 134 42
2004
Not eligible for the FTI 122 35 56 16 137 43
Not specified 2 1 1 0 16 5
Netherlands
FTI endorsed up to 2004 37 12 42 20 176 23
FTI eligible/endorsed post- 191 64 91 43 263 34
2004
Not eligible for the FTI 59 20 70 33 30 4
Not specified 23 4 7 3 302 39
United Kingdom
FTI endorsed up to 2004 20 5 105 15 233 37
FTI eligible/endorsed post- 296 79 495 70 191 31
2004
Not eligible for the FTI 50 13 91 31 48 8
Not specified 12 3 20 3 152 24
United States
FTI endorsed up to 2004 36 12 40 8 38 7
FTI eligible/endorsed post- 96 33 157 30 244 45
2004
Not eligible for the FTI 88 30 265 51 234 43
Not specified 69 24 60 12 32 6

Source: Table 1.9. Note: (1) The aid commitment figures are all two-year averages.

152 February 2010



Appendix II: Trends in Financing of Basic Education

H Private Finance

68. The issue of private finance in education is varied and complex. At the outset an
important distinction must be drawn between public financing of private agents, and private
financing of public (or private) institutions. On the former there is a vigorous debate around
the benefits and detriments of the use of Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) in the education
sector, which it is not appropriate to enter into here. Nor is this is the place to engage in a
comprehensive analysis of the issue of private household finance in education. Rather the
intention must merely be to define the basic contours of the issue and try to signal its
significance relative to public education expenditure.

69. This section thus looks briefly at various dimensions of the issue of private finance
and provision of education. It first considers the broad issues around collecting data on
private finance. Then it offers a brief description of some of the main datasets. Next it relays
short summary discussions of private provision of education services and private finance in
education, and sketches the relative significance of these aspects to the education sector
more broadly. It concludes with a discussion of the implications of this issue for the FTI.

Data collection

70. Data on private household expenditure on education are costly to collect.®® Data are
available from a variety of sources, but datasets presenting comparable data series across
countries and over time are still relatively young. Such data can only be collected in the first
instance via household surveys and education facility accounting systems, which are not
necessarily conducted or analysed routinely in all countries. Moreover comparisons of data
across countries, and within countries across time, can be problematic for a variety of
reasons. Where there are data, they are not always disaggregated between different types
of cost (direct and indirect) in the same way, or by level of education. While the World
Resource Institute (WRI) used uniform methods to process national survey data based on
well-established methodologies created by the World Bank, individual survey quality varies
widely and even similar surveys may not be strictly comparable. Significant differences in the
design of questionnaires make it impossible to fully harmonise aggregation procedures. For
example, household consumption measurements can vary widely depending on the distinct
categorisation of consumer goods identified. In addition, comparisons of countries with
different levels of development can be problematic due to variations in the relative
importance of expenditure and income from the production and consumption of non-market
goods. The local market value of all consumption (including consumption from own
production, particularly important in underdeveloped rural economies) should be included in
the measure of total consumption expenditure. While most survey data now include
valuations for consumption of income from own production, valuation methods vary.**

71. The ways in which public and private financing are intertwined also complicate the
matter (for instance where governments provide partial funding to private institutions, or
education conditional cash transfers etc.). In many countries it is recognised that on

¥ private expenditures are extremely difficult to report in the absence of special household
expenditure surveys, which are costly to design and implement (UNESCO 2003 p99).

% EarthTrends (http:/earthtrends.wri.org) Searchable Database Results; Economics, Business, and
the Environment i Base of the Pyramid: Share of total household expenditure, education; Technical
notes. The reliability of these data can also be open to question as it is often difficult for households to
value consumption items where there are not always established markets for those items. Examples
include food gathered from the bush, blood (consumed as a foodstuff), firearms (where it is not
possible to ask about firearms at all but where they often comprise a significant share of assets and
consumption expenditure), livestock (where some communities consider it taboo to answer questions
on numbers and values of livestock owned), etc.
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aggregate the greater share of household education expenditure goes towards secondary
and tertiary education, due to the high cost of these in comparison to primary, which is often
ostensibly free. However, it is also recognised that spending on primary education remains
significant for many households in a variety of different contexts, and that the share of total
household education expenditure commanded by different levels of education varies across
different demographic and income groups. In countries with historically low levels of
secondary and post secondary education, and in countries with rapid population growth, the
opposite is more likely to be true due to more households having more young children and
the education system not growing fast enough to catch up with the growing number of
primary-school leavers. In short, the cost of accessing education, even in countries where
primary schooling is ostensibly free, remains in many instances a real barrier to the
achievement of UPE and other EFA goals.

Datasets

72. Currently there is no definitive global repository for these data, nor yet a universally
recognised or standardised set of indicators. Several of the main global datasets do present
some data on private education expenditure, but not always for the same indicators and data
are often very sparse across countries and years. Some analyses refer to total private
spending as a proportion of GDP, others to private spending as a proportion of public
education spending defined in different ways (total public education expenditure; recurrent
public expenditure etc.). At the household level, universal measures outside of household
expenditure on education as a proportion of total household expenditure are not uniform
either, as household spending is not always or similarly disaggregated by level of education,
or split between different types of costs (direct and indirect).

73. Of the main global education datasets:

¢ UIS online database presents data on total expenditure on educational institutions
and administration as a percentage of GDP from private sources, disaggregated by
level (all levels, pre-primary, primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary,
and tertiary). Data are very sparse both across countries and over years.

¢ WB EDStat presents an education data repository from country household surveys,
including Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS), Living Standards Measurement
Study (LSMS), and Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS). The latter contains
data on household education expenditure disaggregated by level (primary,
secondary and post-secondary). LSMS disaggregates between various types of
household education expenditure, and gives proportion of education in total
household expenditure. Only 14 of 80 countries have LSMS surveys, and not all of
these for multiple years. EDStats tables 1.1711.3 and 2.17 2.3 present data drawn
from a variety of sources (including OECD and UIS databases, as well as individual
household surveys) for between 61 and 63 countries respectively on two indicators:
Private education expenditures as % of GDP; and Private education expenditures
as a percentage of total education expenditures. These data are disaggregated
between three categories: All levels of education; Primary and secondary; and
Tertiary. The tables do not present data on private household education
expenditure on Primary education alone. Close to half of the countries presenting
data in these tables are OECD countries (29 of the 30 OECD countries are
present, the exception being Luxembourg).

¢ OECD presents expenditure data for OECD countries on all entities that provide
funds for education, classified as either governmental (public) sources or non-
governmental (private) sources, the sole exception being "international agencies
and other foreign sources”, which are treated as a separate category. There are
three types of financial transactions: Direct expenditure on educational institutions;
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Transfers to students or households and to other private entities; and Households'
expenditure on education outside educational institutions. Direct private
expenditure data are disaggregated according to the type of service provider to
which, or for which, the payments are made i that is, public institutions,
government-dependent private institutions, and independent private institutions.

e World Resource Institute Earth trends presents Percent (%) of total household
expenditure among those earning less than USD 3,000 annually for 33 countries,
compiled from household surveys taking place between 1998 and 2005 and
originally published in Next Four Billion: Market Size & Business Strategy at the
Base of the Pyramid (World Resources Institute 2007).

e EPDC (Education Policy and Data Center) country profiles, which are constructed
using household survey data, do not report household education expenditure.

74. Under these conditions of the effective absence of any definitive global repository or
standardised set of indicators for household education expenditure, we are left with a more
or less disparate collection of not necessarily comparable household survey data, collected
at differing times around the world with irregular frequency. The UIS Global Education Digest
includes statistical appendices on Private expenditure on educational institutions and
educational administration as a % GDP, disaggregated by level, but acknowledges that "a
lack of data limits the information on private funding even though it is an important factor”
(UNESCO 2009 p49). The GMRs report in detail on the private provision of education
services 1 proportion of private enrolments etc., structure of the private sector in education
service provision T but only sporadically on private education expenditure: most GMRs
include at least a brief discussion in the main text, but none present tables in the statistical
appendices with data on private education expenditure and the figures and indicators quoted
in the main text in support of the discussion are drawn from disparate sources.*

Private provision of education services

75. Private participation in education has grown markedly in the last 20 years. Globally,
enrolment in private primary schools grew by 58% between 1990 and 2004, while the same
figure for public primary schools was only 10%. There are around 113 million students in
non-government schools; of which 62 million are at the primary level (Patrinos et al 2009
p3).%® Governments remain the main financiers of primary (and secondary) education, but an
increasing variety of forms of private participation (PPPs) in the delivery of education
services proliferate. Public-Private Partnerships can take the shape of publically funded
contracts to provide services such as the construction and maintenance of education
infrastructure, provision of teacher training, provision of support services like school meals,
design of national curricula, as well as the management and operation of public education
institutions themselves. Still other forms of contract require private agents to provide
education to specific student groups by means of subsidies and vouchers. The most

% For instance, GMR 2005 reports that "The share of private expenditure in primary and secondary
education has been estimated at 42% in Jamaica, 33% in the Philippines, 30% in Chile, 24% in
Indonesia and 21% in Colombia, to take but a few examples" (UNESCO 2004). Whereas GMR 2002
reports on private household expenditures per pupil relative to the level of public recurrent
expenditures per pupil for 6 African LDCs (plus Ghana) use a combination of household survey data
and secondary reporting (UNESCO 2003).

% GMR 2003/4 shows global-level data as missing for 1990, but in 2004 presents private enrolment in
primary education as a percentage of total enrolment as 7.3% at the global level (UNESCO 2003,
Table 11, p382). GMR 2009 states that between 1999 and 2006 private enrolment in primary
education as a percentage of total enrolment has remained static at 7% (UNESCO 2008, Table 5,
p306).
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common type of PPP is where the government provides subsidies to private institutions to
fund student places.

Education financing by private households

76. While there is a vigorous debate as to the benefits and detriments of PPPs in
education, another important factor within the education system of any country, even where
free public primary education is ostensibly universal, is the amount of education expenditure
borne by private households. Such expenditure can take the form of formal or informal user-
fees, exam charges, transport and school clothing costs, cost of school meals, facility
maintenance etc., as well as the opportunity costs of sending children to school who might
otherwise be employed in productive economic activity. These costs are often intertwined in
complex ways with public spending on education, making them difficult to disentangle.
Nonetheless they often place a significant burden on households, especially the poorest,
and act as real barriers to the achievement of UPE even in countries where primary
education is nominally free.

77. Numerous studies estimate the ratio of private household to public education
expenditure to be significantly high in many countries. The GMR 2008 reports on 11
countries participating in the joint UIS-OECD World Education Indicators (WEI) programme,
as well as 28 OECD countries, and finds that household payments of school-related charges
in nine of the 11 countries represent more than one-quarter of total expenditure on
education. Table 2.2 in the World Bank ED STATS® also reports Private Education
Expenditures as a Percentage of Total Education Expenditures on primary and secondary
education for a selection of countries, and shows that for those developing countries with
data, this share can be highly significant: in Kenya in 1991 (the only year with data) the
share is recorded at 38%; Indonesia records proportions of around 237 24% between 1999
and 2002; while Zambia shows a share of 80% in 1990. A DFID study (DFID 1998)
analysing Ghanaian household survey data from 198771 1992 found that household direct
and indirect expenditures on primary education amounted to the equivalent of about 30% of
government expenditures. A study in Vietham (Patrinos and Glewwe 1999), using data from
the Vietnam Living Standards Survey 19921 1993, found that, despite primary education
being nominally free, and primary enrolment in private schools under 2%, private finance
amounted to over 50% of total primary education financing. The country case studies
conducted as part of this evaluation also produced significant insights in this regard. In
Burkina Faso, for example, it was stated that household spending on education was
estimated at approximately 33% of the total recurrent education expenditure (public +
private) in 2006; the figure for primary only was 23% (Chiche et al 2010).

Conclusion

78. Notwithstanding the complications and problems associated with the construction
and comparability of these data, such findings do demonstrate that private finance
constitutes a significant element of overall education finance in many countries. As the GMR
2005 points out, a different picture would emerge to the one presented by public expenditure
alone if data on private expenditure on education were available. Countries have different
mixes of public and private schooling, and a shift of emphasis from what governments invest
in education to what societies invest is needed to take this into account (UNESCO 2004,
pl17).

¥ See
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTEDUCATION/EXTDATASTATISTICS/EX
TEDSTATS/0,,contentMDK:21217413~menuPK:4324086~pagePK:64168445~piPK:64168309~theSit
ePK:3232764,00.html (accessed 30/09/09).
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79. While it is not the remit of the FTI to directly address private household expenditure
on education, the issuedoesindi rect |l y pertain to the FTI
to aid countries to achieve UPE (and perhaps other EFA goals) are necessarily affected by
the issues of actual household education expenditure as a barrier to access, and private
provision in education as a structural feature of the education sector. Country efforts to
account for these issues and tackle the various problems associated with them should thus
be appropriately reflected in education sector plans and in this way enter into the
consideration of the FTI. As it stands, the IF indicator on private provision (private share of
enrolments % of pupils enrolled in exclusively privately-financed primary schools) is
seriously inadequate to capture what is going on in an increasingly complicated and
privatised world.*®

¥ See Annex C in Volume 2 of the report for a discussion of the FTI Indicative Framework.
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Appendix lll: The Catalytic Fund

A Introduction

1. This appendix provides a detailed review of Catalytic Fund (CF) allocations,
commitments and disbursements and their evolution over time. It also assesses the
significance of the CF in terms of overall aid to basic education.

2. Section B provides background information on the three FTI Trust Funds (Catalytic
Fund, Education Program Development Fund, and Secretariat Fund) and their relative sizes
and objectives. Section C presents an overview of the Catalytic Fund operations, and
Section D describes the distribution of the CF according to country characteristics. This is
followed by a focus (Section E) on the mobilisation of financial resources for the CF. Section
F looks at the CF funding modalities and the final section (G) examines the disbursement
performance of the CF.

3. The detailed background tables supporting the analysis are in the Statistical
Appendix (Appendix I). A detailed review of the EPDF is provided in Appendix IV.

B The FTI Trust Funds

4. Since their inception the FTI trust funds have disbursed USD 483m in total.
Figure IlIl.1 shows the distribution of this sum between the three trust funds. Some 98% of
trust fund disbursements have been directed to countries or regions via the CF and the
Education Program Development Fund (EPDF), leaving 2% for the running of the FTI
Secretariat and administration/supervision of the CF.*

5. Disbursements from the CF far outweigh those from the EPDF (see Figure I11.2 for
the annual disbursement profile of each fund). The CF accounts for over 90% of FTI trust
fund disbursements to date. It has been disbursing for five years, starting in 2004, while the
EPDF has been disbursing for three years (since 2006).

¥ 1t has not been possible to obtain any figures for the cost of the EPDF administration. Unlike the CF,
this is not regularly reported in the annual EPDF reports.
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Figure lll.1  Distribution of cumulative FTI trust fund disbursements by fund type,
to end 2008
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Source: FTI trust fund reports; Data from the FTI Secretariat (Table 1.36).

Figure lll.2  Annual disbursements from the FTI CF and EPDF, 2004 i 2008
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Source: FTI trust fund reports; data from the FTI Secretariat (Table 1.36).

6. The three trust funds are hosted by the World Bank. Annex B (Governance and
Evolution of the FTI, sections F and H) provides further information on the WB trust fund
management policy and the WB role as a trustee.

160 February 2010



Appendix IlI: The Catalytict Fund

C The Catalytic Fund i Overview

7. The CF was established in 2003 as a multi-donor, multi-recipient trust fund. A total of
17 donors have made pledges so far. The vast majority of pledges come from bilateral
European donors. Australia, Canada, Japan and Russia constitute the only non-European
contributors, and their share of total pledges amounts to under 4%. The only non-bilateral
donor is the EC, whose total share of pledges amounts to 8%. Three main donors dominate
the share of overall pledges: the Netherlands, Spain and the UK, whom together have
contributed 72% of total funds. Table Ill.1 below details total pledges by donor up to 2011.

8. There have been two distinct phases in the CF operations so far. The first, between
2004 and 2006, when the CF was open only to so called "donor orphan" low income
countries® with an endorsed education sector plan (ESP). Under this concept, the fund
aimed to provide transitional short term funding on a year-to-year basis, for up to three
years. It was expected that this would help to establish a good performance record to attract
increased and longer-term support through regular bilateral and multilateral channels. 2007
marked the start of the second phase of the CF operations. The expanded catalytic fund
(ECF) concept was approved in May 2007 to enable the CF to support all endorsed ESPs
which had insufficient funding; this made the donor orphan criterion redundant. Its other
explicit aim was to provide more predictable long-term financing, and provision was made to
extend the implementation period from year-to-year to up to three years.

Table Ill.1 Distribution of pledges to the CF by donor (as of October 2008)

Donor Pledge (USDm) %
Romania 0.5 0%
Japan 2.4 0%
Russia 4.0 0%
Germany 9.9 1%
Belgium 11.5 1%
Italy 14.6 1%
Canada 17.0 1%
Denmark 19.3 1%
France 21.4 1%
Australia 32.0 2%
EC part 2 32.9 2%
Ireland 40.2 3%
Sweden 58.2 4%
Norway 69.7 5%
EC (ACP) Part 1 83.8 6%
UK 267.0 18%
Spain 308.3 21%
Netherlands 475.5 32%
Total 1,468.1

Source: FI 2008k. Notes: represents signed donor commitments as of October 31, 2008.

9. Three main steps are required to access catalytic funding after a country has been
endorsed by the FTI and has submitted an application to the CF. First an allocation is

“ Initially defined as countries having not more than four donors disbursing more than USD 1m
annually.
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