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Introduction 

This Report provides an overview of the Department for International Development’s (DFID’s)
international development strategy and activities since 2010. It pays particular attention to DFID’s
strategy and activities that relate to education, including DFID-funded education programmes in the UK
and education-related research commissioned by the Department. 

Education, privatisation, equality and social justice 
An initial review of the work of DFID (UK) 

The Report considers the implications of the new sustainable development goal for education for both
domestic and international development education policy and practice. 
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Executive Summary
 

There has been a significant shift in the Department for International Development’s (DFID’s)
international development strategy since 2010. DFID’s strategy increasingly promotes open markets and
private sector involvement in the design and delivery of services. The strategy includes directing capital
towards pro-poor businesses and entrepreneurs, and shifting from the use of traditional aid grants to
returnable loans and equity. 

The UK has adopted legislation to ensure that future governments allocate 0.7% of Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) to international development (see the International Development (Official Development
Assistance Target) Act 2015). 

Today, only 1% of the global budget for humanitarian aid goes to education. 

DFID also supports development education in England. DFID provides a small amount of funding for a
Global Learning Programme (GLP). The GLP is run by a consortium of organisations, with Pearson
being the lead organisation. The GLP has a website and provides curriculum resources for schools. 

DFID commissions a range of research on international development issues and a database providing
details of DFID-commissioned research is available on the GOV.UK website. 

DFID-commissioned research on education covers a range of topics including: school accountability in
low and middle income countries, teacher effectiveness, low-cost private schools, raising learning
outcomes in education, evidence about what works in post-primary education, non-traditional financing
of education, and education economics. This research provides a window into understanding the impact
of various development interventions in the provision of education in developing countries. 

Research findings from DFID-funded studies appear to be inconclusive in relation to the impact of
particular interventions. Also, a number of research studies commissioned by DFID remain unpublished
almost a year following their scheduled date of publication. 

A review commissioned by DFID of the existing research evidence on low fee private schools argues that
there is a strong evidence base in respect of the quality of teaching in private schools compared with
state schools. However, the same study raises concerns about equity issues in relation to the provision
of private schools. These translate to private schools not:
• reaching the poor;
• providing schooling that is financially sustainable;
• being affordable to the poor and the poorest; 
• being as affordable as state education; 
• being responsive to the needs and demands of service users;
• complementing state school provision. 

The DFID-commissioned research indicates that there is weak evidence that market competition
enhances the quality of schools in the private and public sectors. The evidence base is also limited
which means that it is not generalisable for the purposes of policy and operational planning. 

Further research is needed on the impact of DFID’s strategy for education on access, equity and quality
of provision. 

The UK government must demonstrate that its 0.7% commitment is making a difference and is securing
the goal of universal access to quality education for all children, regardless of ability to pay. In this
regard, the UK’s advocacy of low-fee private schools requires careful examination. 

The role of private sector actors who are receiving financial support through the work of DFID has not
been specifically considered in this report, but should be considered carefully in future research. The
perspectives of governments, unions and other stakeholders in developing countries that are in receipt of
DFID aid for education should also be examined. 
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1. DFID’s strategy for international development 

1.a. DFID and Labour Government strategy in 2010 

In 2010, the Labour Government published Learning For All, DFID’s Education Strategy 2010-2015. 
Learning for All set out its commitment to the education Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) of
universal primary education and gender parity at all levels of education, and the broader Education for All
goals. It set three strategic priorities: 

i.	 access to a basic education cycle of primary and lower secondary, particularly in fragile and conflict-
affected states; 

ii. quality of teaching and learning, particularly for basic literacy and numeracy; and
iii. skills to link young people to opportunities, jobs and growth. 

The strategy reiterated the Labour Government’s commitment to spend at least £8.5 billion over the ten-
year period to 2015 and annual expenditure to rise to £1 billion per annum by 2010, of which half would
go to Africa. It also set out plans for most bilateral aid to be allocated to basic education (at around 70%)
and for aid to fragile and conflict-affected states to be around 50%. Further, it set out a commitment to
work with international partners to implement the strategy and stated its continued support for the Global
Campaign for Education. 

The partners named in Learning for All included: the World Bank, the European Commission, the Asian
and African Development Banks, UNICEF and UNESCO. 

The strategy set out a commitment to expand support for schools through funding a new global learning
project in England, expanding the Global School Partnership programme and funding the British
Council’s work to build engagement and trust for the UK. 

1.b. DFID under the Coalition and Conservative Governments 

In May 2011, the Coalition Government published a business plan setting out DFID’s vision and
priorities. The plan was updated in May 2012. 

The 2011 and 2012 business plans refer to six Government priorities:
1. Honour international commitments (including to support actions to achieve the MDGs);
2. Introduce transparency in aid (making British aid more effective by improving value for money);
3. Boost wealth creation (making British international development policy more focused on boosting

economic growth and wealth creation);
4. Strengthen governance and security in fragile and conflict-affected countries (improving the

coherence and performance of British international development policy in fragile and conflict-affected
countries, with a particular focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan);

5. Lead international action to improve the lives of girls and women (working to empower and educate
girls, recognise the role of women in development and help to ensure that healthy mothers can raise
strong children);

6. Combat climate change (driving urgent action to tackle climate change and support adaptation and
low carbon growth in developing countries). 

Actions under the ‘Boost Wealth Creation’ priority demonstrate the Coalition Government’s commitment
to increasing the role of the private sector in helping to meet international development priorities. 

The Government’s 2011 business plan expressly sought to make DFID more ‘private sector’ friendly. This
involves three key actions: 

i. 	 creating a dedicated private sector team within DFID to drive cultural change;
ii. developing new projects on property rights, microfinance and small and medium-sized enterprise

finance, and investment climate reform; and 
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iii. publishing details of DFID’s new approach to working with the private sector.

In the Government’s 2012 business plan, the commitment to engage the private sector was taken further in
terms of meeting the priority to ‘boost wealth creation’. DFID was thereby committed to collaborate more
closely with the private sector on development, with actions to introduce performance-based funding for the
Private Infrastructure Development Group and launch a programme to grow the market for social impact
investment in order to increase investment in enterprises that benefit poor people. 

The 2012 business plan priority also includes building support for open markets and wealth creation by:
•	 introducing new web-based tools so people can see exactly how much tariffs and trade barriers increase

the price of imports;
•	 supporting, as part of the Africa Free Trade Initiative, action to cut by 30% the average time taken for

goods to cross international borders in at least five locations in Eastern and Southern Africa;
•	 developing a new commercial legal programme to support DFID’s wealth creation work; and
•	 working in natural resource-rich developing countries, especially in Africa, to ensure that the benefits of

natural resources (oil, gas and mining) are used to improve the lives of the poor.

The 2012 business plan commitment to ‘lead international action to improve the lives of girls and women’
also includes express commitments to:
•	 work in partnership with the Nike Foundation to bring private sector expertise into DFID’s strategy on

gender equality, and stimulate innovative approaches to empowering adolescent girls; and
•	 launch the Girls Education Challenge, available to the charitable and private sectors, to put up to one

million more of the world’s poorest girls in school by 2015.

The DFID Annual Report 2013/14 states that DFID made economic development a key priority in 2013/14.1 

It is significant to note that the Government priorities were at that time amended. Priority 3, ‘Boost wealth
creation’, was amended to ‘Boost economic development’ and this became priority 1. The current DFID
Business Plan lists this priority as ‘Build support for open markets and economic development’.2 

The Rt Hon Justine Greening MP is Secretary of State for International Development. In making the case for
the work of DFID, Ms Greening said, in a speech to the London Stock Exchange on 27 January 2014, that:
‘What we think of as “traditional aid” continues to play a critical role…But by themselves they are not 
enough… Smart aid isn’t just good for the countries we’re helping, it’s good for Britain too… [Britain’s] 
success hinges on our goods and services being taken to new markets around the world.’3 

Ms Greening talked about the importance of Britain being a key partner when the markets emerge: 

‘This frontier economy strategy is critical for safeguarding the UK’s economic prospects in the long-term… 
just as it is in helping DFID delivering on its ambition of eradicating poverty.’ 

‘I believe economic development must be DFID’s top priority in the future. It’s in the interests of developing 
countries and in Britain’s interests too.’ 

‘[DFID is] pioneering the use of new financial instruments to help businesses of all sizes grow and create 
jobs’. 

Ms Greening has spoken about the new priority of using ‘returnable loans and equity, rather than traditional 
aid grants’ and that ‘if these businesses are successful and make a profit, the money will be returned and 
redeployed, multiplying the development impact’. 

1 Paragraph 1.13, Department for International Development, Annual Report and Accounts 2013-14. 
2 http://transparency.number10.gov.uk/business-plan/12 (downloaded 30 April 2015). 
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/smart-aid-why-its-all-about-jobs. 
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Ms Greening launched an Impact Investment Fund to direct capital towards pro-poor businesses and 
entrepreneurs and announced that Novastar Ventures, a venture capital fund, was helping to finance 
early stage businesses. She said that Novastar would invest up to $15 million dollars over ten years, 
investing venture capital in East African businesses that offer low-income households access to 
affordable healthcare, energy, housing and safe water. 

Ms Greening also announced agreements between DFID and major UK food and clothes retailers
(Sainsbury’s, Marks and Spencer, Debenhams, Primark, Tesco, Asda, John Lewis, River Island and 
Morrisons) ‘which will benefit more than 700,000 workers and smallholder farmers in Kenya, South Africa 
and Bangladesh’.

In 2015, the UK legislated to ensure that future governments continue to allocate 0.7% of Gross 
Domestic Product to international development. In March 2015 the International Development (Official 
Development Assistance Target) Act 2015 received Royal Assent.4 The Act places a duty on the 
Secretary of State to ensure that the 0.7% target is met.

1.c. DFID education policy and the influence of national education policies

The Sustainable Development Goals (Agenda 2030) succeed the 2015 MDGs. The SDGs and related 
targets were agreed by Heads of State, and Governments and High Representatives at the United 
Nations Summit in New York, September 2015. The SDGs will come into effect on 1 January 2016.

There are 17 sustainable SDGs and 169 targets. The SDGs apply to all countries, including the UK.

Goal 4 relates specifically to education and says: ‘Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and 
promote lifelong learning opportunities for all’. The goal is supported by ten targets:

4.1	 By 2030, ensure that all girls and boys complete free, equitable and quality primary and secondary
education leading to relevant and effective learning outcomes. 

4.2	 By 2030, ensure that all girls and boys have access to quality early childhood development, care
and pre-primary education so that they are ready for primary education. 

4.3	 By 2030, ensure equal access for all women and men to affordable and quality technical,
vocational and tertiary education, including university. 

4.4	 By 2030, substantially increase the number of youth and adults who have relevant skills, including
technical and vocational skills, for employment, decent jobs and entrepreneurship. 

4.5	 By 2030, eliminate gender disparities in education and ensure equal access to all levels of
education and vocational training for the vulnerable, including persons with disabilities, indigenous
peoples and children in vulnerable situations. 

4.6 	 By 2030, ensure that all youth and a substantial proportion of adults, both men and women,
achieve literacy and numeracy. 

4.7	 By 2030, ensure that all learners acquire the knowledge and skills needed to promote sustainable
development, including, among others, through education for sustainable development and
sustainable lifestyles, human rights, gender equality, promotion of a culture of peace and non
violence, global citizenship and appreciation of cultural diversity and of culture’s contribution to
sustainable development. 

4.8	 Build and upgrade education facilities that are child, disability and gender sensitive and provide
safe, non-violent, inclusive and effective learning environments for all. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/12/pdfs/ukpga_20150012_en.pdf. 
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4.9	 By 2020, substantially expand globally the number of scholarships available to developing
countries, in particular least developed countries, small island developing States and African
countries, for enrolment in higher education, including vocational training and information and
communications technology, technical, engineering and scientific programmes, in developed
countries and other developing countries. 

4.10 By 2030, substantially increase the supply of qualified teachers, including through international
cooperation for teacher training in developing countries, especially least-developed countries and
small island developing States. 

The UK Government is yet to respond to the education goal and related targets. 

The link between domestic and international education policy means that international education policy
will need to be consistent with domestic education policy. The Department for Education (DfE) is the lead
department for education policy matters within the Westminster Government. At the very least, this
means that DFID will need to ensure that education policies linked to international development are not
at odds with the DfE’s domestic education policies. For example, the DfE’s policy of not requiring schools
to employ qualified teachers means that DFID would be unlikely to make employing qualified teachers a
specific requirement of funding. 

The World Education Forum Incheon Declaration, Education 2030: Towards inclusive and equitable 
quality education and lifelong learning for all, sets out a commitment to the sustainable development
goal for education and its targets.5 The Declaration says that, ‘Inclusion and equity in and through
education is the cornerstone of a transformative education agenda’ and makes a commitment to
addressing all forms of exclusion and marginalisation, disparities and inequalities in access, participation
and learning outcomes. 

The Declaration says:
•	 ‘no education target should be considered met unless met by all’;
•	 human rights education and training will help to achieve the post-2015 sustainable development

agenda;
•	 quality education ‘develops the skills, values and attitudes that enable citizens to lead healthy and

fulfilled lives, make informed decisions, and respond to local and global challenges’ and highlights the
importance of Education for Sustainable Development (ESD) and global citizenship education and
development (GCED);

•	 ‘gender-sensitive policies, planning and learning environments; mainstreaming gender issues in
teacher training and curricula; and eliminating gender-based discrimination and violence in schools’
are vital if the education goal is to be achieved;

•	 ‘quality education fosters creativity and knowledge, and ensures the acquisition of the foundational
skills of literacy and numeracy as well as analytical, problem-solving and other high-level cognitive,
interpersonal and social skills’;

• ‘teachers and educators [need to be] empowered, adequately recruited, well-trained, professionally

qualified, motivated and supported within well-resourced, efficient and effectively governed systems’;

and
 

•	 ‘inputs, processes and evaluation of outcomes and mechanisms to measure progress’ need to be
strengthened. 

The Incheon Declaration provides an indication of what needs to happen if the sustainable development
goal for education is to be met. The UK Government is yet to respond to the Incheon Declaration. 

Incheon Declaration, Education 2030: Towards inclusive and equitable quality education and lifelong learning for all, World 

Education Forum, May 2015, Incheon, Republic of Korea. 
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2. DFID support for education initiatives in England, including the Global 
Learning Programme 

DFID provides a small amount of funding for the Global Learning Programme (GLP). 

The GLP was launched in 2013 and will run until 2017. The programme is run by a consortium of
organisations. Pearson is the lead organisation. The other partners are Think Global, the Institute of
Education, SSAT, the Geographical Association, the Royal Geographical Society and Oxfam. 

The GLP has six core aims: 
1. To help young people understand their role in a globally interdependent world and explore strategies

by which they can make it more just and sustainable.
2. To familiarise them with the concepts of interdependence, development, globalisation and

sustainability.
3. To move them from a charity mentality to a social justice mentality.
4. To stimulate critical thinking about global issues, both at whole school and student level.
5. To promote greater awareness of poverty and sustainability.
6. To help schools explore alternative models of development and sustainability in the classroom. 

The GLP has a website and produces resources for schools: https://globaldimension.org.uk/glp. 

The GLP offers a curriculum framework that covers: 
1. Knowledge of developing countries, their economies, histories and human geography. 
2. Knowledge of the basic elements of globalisation.
3. Knowledge of the different ways to achieve global poverty reduction and development and the

arguments around the merits of these different approaches. 
4. Knowledge and understanding of the concepts of interdependence and sustainability. 
5. Supporting enquiry and critical thinking about development and development issues. 

The GLP has an Innovation Fund to support practitioner-led research. Teachers and school leaders can
apply for funding of up to £1000. Participants receive support from the Institute of Education and could
put the money towards study for a Masters degree. 
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3. An overview of research commissioned by DFID, including summaries of 
education-focused research projects 

DFID commissions a range of research on international development issues. A database providing details
of the research that has been commissioned is available on the GOV.UK website. Reports of completed
research can be downloaded from the website. 

A brief survey of the research titles provides some indication of DFID’s education-related research
priorities. 

The research commissioned by DFID includes:
•	 The Effects of School-Based Decision Making on Educational Outcomes in Low and Middle Income 

Contexts: A Systematic Review (September 2014), Roy Carr-Hill, Caine Rolleston, Tejendra Pherali and
Rebecca Schendel (The Campbell Collaboration). 

•	 Education economics: A guide through the subject (May 2014), Joseph Holden (Nathan Associates);
and Monazza Aslam (Oxford University) (EPS Peaks – this is cited in the report as a consortium of
organisations that provides Economics and Private Sector Professional Evidence and Applied
Knowledge Services to DFID). 

•	 Under what conditions do inspection, monitoring and assessment improve system efficiency, service 
delivery and learning outcomes for the poorest and most marginalised? A realist synthesis of school 
accountability in low- and middle-income countries (July 2014), David Eddy Spicer, Melanie Ethren,
Meena Khatwa and Mukdarut Bangpan (EPPI-Centre, Institute of Education, University of London). 

•	 Reforms to Increase Teacher Effectiveness in Developing Countries: A Systematic Review Protocol 
(December 2014), Monazza Aslam, Shenila Rawal, Geeta Kindon, Bob Moon, Rukmini Banerji,
Sushmita Das, Manjistha Banerji and Shailendra Sharma (EPPI Centre, Institute of Education,
University College London). 

•	 Low-cost private schools: Evidence, approaches and emerging issues (September 2013), Claire
Mcloughlin (University of Birmingham) (EPS Peaks). 

•	 The role and impact of private schools in developing countries (April 2014), Laura Day Ashley, Claire
Mcloughlin, Monazza Aslam, Jakob Engel, Joseph Wales, Shenila Rawal, Richard Batley, Geeta
Kingdon, Susan Nicolai and Pauline Rose (University of Birmingham, Institute of Education; University
of London, Overseas Development Institute; and Education for All Global Monitoring Report). 

•	 Non-Traditional Financing for Education: Extended Executive Summary (May 2014), Amy Belinger
(former Head of international Education, ARK) and Bev Fletcher (former Senior Human and Social
Development Consultant/Regional Education Lead at Coffey) (EPS Peaks). 

•	 JPAL project for 25 impact evaluations which will increase the evidence base on what works in post 
primary education. Abdul Latif Jameel, Poverty Action Lab, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). 

DFID is also jointly commissioning research with the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) to
look at what works to raise learning outcomes in developing countries:
•	 Raising Learning Outcomes in Education Systems Programme. The research programme began in

February 2014 and will run until the end of March 2022. 

Given DFID’s business priorities, other research commissioned by the Department may also impact on
DFID’s education priorities. For example, DFID-funded research relating to performance-related
pay/payment-by-results:
•	 12 Principles for Payment by Results (PbR) in International Development (June 2014), Paul Clist, School

of International Development, University of East Anglia; and Stefan Dercon, DFID and QEH, University
of Oxford. 
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DFID-funded research relating to gender equality:
•	 Mapping potential implementing organisations for girls’ economic empowerment programme (April

2013), Janet Hayes (Oxford Policy Management) (EPS Peaks). 

•	 Working with Men and Boys for Gender Equality Evidence and Learning Project. (The project is being
led by Jerker Edstrom, Institute of Development Studies, University of Sussex, and will run until
January 2016). 

The remainder of this section summarises (a) DFID-funded education-related research; (b) the joint
ESRC-DFID Raising Learning Outcomes in Education Systems Programme; and (c) other DFID-funded
research that relates to education. 

3.a. Summaries of education-related research project proposals and reports 

1.	 The Effects of School-Based Decision Making on Educational Outcomes in Low and Middle 
Income Contexts: A Systematic Review (September 2014) 
Roy Carr-Hill; Caine Rolleston; Tejendra Pherali; and Rebecca Schendel (The Campbell 
Collaboration). 

This sets out a proposal to review literature about school-based decision making. The report highlights a
number of assumptions about the relationship between increased school accountability and outcomes,
e.g. positive student and learning outcomes, improved teacher performance, reduced teacher
absenteeism and increased teacher motivation, as well as presumptions about more efficient use of 
resources. 

The report argues that there is growing evidence that decentralisation reforms may actually have
unintended and sometimes negative effects in certain political and economic circumstances. It suggests
that there is some consensus in this literature that decentralisation is only likely to have a positive impact
on outcomes when (a) there is clear government policy and/or regulations about the powers and role
played by different agencies and stakeholders; (b) there are sufficient financial resources within the
system; and (c) there is some form of democratic culture. 

The report concludes that there is limited evidence from low-income countries that school-based
management has a positive effect on educational outcomes. 

2.	 Education economics: A guide through the subject (May 2014) 
Joseph Holden (Nathan Associates); and Monazza Aslam (Oxford University) (EPS Peaks – 
this is a consortium of organisations that provides Economics and Private Sector 
Professional Evidence and Applied Knowledge Services) 

The report argues that economists view education as a ‘merit good’ rather than a public good as
education has ‘positive spillovers’ associated with its acquisition. In other words, education is not only
beneficial to the individual, but also delivers significant advantages to others. The social return to an
individual’s education may be greater than the private rate of return. Therefore, public policy is justified in
trying to ensure achievement of the optimal level of education to maximise society’s welfare. 

The report states that education enters growth theory in the ‘guise of human capital’. Endogenous
growth theory makes human capital an input to production and growth and an input to advancing
technology. This means that technology is endogenously determined, and investment in human capital
can have constant and possibly increasing returns. 

The report indicates that empirical literature tends to use cross-country regressions to assess the
importance of education in driving growth but states that the evidence is mixed. It also highlights
methodological issues about whether proxies measure quantity or quality of education. 
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The Mincerian equation is the most common tool in education economics for measuring the economic
return to education. It does this by regressing wages to the amount of schooling that individuals receive.
The equation finds that a year of schooling equates to around a 10% return and higher levels of
education generally generate higher returns. However, the report says that there are methodological
difficulties in establishing the specific factors that actually cause the returns. 

Focusing on education systems in developing nations, the report argues that the quality of education is a
major concern and that this is shown in a number of international standardised tests. It refers to the
Annual Status of Education Report (ASER) which is pioneering a basic skills test in developing countries
as the measure. 

The report also identifies high teacher absenteeism as an issue and says that this is associated with
lower learning outcomes. The report suggests that performance pay might help to address the problem.
The report also looks at the public-private education divide and finds that absenteeism is lower in private
schools and suggests that the credible threat of dismissal versus the ‘jobs for life’ approach in the public
sector might explain the difference. 

The report claims that one of the main reasons why private schools are more cost effective than
government schools is that teachers’ salaries are lower. It quotes the example of teachers’ salaries in
low-fee private schools in Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh as being one eighth of government
teachers’ salaries in the same district. It also reports that teachers in low-fee private schools across four
districts in Kenya received around half the pay of a government teacher and lacked the pension
entitlements and health insurance arrangements. 

The report states that lower class sizes in private schools might also explain differences in education
outcomes for pupils. Finally, the report quotes a review by Day-Ashley et al (2014). It says that Day-
Ashley et al conclude that there is strong evidence that teaching is better in private schools than state
schools in terms of higher levels of teacher presence and activity as well as teaching approaches that
are more likely to lead to improved learning outcomes. The report says that Day-Ashley et al find
moderate evidence to suggest that private school pupils achieve better learning outcomes when
compared to state schools. The report notes that many of the studies reviewed did not adequately
control for differences in social background of students.6 

Focusing on evidence about policy interventions to improve the quality and quantity of education, the
report says that there is evidence that preparedness of young children for school (especially improving
child health and early childhood development) are strongly related to better education outcomes. 

The report finds that interventions aimed at improving teachers have mixed results. It says that variations
in teacher effectiveness are ‘perhaps the most important determinant of differences in school quality’.7 

The report says that the ‘consensus from a wide array of studies is that standard teacher characteristics
such as certification, training and experience do not matter to pupil achievement’. The report says that
evidence seems to suggest that it is teaching practices that matter (e.g. regularly checking homework,
teachers’ attitudes to children and perceptions of their schools). The report finds that evidence about
teacher compensation policies is mixed.8 

The report finds some evidence that suggests that tracking can improve pupils’ performance. It also
identifies a number of studies that show a positive impact of school feeding policies. 

The report considers public versus private education. It argues that the evidence shows that teachers
cost less in private schools and learning outcomes are better. The report finds that there is more teacher
contact time in private schools and teachers are more likely to be held to account.9 

6 Page 25, Education economics 
7 Page 30, Education economics 
8 Page 31, Education economics 
9 Page 36, Education economics 
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The report considers evidence about aid, finance and education. It highlights the complexity of the issues.
It says that evidence from public expenditure tracking surveys (PETS) has shown that devolved government
budgets often do not get to the front line of education service delivery. The report also cites political economy
issues, including the fragmentation of education delivery exacerbated by multiple donors as well as
‘clientelism’, patronage and corruption, as issues affecting the quality of education. The report says that the
complexity of these issues means that successful small-scale programmes may not be successful at a
national level. The report concludes that when designing policies and interventions, the system-wide impact
at scale needs to be understood and modelled beforehand. 

3.	 Under what conditions do inspection, monitoring and assessment improve system efficiency, 
service delivery and learning outcomes for the poorest and most marginalised? A realist 
synthesis of school accountability in low- and middle-income countries (July 2014), 
David Eddy Spicer, Melanie Ethren, Meena Khatwa and Mukdarut Bangpan (EPPI-Centre, 
Institute of Education, University of London). 

This sets out a proposal to undertake a systematic review of evidence about school accountability in low and
middle income countries. The study will consider a number of questions, including:
•	 Under what conditions do the following elements of an education system improve system efficiency,

service delivery and learning outcomes, especially for the poorest and most marginalised in low- and
middle-income countries? 
•	 Monitoring systems, including using administrative data systems (e.g. EMIS) as well as more targeted

monitoring mechanisms.
•	 Inspection systems.
•	 Assessment systems. 

The end date for the project is given as 31 January 2015. However, at the time of writing, the DFID research
portal only includes details of the proposal and not the findings of the study. 

4.	 Reforms to Increase Teacher Effectiveness in Developing Countries: A Systematic Review 
Protocol (December 2014) 
Monazza Aslam, Shenila Rawal, Geeta Kindon, Bob Moon, Rukmini Banerji, Sushmita Das, 
Manjistha Banerji and Shailendra Sharma (EPPI Centre, Institute of Education, University of 
London). 

The report sets out a proposal to undertake a systematic review of teacher effectiveness in developing
countries. The review sets out to answer three questions:
1.	 What is the evidence on the impacts of reforms/interventions of education systems at scale to increase

teacher effectiveness on: the quality of teaching and on learning outcomes in low and middle income
countries? 

2.	 What is the evidence on the relationship between educational reforms/interventions for improving
teacher effectiveness at scale and the quality of teaching and learning outcomes in low and middle
income countries? 

3.	 Where reforms/interventions to education systems to increase teacher effectiveness at scale have
occurred, what is the evidence on how technical, financial and political barriers have been overcome? 

The end date for the project is given as 15 December 2014. However, at the time of writing, the research
portal does not include further details or a project report. 

5.	 Low-cost private schools: Evidence, approaches and emerging issues (September 2013), 
Claire Mcloughlin (University of Birmingham). 
(EPS Peaks – this is cited in the report as a consortium of organisations that provides 
Economics and Private Sector Professional Evidence and Applied Knowledge Services to DFID) 

The report provides initial evidence from the rigorous literature review of the role and impact of private schools
in developing countries. It defines low-cost private schools (LCPSs) as any market-oriented (nominally for
profit) schools that are dependent on user fees for some or all of their costs. 
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The report states that the scale and coverage of LCPSs is not reliably documented but isolated surveys
suggest that they are expanding across Asia and Africa. 

The report argues that there are questions about what this growth implies for equity, quality of provision
and educational outcomes, choice and affordability for the poor, and cost-effectiveness and financial
sustainability. 

The report identifies regulatory ineffectiveness as a key challenge and says that emerging approaches
stress the importance of understanding how the political economy of the market for LCPSs and, in
particular, how relationships of power and accountability between users, government and private
providers can produce better education outcomes for the poor. 

The report summarises a number of findings in table format (reproduced below): 

Table 1: Factors associated with growth and location of LCPSs 

Factor Study findings Reference 

(Perceived) low quality of 
state schools 

Private schools congregate in
areas where rates of government
schoolteachers’ absence are 
highest. 

Kremer and Muralidharan, 2008 
(India); Tooley et al. (2008) (India) 

Probability of attending primary
schools increases as pupil to
teacher ratios (PTRs) increase in
government schools. 

Nishimura and Yamano (2013) (Kenya) 

High population density Villages with larger populations
tend to have more private
schools (i.e. private sector
activities tend to occur where 
there is a sustainable market). 

Andrabi et al. (2008) (Pakistan) 

Relatively high quality of 
infrastructure (roads, 
water) 

Private schools are mainly
located in villages with better
public infrastructure. 

Dixon (2013b) (India); Pal (2010)
(India) 

Availability of female 
secondary school leavers 
(cohort of teachers) 

Private schools are three times 
more likely to emerge in villages
where there are government
girls’ secondary schools. 

Andrabi et al. (2013) (India) 

The report notes the polarised perspectives on the role of LCPSs in achieving the Education for All 
(EFA) objectives and says that debates are often ideologically charged. Table 2 sets out the opposing 
views on the contribution of LCPSs. 
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Table 2: Opposing views on the contribution of LCPSs to EFA 

Policy question Supporting arguments Counter arguments 

Do LCPSs provide a • Students achieve better • Private school curricula may be 
quality education? educational outcomes in 

private schools. 
• LCPSs tend to have low 

PTRs. 

unregulated and governments may 
not provide for transfer into public 
secondary schools. Private school 
teachers may be inexperienced and 
unqualified. 

Do they reach the • Private schools are • LCPSs are not serving the lowest 
disadvantaged? geographically accessible to 

the poorest, operating in both 
rural and urban areas and 
often ‘filling the gaps’ in state 
provision. 

economic quintiles; they stratify the 
poor into the better-off, who go 
private, and the worse-off, who go 
public. 

• Non-state schools cluster in urban 
areas and cities where the market is 
more viable than in rural areas, i.e. 
they ‘follow the money’. 

Are they serving girls and 
boys? 

• Private schools are equally 
accessible by girls and boys. 

• Household decisions influence 
whether attendance is equal; where 
resources are limited, boys are 
often favoured over girls. 

Are they affordable to 
users? 

• The poorest quintile is willing 
and able to pay for private 
schools. 

• Private schools are no more 
expensive than state schools, 
which often have implicit 
costs (e.g. uniforms, 
transport, food, textbooks). 

• The cost of fees reduces the money 
available for households for basic 
welfare. 

Are they cost-effective 
and financially 
sustainable? 

• Private schools are more 
cost-effective than state 
schools partly because 
overheads are lower. 

• Teachers working for a 
fraction of state 
schoolteachers’ salary can 
still be effective. 

• LCPSs exploit local labour markets 
for unemployed, untrained and 
typically female secondary school 
leavers. 

• LCPSs serving the poor are 
unsustainable without significant 
subsidy. 

Table 3 below summarises the main findings from the rigorous review of evidence on LCPSs. 

The report says that the evidence was limited in three main ways:
1)	 there is a lack of data on the true extent of private schooling;
2)	 the literature that exists is heavily weighted towards South-Asia, with limited evidence about Africa

and very little evidence from conflict-affected or fragile states; and 
3)	 there is very little evidence on the role and impact of private middle and secondary schools. 

As a result, the report says that findings in this area are inconclusive and not generalisable. 
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Table 3: Main findings from a rigorous review of the evidence on LCPSs 

Hypothesis Main finding Examples of relevant studies 

QUALITY Private 
school education is 
high quality compared 
with state school 
education 

Strong evidence that private school pupils
achieve better learning outcomes than state
school pupils. However, the true private
school advantage is often small and may be
overemphasised. 

Muralidharan et al. (2011) 
Javaid et al. (2012); Singh
(2012) 

Strong evidence that teaching is of better
quality in private schools than in state
schools. 

Maitra et al. (2011);
Muralidharan et al. (2011);
Singh (2012) 

EQUITY Private 
schools provide 
education to 
disadvantaged social 
groups 

Weak and inconclusive evidence on 
whether private schools reach the poor. 

Tooley et al. (2008);
Woodhead et al (2013) 

Moderate evidence that girls are less likely
than boys to be enrolled in private schools. 

Maitra et al. (2011); Nishimura
and Yamano (2013) 

COST-
EFFECTIVENESS 
Private school 
education is cost-
effective and 
financially sustainable 

Strong evidence that private schools have
lower relative costs than state schools. 

Muralidharan et al. (2011 

Weak and inconclusive evidence on 
whether private schools are financially
sustainable. 

Dixon et al. (2013); Härmä and
Rose (2012) 

AFFORDABILITY 
Private schools are 
financially affordable 
for the poor and the 
poorest 

Weak and inconclusive evidence on 
whether the poor and the poorest are able
to pay private school fees. 

Akaguri (2013); Härmä (2011b) 

Weak and inconclusive evidence that 
private schools are not more expensive
than state schools. 

Siddhu (2011) 

CHOICE Demand for 
private schools is 
driven by informed 
choice and a concern 
for quality 

Strong evidence that perceived quality of
education is a priority for users when
choosing private schools. 

Nishimura and Yamano (2013);
Oketch et al. (2010) 

Moderate evidence that users make informed 
choices about the quality of education. 

Phillips and Stambach (2008);
Srivastava (2008) 

ACCOUNTABILITY 
Private schools are 
accountable to users 

Weak and inconclusive evidence on 
whether users actively participate in or
influence operational decision making in
private schools. 

Hartwig (2013) 

Weak and inconclusive evidence on 
whether private schools are responsive to
users’ demands and complaints. 

Andrabi et al. (2009) 

FINANCING AND 
PARTNERSHIP State 
collaboration, 
financing and 
regulation improve 
private school quality, 
equity and 
sustainability 

Strong evidence that states lack the
knowledge, capacity and legitimacy to
implement effective policy frameworks for
private school collaboration and regulation. 

Barrera-Osorio and Raju
(2010) 

Weak and inconclusive evidence on 
whether state subsidies improve private
school quality, equity and sustainability. 

Barrera-Osorio and Raju
(2010); Fennell (2013) 

Moderate evidence that state regulation
does not improve private school quality,
equity and sustainability. 

Dixon (2013b); Heyneman and
Stern (2013) 

cont’d. 
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Hypothesis Main finding Examples of relevant studies 

MARKET Private 
schools have positive 
effects on the overall 
education system 

Weak and inconclusive evidence on 
whether private schools complement state
provision by filling gaps. 

Andrabi et al. (2013) 

Weak and inconclusive evidence on 
whether market ‘competition’ enhances
quality in private and state sectors. 

Andrabi et al. (2009) 

6.	 The role and impact of private schools in developing countries (April 2014) 
Laura Day Ashley, Claire Mcloughlin, Monazza Aslam, Jakob Engel, Joseph Wales, Shenila 
Rawal, Richard, Batley, Geeta Kingdon, Susan Nicolai and Pauline Rose (University of 
Birmingham, Institute of Education, University of London, Overseas Development Institute, 
and Education for All Global Monitoring Report) 

The report provides a more detailed analysis of the findings in the previous report. However, its findings
mirror those outlined in LCPSs above. 

The report tests 17 assumptions and draws the following conclusions about the strength of the evidence
base: 

Assumption Strength of evidence base 

1. Private school pupils achieve better learning outcomes than state
school pupils 

Moderate 

2. Teaching is better in private schools than in state schools Strong 

3. Private schools geographically reach the poor Weak 

4. Private schools are accessed equally by boys and girls Moderate 

5. Cost of delivery of education is lower in private schools than state
schools 

Moderate 

6. Private schools are financially sustainable Weak 

7. The poor and poorest are able to pay private school fees Weak 

8. Private schools are as affordable to users as state schools Weak 

9. Perceived education quality is a priority when choosing schools Moderate 

10. Users make informed choices about the quality of education Moderate 

11. Users actively participate in or influence decision-making Weak 

12. Private schools are responsive to user demands and complaints Weak 

13. States have the capacity, legitimacy and knowledge to implement
effective policy frameworks 

Moderate 

14. State regulation improves quality, equity and sustainability Moderate 

15. State subsidies improve quality, equity and sustainability Weak 

16. Private schools complement state provision Weak 

17. Market competition enhances quality in both sectors Weak 
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The report states that the evidence base for assumption 2, teaching is better in private schools than in
state schools, is strong. The headline finding is important because it indicates which criteria are used to
judge ‘better’: ‘Teaching in private schools tends to be better (in terms of more teacher presence and
teaching activity, and teaching approaches that are more likely to lead to improved outcomes) than in
state schools. Some evidence supports the explanation that this is due to increased accountability of
teachers to employers in private schools. However, much of the evidence reviewed also indicates that
private school teachers are often less formally qualified, have low salaries and weak job security; such
conditions might explain the greater teacher effort in private schools’.10 

The report identifies a potential unintended consequence of LCPSs – such schools keep costs low by
exploiting labour markets. The report says that reliance on greater teacher effort and poorer work
conditions is potentially unsustainable, particularly if private school teachers were to demand
comparable rights to their state school counterparts. 

The report claims that there is moderate evidence that private school pupils achieve better learning
outcomes than pupils in state schools. The headline finding is that pupils attending private schools tend
to achieve better learning outcomes than pupils in state schools. However, the report says that most
studies did not adequately account for social background differences of pupils, making it difficult to
ascertain whether the achievement advantage may be attributed to the private schools or the social
background of pupils. The report says that two studies from India do control for social background and
find an appreciable private school effect. However, the report says that it is important to note that many
children may not be achieving basic competencies even in private schools. 

The report states that the strength of the evidence base that private schools are accessed equally by
boys and girls is moderate. The evidence is actually mixed with some studies finding that private
schooling is not accessed equally, and a minority refuting the gender bias in private schools. 

Similarly, the report claims that there is moderate evidence that the cost of education is lower in private
schools than state schools. However, the quality of the evidence is generally weak and the issue is rarely
a rigorous focus point of studies. 

The review says that there is moderate evidence that perceived quality of education is a priority for users
when choosing between schools and private schools are often perceived to be higher quality than
government schools. However, a number of other factors also affect preferences for schools, including
language of instruction with a preference for English. 

The report states that there is moderate evidence that users make informed choices about the quality of
education. The review says that informal sources, including networks of parents, play an important role
in informing users about schools. 

The report says that there is consistent evidence across a range of contexts that attempts by
governments to intervene in the private education sector are constrained by a lack of government
capacity, understanding and basic information on the size and nature of the private sector. It states that
there is moderate evidence that state regulation, where it exists, is not necessarily effective or is
selectively enforced. There is also some evidence that relates to stringent regulation which may offer
opportunities for rent-seeking and bribery to by-pass recognition requirements. 

The report says that there is some evidence that positive state regulation can support the expansion of
private school provision. However, there are some concerns about private sector provision being
promoted through collaboration without adequate regulations and quality controls. The report notes that
an unintended consequence of state regulation is that it can set a benchmark for standards which may
act as a proxy for quality in the market. 

10 Page 19, The role and impact of private schools in developing countries. 
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7. 	 Non-Traditional Financing for Education: Extended Executive Summary (May 2014), Amy 
Belinger (former Head of international Education, ARK) and Bev Fletcher (former Senior 
Human and Social Development Consultant/Regional Education Lead at Coffey) (EPS 
Peaks) 

The guide begins by stating that aid to education is declining: aid to basic education fell by 20% between
2009 and 2012. It also states that public spending on education is falling short with only 25% of countries
spending the recommended 6% of GDP to deliver quality education. Further, it quotes a UNESCO report
which refers to a $28 billion gap in providing good quality basic and lower secondary education for all by
2015. 

Non-traditional finance is presented as a solution. The guide says that non-traditional funding is about
more than raising additional funds. It is also about spending resources efficiently ‘and finding novel
approaches to addressing educational issues’. The guide explores instruments that may raise additional
funding and mechanisms to spend funds more efficiently. 

The guide identifies social impact investing (e.g. Social Impact Bonds (SIBs), Development Impact
Bonds (DIBs) and Social Yield Notes), access to finance for schools and families (e.g. school loans,
students loans and community saving schemes), debt swaps, bonds (e.g. Debt Conversion Development
Bonds (DCDBs) and diaspora bonds), and blended finance (e.g. debt-buy vouchers and global solidarity
levies) as possible instruments for raising additional funding. 

The guide identifies cash transfer, vouchers, public-private partnerships (PPPs) and Payment by Results
(PbR) as mechanisms to spend money efficiently and effectively. 

The report outlines sources of non-traditional finance as including:
•	 Business-oriented foundations: the Gates Foundation, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, the 

Mastercard Foundation, the Children’s Investment Foundation, the UBS Optimus Foundation(e.g.
fund Omega Schools, low-fee private schools in Uganda), Dubai Cares, the MTN Foundation, the
Bharti Foundation and Dasra are cited as examples.

•	 Corporate philanthropy and corporate social responsibility (CSR): only 64% of the 100 largest global
companies direct resources to education in developing countries and most contribute less than $5
million annually. The exceptions are Petrobras (Brazil) and Banco Santander (Spain) where
contributions are reported to be in excess of $20 million.

•	 Commercial investment in education, e.g. Pearson, is cited as an example of corporates investing in
education for low income customers in developing countries, e.g. it has launched its $15 million
Affordable Learning Fund, which has invested in Omega Schools (low cost private schools in Ghana).
Also Bridge International Academies has attracted investments from New Enterprise Associates
(NEA) and Khosla Ventures. 

•	 Private domestic funds. 
•	 Non-Development Assistance Committee donors 
•	 Citizen contributions 
•	 Multilateral and bilateral institutions 

Focusing on PPPs, the guide identifies examples of successful types of PPP in developing countries
(where possible) as including:
•	 private philanthropic initiatives: Academy schools (UK) (the report cites DfE evidence from 2013 that

says that academies ‘are driving up performance faster than any other type of public school, even
though they operate in disadvantaged areas’)and Jordan Education Initiative (Jordan);

•	 private management of public schools: Charter Schools (USA), Concession Schools (Colombia), Fe y
Alegria (Venezuela and Peru); 

•	 contracting out of services to private schools: Universal Secondary Education Programme (Uganda),
Foundation Assisted Schools Programme (Punjab, Pakistan); 

•	 adopt a school: Sindh Education (Pakistan), Adopt-a-School Programme (The Philippines); 
•	 vouchers: PACES (Colombia), Punjab Education Fund – EVS (Punjab, Pakistan); 
•	 Capacity Building Initiatives: cluster-based teacher training (Punjab, Pakistan);
•	 infrastructure partnerships: Private Finance Initiative (UK), PPP for New Schools (Egypt). 
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Blended finance for the private sector is the combination of grant and loan or equity funding to reduce the
financial risk of an investment. The guide identifies its potential as being in subsidising or incubating
‘education businesses for the poor to build a pipeline for social impact investing’. 

Social impact investing outside of SIBs and DIBs is defined as investing with the intention to create positive
impact beyond financial return. The guide says that impact is limited to parts of the education sector that may
not serve the most vulnerable. Its potential is seen to be in driving innovation in tools and services for the
education ecosystem and in stimulating education markets for the poor where the public sector is struggling
to deliver. 

Bonds are described as an investment in a debt, whereby the investor receives a fixed return on the principal
and interest of the underlying security. DCDBs and diaspora bonds are judged to have the potential to lever
new sources of funding. The guide says that the funding would be predictable and governments could use the
funds to address predictable issues. However, implementation is limited to countries with outstanding debt or
with a large diaspora, and with a financial market that is sophisticated enough to issue bonds. 

The two mechanisms judged to have the most potential to ensure that funding is spent efficiently and
effectively are PbR and PPPs. 

The guide suggests two initial phases to make instruments work better or be adopted more widely:
•	 Phase 1: focus on one or two education issues, develop a better understanding of the instruments and

contexts in which they may work, form multiple stakeholder collaborations around specific opportunities,
pilot and capture learning and evidence;

•	 Phase 2: raise profile, greater co-ordination and scale up instruments that work. 

The guide cites Pearson as an example of a corporation investing in education for low-income customers in
developing countries and makes reference to its Affordable Learning Fund (ALF). Further information about
the ALF is provided in the briefing on Pearson. 

8. 	 JPAL project for 25 impact evaluations which will increase the evidence base on what works in 
post primary education. 
Abdul Letif Jameel, Poverty Action Lab, Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

The research is due to run from January 2014 until 31 January 2017. £1,650,000 has been allocated to the
research. 

The project objectives are: to help fund 25 impact evaluations which will increase the evidence base on what
works in post-primary education. The impact evaluations will facilitate evidence-informed policies and practice
and lead to improved access to and quality of post-primary education. 

3.b. Joint ESRC-DFID research programme, Raising Learning Outcomes in Education 
Systems Programme 

This is a joint Initiative with the ESRC to build evidence about what works to raise learning outcomes in
developing countries. It is a substantial research programme amounting to £20 million in total, with DFID
contributing £15 million and the ESRC £5 million. The programme began in February 2014 and is due to end
in March 2022. 

Further information about the project is available from the DFID website at:
http://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/Project/61265/Default.aspx and International Development Studies website:
www.ids.ac.uk/project/evidence-and-policy-directorate. 

3.c. Other DFID-funded projects that may impact on education 
1. 	 12 Principles for Payment by Results in International Development 

Paul Clist, School of International Development, University of East Anglia, and Stefan Dercon, 
DFID and QEH, University of Oxford. 
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This is a two-page document that sets out 12 principles to guide decisions about the use of PbR as
follows: 
1.	 Recipients must first invest and only be compensated if measured results are achieved.
2.	 It is not sufficient for a performance measure to be correlated with the underlying variable of interest;

it must also remain so. 
3.	 Distortion must be avoided. 
4.	 Risk transfer is only relevant as the mechanism to sharpen performance incentives for the

implementing agency. 
5.	 Being clear about the objectives of the recipient/implementer is important. If donor and recipient want

the same thing, then PbR is irrelevant.
6.	 PbR is only appropriate where there is low observability of effort. 
7.	 PbR is more appropriate where recipients have a large degree of control over the outcomes.
8.	 The most tangible cost of PbR relative to other forms of aid is the cost of verification. Results

measured in PbR contracts would need to be hard to dispute, audited and stand up in court.
9.	 If intrinsic motivation is eroded (e.g. by fines, rewards) this does not return once extrinsic motivation is

removed (i.e. fines and reward may undermine personal commitment to make a success of the
project).

10. Pragmatic acceptance of donor limitation is useful. Non-payment has to be credible.
11.	 Evidence of the success of PbR that is measured only in terms of the incentivised performance

measure should be treated with caution. 
12. Other outcomes of aid beyond PbR could offer performance incentives (e.g. this might combine

competition with peer learning). 

2. 	 Mapping potential implementing organisations for girls’ economic empowerment 
programme (April 2013), Janet Hayes (Oxford Policy Management). 

The report maps existing organisations that have experience of awarding grants and/or other forms of
technical assistance through a competitive process, and in assisting successful applicants in taking their
programmes/products to scale. 

The purpose of the report is to provide DFID and the Nike Foundation with information that can be used to
identify an organisation to manage their programme to address constraints to the empowerment of
adolescent girls in developing countries. 

The report cites but does not review organisations that already manage programmes on behalf of DFID.
These include: 
•	 Financial Deepening Challenge Fund which is managed by Coffey International Development, Deloitte

and Touche, and Project Northeast. 
•	 Girls Education Challenge Fund which is managed by PriceWaterhouseCooper (PWC). 
•	 Civil Society Challenge Fund which is managed by TripleLine and Crown Agents. 
•	 Afghanistan Business Innovation Fund which is managed by Landell Mills Ltd.
•	 Construction Ideas Fund (Nigeria) which is managed by Coffey International Development. 
•	 The Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund which is managed by KPMG. 

The report identifies three broad types of organisation: direct funders, investment funds and Foundations
and provides brief information about each organisation. 

3.	 Working with Men and Boys for Gender Equality Evidence and Learning Project. The project 
is being led by Jerker Edstrom, Institute of Development Studies, University of Sussex. 

This research seeks to review and analyse initiatives and interventions that engage men and boys and
seek to increase men’s support for gender equality and decrease men’s use of violence against women.
The project will pay particular attention to programmes that seek to achieve lasting impact and effect
changes in laws, policies and institutional practices. This will include looking at:
• what works best when it comes to changing social norms;
• the institutional arrangements and structures which sustain or shift these norms and attitudes;
• which men (and women) need to become engaged at different levels, ‘why’ and ‘how’. 
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4. Issues and next steps 

There has been a significant shift in DFID’s international development strategy since 2010. DFID’s
strategy increasingly promotes open markets and private sector involvement in the design and delivery of
services. The strategy includes directing capital towards pro-poor businesses and entrepreneurs, and
shifting from the use of traditional aid grants to returnable loans and equity. 

DFID-commissioned research on education covers a range of topics including: school accountability in
low and middle income countries, teacher effectiveness, LCPSs, raising learning outcomes in education,
evidence about what works in post-primary education, non-traditional financing of education, and
education economics. This research provides a window into understanding the impact of various
development interventions in the provision of education in developing countries. 

Research findings from DFID-funded studies appear to be inconclusive in relation to the impact of
particular interventions. Also, a number of research studies commissioned by DFID remain unpublished
almost a year following their scheduled date of publication. 

Research findings from studies appear to be inconclusive in relation to the impact of particular
interventions. 

A number of research studies commissioned by DFID remain unpublished almost a year following their
scheduled date of publication. 

A review commissioned by DFID of the existing research evidence on low-fee private schools argues that
there is a strong evidence base in respect of the quality of teaching in private schools compared with state
schools. However, the same study raises concerns about equity issues in relation to the provision of
private schools. These translate to private schools not: 
• reaching the poor;
• providing schooling that is financially sustainable;
• being affordable to the poor and the poorest; 
• being as affordable as state education; 
• being responsive to the needs and demands of service users;
• complementing state school provision. 

The DFID-commissioned research indicates that there is weak evidence that market competition
enhances the quality of schools in the private and public sectors. The evidence base is also limited which
means that it is not generalisable for the purposes of policy and operational planning. 

Further research is needed on the impact of DFID’s strategy for education on access, equity and quality of
provision. 

The UK government must demonstrate that its 0.7% commitment is making a difference and is securing
the goal of universal access to quality education for all children, regardless of ability to pay. In this regard,
the UK’s advocacy of low-fee private schools requires careful examination. 

The role of private sector actors who are receiving financial support through the work of DFID has not
been specifically considered in this report, but should be considered carefully in future research. The
perspectives of governments, unions and other stakeholders in developing countries that are in receipt of
DFID aid for education should also be examined. 
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Appendix A: A summary of DFID Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) 
and priorities 

In 2013, 0.72% of Gross National Income (GNI) was spent on overseas development assistance (ODA).
Of this, 0.42% (or £6,666 million) was bi-lateral ODA and 0.3% (or £4,771 million) was multi-lateral ODA. 

The main bi-lateral ODA was: administration costs (£232 million) which includes frontline delivery costs;
debt relief (£36 million); and Export Credit Guarantee Agency (£30 million). 

Multi-lateral ODA was distributed as follows: World Bank (£1,609 million), European Commission (£1,274
million), United Nations (UN) Agencies (£443 million) and £1,445 million to other agencies (this includes
Regional Development Banks and other agencies on the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development’s (OECD’s) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) list). 

DFID is prioritising assistance to 28 countries. These are: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Burma, Democratic
Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, Liberia, Malawi, Mozambique, Nepal,
Nigeria, Occupied Palestinian Territories, Pakistan, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Africa, South
Sudan, Sudan, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Uganda, Yemen, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. 

a. Bilateral UK net ODA by country or region in 2013 

DFID’s 2013/14 Annual Report provides a breakdown of ODA by country. It lists assistance in thousands
of £ spent. The following tables set out the countries/regions that received in excess of £150,000 bi-lateral
assistance in 2013. This includes most but not all of DFID’s priority countries. 

Table 1: Asian and Middle Eastern countries and regions that received in excess of £50 million Net 
UK ODA in 2013 

Asia and Middle East by 
country or region 

Total Net UK ODA 
£ Thousands 2013 

of which Humanitarian 
Assistance 

% of total net 
bi-lateral ODA 

Pakistan 317,027 30,922 4.76 

Bangladesh 266,835 3,288 4.0 

India 183,904 2,233 2.76 

Middle East Regional 182,172 148,311 2.73 

Afghanistan 163,937 -65 2.46 

Syria 127,240 126,093 1.91 

Yemen 93,406 36,457 1.40 

Nepal 90,399 1.36 

Myanmar 71,134 10,445 1.07 

West Bank and Gaza Strip 59,335 519 0.89 
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Table 2: African countries and regions that received in excess of £50 million Net UK ODA in 2013 

Africa by country or region 
Total Net UK ODA 

Total Net UK ODA 
£ Thousands 2013 

of which Humanitarian 
Assistance 

% of total net 
bi-lateral ODA 

Ethiopia 318,098 50,024 4.77 
Nigeria 239,983 3.6 
Tanzania 170,396 8,734 2.56 
DR Congo 155,406 36,121 2.33 
Kenya 146,158 14,941 2.19 
South Sudan 132,888 64,803 1.99 
Africa Regional 111,932 1.68 
Malawi 106,040 18,964 1.59 
Rwanda 101,942 1,923 1.53 
South of Sahara Regional 101,410 67,847 1.52 
Ghana 95,530 1.43 
Somalia 94,318 43,671 1.42 
Zimbabwe 88,733 8,000 1.33 
St Helena 82,900 1.24 
Uganda 78,341 10,300 1.18 
Mozambique 77,563 1.16 
Sierra Leone 66,311 957 0.99 
Sudan 62,208 49,394 0.93 
Zambia 57,190 0.86 

b. Bilateral UK net ODA by country for the period 2009 to 2013 

The following two tables give details of net UK ODA over the period 2009-2013. 

Table 3: NET UK ODA for the period 2009 to 2013 (figures £ thousands) in countries and regionals 
in Asian and Middle East countries where 2013 ODA was in excess of £50 million 

Asia and Middle East 
Total Net UK ODA 

2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 

Pakistan 317,027 180,218 206,849 193,285 139,250 
Bangladesh 266,835 196,120 229,947 147,837 160,101 
India 183,904 292,065 283,111 421,095 403,544 
Middle East Regional 182,172 32,472 3,447 6,514 3,841 
Afghanistan 163,937 273,801 264,129 152,052 207,675 
Syria 127,240 39,547 1,268 1,263 672 
Yemen 93,406 39,555 39,057 41,388 22,970 
Nepal 90,399 69,502 64,917 68,111 66,081 
Myanmar 71,134 30,324 38,803 28,600 34,020 
West Bank and Gaza Strip 59,335 42,884 75,549 63,215 60,742 
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Table 4: NET UK ODA for the period 2009 to 2013 (figures £ thousands) in countries and regionals 
in African countries where 2013 ODA was in excess of £50 million 

Africa by country or region 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 

Ethiopia 318,098 265,685 344,491 263,500 219,537 
Nigeria 239,983 197,313 186,428 171,335 120,927 
Tanzania 170,396 157,760 99,134 156,009 138,700 
DR Congo 155,406 138,944 238,946 163,380 144,340 
Kenya 146,158 101,794 88,593 68,136 84,007 
South Sudan 132,888 108,512 51,774 - -
Africa Regional 111,932 147,656 99,308 113,190 153,475 
Malawi 106,040 124,253 64,915 95,849 71,510 
Rwanda 101,942 28,242 84,569 68,745 57,522 
South of Sahara Regional 101,410 61,306 59,304 106,190 26,748 
Ghana 95,530 52,686 81,379 107,861 98,546 
Somalia 94,318 89,754 94,907 40,359 28,009 
Zimbabwe 88,733 138,831 48,357 69,936 70,332 
St Helena 82,900 106,156 49,433 34,738 21,287 
Uganda 78,341 94,161 89,188 116,071 75,127 
Mozambique 77,563 81,780 116,278 67,612 35,141 
Sierra Leone 66,311 62,812 45,885 54,902 51,389 
Sudan 62,208 51,758 98,146 77,104 187,207 
Zambia 57,190 53,178 57,760 51,347 47,074 

c. Bilateral UK ODA funding priorities for selected countries. 

DFID’s 2013/14 Annual Report provides information about expenditure in each of DFID’s 28 priority
countries. The seven countries selected below are those that received the most Net UK ODA in 2013 
(each received in excess of £160 million). 

The following provides some insights into how money is spent within selected countries. The information
suggests that funding priorities depend on country context. However, most assistance is given to
programmes relating to education; governance and security; wealth creation; and in some countries,
poverty, hunger and vulnerability. 

Funding for education, wealth creation and governance and security have been highlighted in bold as
education is the NASUWT’s primary interest; wealth creation can be seen as being linked to
privatisation; and governance and security are linked to UK national priorities. 

Afghanistan 
DFID-funded programmes by sector 2013–14 (Total spend £182.3 million) 
• Wealth creation 49.7% 
• Governance and security 22.4% 
• Education 21.8% 
• Humanitarian 5.5% 
• Global partnerships 0.2%
• Water and sanitation 0.2% 
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• Multiple pillars 0.1%
• Poverty, hunger and vulnerability 0.1% 

Bangladesh 
DFID-funded programmes by sector 2013–14 (Total spend £262.2 million) 
• Wealth creation 30.3% 
• Education 18.8% 
• Governance and security 15.7% 
• Climate change 11.2% 
• Reproductive, maternal and new born health 9.2%
• Other health 6.5% 
• Water and sanitation 4.6% 
• Poverty, hunger and vulnerability 2.4% 
• Humanitarian 1.2% 
• Global partnerships 0.2% 

Ethiopia 
DFID-funded programmes by sector 2013-14 (Total spend = £284.4 million) 
• Education 25.9% 
• Other health 24.2% 
• Humanitarian 15.4% 
• Reproductive, maternal and new born health 12.0%
• Poverty, hunger and vulnerability 6.4% 
• Malaria 4.6% 
• Water and sanitation 3.7% 
• Governance and security 3.6% 
• Wealth creation 2.4% 
• Climate change 0.8%
• Global partnerships 0.5%
• HIV/AIDS 0.4%
• Conflict pool 0.1%
• Multiple pillars 0.1% 

India 
DFID-funded programmes by sector 2013–14 (Total spend £169.1 million)
• Education 21.0% 
• Reproductive, maternal and new born health 19.3%
• Wealth creation 19.2% 
• Other health 19.1% 
• Governance and security 13.5% 
• Water and sanitation 4.9% 
• Climate change 1.3%
• Malaria 0.9% 
• Poverty, hunger and vulnerability 0.7% 
• Global partnerships 0.1% 

Nigeria 
DFID-funded programmes by sector 2013–14 (Total spend £266.2 million)
• Governance and security 26.9% 
• Other health 20.6% 
• Wealth creation 16.3% 
• Education 11.6% 
• Malaria 6.6% 
• Reproductive, maternal and new born health 6.5%
• HIV/AIDS 3.9%
• Global partnerships 2.9%
• Water and sanitation 2.6% 
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• Poverty, hunger and vulnerability 1.4% 
• Climate change 0.5%
• Multiple pillars 0.1% 

Pakistan 
DFID-funded programmes by sector 2013–14 (Total spend £253.0 million)
• Education 36.3% 
• Poverty, hunger and vulnerability 24.3% 
• Governance and security 16.8% 
• Humanitarian 10.2% 
• Reproductive, maternal and new born health 5.6%
• Wealth creation 3.1% 
• Global partnerships 2.5%
• Other health 1.2% 

Tanzania 
DFID-funded programmes by sector 2013–14 (Total spend £175.2 million) 
• Education 24.4% 
• Governance and security 24.3% 
• Wealth creation 21.0% 
• Humanitarian 8.3% 
• Water and sanitation 5.4% 
• Malaria 4.6% 
• Reproductive, maternal and new born health 4.3%
• Other health 4.1% 
• Climate change 2.2%
• Poverty, hunger and vulnerability 0.8% 
• Global partnerships 0.6% 
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