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The FTI Mid-Term Evaluation 
The Fast Track Initiative (FTI) was initiated in 2002, and has now been running for half of its 
expected lifetime.  The FTI is also at a mid-point in the timeframe set for the Education for All 
(EFA) goals, which form part of the Millennium Development Goals. The FTI partnership has 
recognised the need to evaluate whether it is achieving the goals it has set itself. The 
evaluation will provide an opportunity for reform and change if necessary in order to meet 
the goal of universal primary completion. 

The evaluation will assess the degree to which FTI is helping to improve aid effectiveness 
within the education sector. It will draw lessons learned from the FTI’s strengths and 
weaknesses and make a series of recommendations to further improve future partnership 
programming and effectiveness. Most importantly it is hoped that as a result of this 
evaluation primary school completion will be achieved for more children, which in turn will 
bring about learning and hence better life opportunities for children everywhere. 

The evaluation is independent but is jointly supported by a consortium of donors. The 
evaluation will take place between November 2008 and December 2009. The Evaluation 
Oversight Committee (EOC) is made up of representatives from the donor community, 
partner countries and civil society. It is coordinated by Joe DeStefano (email: 
jdestefano@futureofschooling.org). 

The evaluation team is a consortium of three companies Cambridge Education, Mokoro and 
Oxford Policy Management (OPM).  Core members of the evaluation team are: 
Core Team Members  Area of Responsibility  Email Address  

Stephen Lister Team Leader 
Lead: Aid Effectiveness & Governance 

slister@mokoro.co.uk 

Felicity Binns  Senior Project Manager felicity.binns@camb-ed.com  

Georgina Rawle Lead: Education Financing & PFM georgina.rawle@opml.co.uk  

Abby Riddell Lead: Education Capacity Development abby.riddell@googlemail.com  

Roy Carr-Hill Lead: Data and Monitoring & Evaluation  roycarrhill@yahoo.com  

Eric Woods Lead: Education Policy & Planning ericwoods@clara.co.uk  

Muriel Visser-Valfrey Aid Effectiveness & Governance mvisser@learndev.org  

Catherine Dom Fragile States & Partnerships cdom@mokoro.co.uk 

Anthea Sims Williams Research Coordinator asimswilliams@mokoro.co.uk 

Robert Smith Project Manager robert.e.smith@camb-ed.com  

 
For enquiries related to the evaluation please contact Anthea Sims Williams, the research 
coordinator at asimswilliams@mokoro.co.uk. 

For regular updates about the evaluation and the most recent outputs please refer to the 
evaluation website at: www.camb-ed.com\fasttrackinitiative. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This paper has been drafted as one of six thematic working papers, in line with the 
overall workplan for the FTI mid-term evaluation. It responds to the following TORs:  

“Promoting UPC in fragile states is already an important topic for FTI.  An FTI 
working group has most recently prepared a draft "Progressive Framework" for FTI 
support to fragile states.  This will be a continuing concern, and an important issue 
for this evaluation's forward-looking recommendations. However, fragility is not 
static; previously stable states may experience turmoil (e.g. Kenya), and events can 
occur in strong states that make partnership fragile even while the state remains 
effective (Ethiopia).  This paper will take stock of FTI's work on fragile states and its 
emerging approach.   It will relate this to broader aid management issues when 
partnerships are fragile, and, in particular it will highlight how this issue can best be 
addressed in the country studies.” (see Annex 4 in the Evaluation Consortium 
proposal, TORs for Working Paper 6). 

At the first Technical Workshop of the evaluation team (in November 2008) it was 
further specified that the Working Papers would provide important inputs into the 
interim report which is foreseen to conclude the first phase of the evaluation. This 
paper also aims to respond to this objective.  

1.2 The paper is structured as follows. The second section (following this introduction 
section) is mainly factual, while the third section presents a tentative analysis of the 
facts. The second section outlines the history of the FTI partnership’s engagement with 
Fragile States, starting by reviewing the process of emergence of the ‘fragile states 
agenda’ in the environment immediately surrounding the partnership, to then review the 
steps which brought the partnership to where it stands to-date with regard to engaging 
with fragile states. The section also briefly discusses the extent to which the fragile 
states agenda has been mainstreamed into other FTI workstreams. In the final part of 
the section there is a review of individual countries’ trajectories in relation to the FTI, 
including those considered as ‘fragile states’, and some reflection on the issue of fragile 
partnerships in contrast with fragile states. This section is supported by a more detailed 
analysis of country cases, in Annex B. The third (and final) section analyses the facts 
presented in the previous section to identify a number of issues that present 
themselves to the FTI partnership, and which it is proposed that the FTI mid-term 
evaluation should seek to further unpack. Annex C makes further specific proposals as 
to how the evaluation could explore the issues identified in this section, for discussion 
by the evaluation team.   

1.3 This paper is based on a fairly wide-ranging review of the literature focusing on 
fragility/fragile states, donor engagement with fragile states, education and fragility, and 
donor support to education in fragile contexts. This literature review is available on 
request, as a separate paper. In this working paper I have only included the 
bibliography of the literature reviewed, for information (in Annex A). Box 1 below 
summarises a number of key messages arising from the literature review. 

1.4 The literature suggests that there is a perennial tension between two forces at play: 
the overarching aid effectiveness agenda, and the imperative for aid agencies to work 
in more difficult and challenging environments. Yet, whilst these debates continue to 
unfold (yielding an explosion of mainly Western-made fragility-related concepts) one 
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must wonder whether the rationale for individual agencies to engage in particular 
countries/situations is actually a response to the ‘fragile states’ agenda or if, rather, this 
agenda is a convenient ‘ex post’ rationalisation for other (not necessarily ill-
intentioned!) motives to engage with all sorts of challenging environments which hardly 
fit any categorisation. Whether this ‘ex-post rationalisation’ applies to the FTI engaging 
with fragile states or not (something that, among other issues, I further unpack in this 
paper) one thing is clear: the FTI might have an even more important role to play in 
bringing predictable financial resources over a sufficient period of time to those 
countries grouped under the ‘fragile states’ expression, compared to the ‘average’ low-
income country. Indeed as noted in Box 1 below, ‘fragile states’ do not get, through the 
‘regular channels’, the volume of resources that they would need to be able to move 
toward the EFA goals. It is therefore all the more important for the FTI mid-term 
evaluation to assess what role the FTI might realistically take on, and whether the steps 
taken thus far ‘make sense’.    

Box 1: Selected key messages from the broader liter ature review 

�  Years after the appearance of the ‘fragile states’ expression in the early part of the 2000s, 
there still is no more than a ‘fuzzy agreement’ about what ‘fragile states’ are exactly, and 
no agreement on which states are ‘fragile’. The expression covers very different types of 
situations, so much so that some stakeholders do question its usefulness, while they and 
others are also concerned about the potentially negative effect of this ‘labelling’. This 
discomfort led to using ‘fragility’ instead of ‘fragile states’ in much of the most recent 
literature (fragility is a matter of degree, it is not a permanent state-of-affairs).  

�  However, when it comes to what should be done to overcome fragility and the role of 
external actors the discourse is still much in terms of engaging with/in fragile states, 
reflecting the fact that state structures and in particular, the government machinery, are 
the main engagement channel in the prevailing aid paradigm (defined by the MDGs, and 
the Paris Declaration and now the Accra Agenda for Action).  

�  Yet, there is also convergence around the idea that with fragile states (or in fragile 
situations), ‘business-as-usual’ will not suffice. This led to the adoption of ‘Principles for 
Good International Engagement in Fragile States and Situations’ by the OECD DAC in 
2007.  The principles highlight that ‘state building’ should be the central objective (of 
international engagement in fragile states and situations).   

�  However, the literature reviewed is unclear (considering the fuzziness of the category of 
‘fragile states’) about the circumstances in which the Principles should apply (to which 
states), for how long, and how exactly this ‘fits’ with the mainstream ‘MDG/Paris 
Declaration’ agenda. The ‘state building agenda’ is also not clearly defined; what it means 
in terms of which state functions should be supported as a matter of priority is not 
conclusive – beyond the vague notion that all functions deserve balanced attention.  

�  At the operational level, there are attempts to tailor approaches to different ‘classes’ of 
states and in particular, to distinguish between lack of capacity and lack of will as main 
factors of fragility. However this has limitations as well. In practice, much of the literature 
focuses on emergency and conflict and post-conflict situations and there is a tendency to 
‘collapse’ the whole set of fragile situations with those ones. Even when this is avoided, 
there are fewer analyses on other types of fragility. Guidance on how to engage with 
states showing a lack of political will to provide services equitably is much thinner.  

�  There is no ‘hard and fast’ conclusion as to what works best where and when in terms of 
aid approaches, modalities and instruments in fragile states/situations. The main 
conclusion is that a suitable mix of well-designed and complementary instruments is likely 
to be most effective – as long as the mix is responsive to the context and its evolution over 
time. This is applicable both, for aid in general, and for support to the education sector. 
This conclusion is hardly specific to fragile states. The only specificity may be a greater 
emphasis on the need to involve non-state stakeholders and on the usefulness of 
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‘grassroots initiatives’ even when it is also feasible to engage with/through government 
channels.   

�  While strong arguments are made for donors to engage with fragile states (rights-based 
but also in the interest of global security and economy), in reality aid allocation patterns 
are biased against them.  With regard to total ODA levels, the increasing use of 
performance-based allocation systems is hard to reconcile with the discourse of priority to 
addressing fragility. Moreover, there is no process or forum within the international aid 
architecture where a coordinated view would be taken on the aggregate distribution of aid 
between countries on an agreed basis.  As a result, aggregate allocation outcomes of the 
many individual donor decisions yield inconsistencies in terms of how countries are 
treated. 

�  Education, while it is usually badly affected by fragility, is recognised as critical to 
overcoming it. It should thus get priority in initiatives to build resilience. There is some 
consensus too on what the priorities might be (including sufficient attention to secondary 
education and to providing livelihoods skills to large numbers of un-schooled youth and 
young adults) – though again, these are identified for situations of emergency, conflict and 
post-conflict recovery, and there is much less guidance for cases where public services 
are not provided or under-provided due to lack of political will. 

�  However this priority at the discourse level does not translate into funding commitments. 
Education in fragile states is under-funded as a result of (i) lack of overall aid funding for 
education; (ii) low share of education aid flowing to fragile countries compared to other 
countries; (iii) education being relatively under-prioritised in donor support programmes in 
fragile countries and; (iv) lack of consideration of education in humanitarian responses. 
Under-funding also arises from low disbursement rates of the aid which is committed – 
which has to do with poorly effective aid modalities in these situations. 
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2. FTI engagement with Fragile States 

2.1 As showed in the overall timeline for the Fast Track Initiative (FTI) (available 
elsewhere), the initiative emerged from the convergence of two processes: the 
adoption of the Dakar Framework for Action for Education For All at the World 
Education Forum in 2000, and a series of agreements reached at successive G8 
meetings and at the Monterrey Financing for Development Conference in 2001 in 
particular, aimed at operationalising the commitments made in 2000 in adopting the 
Millennium Development Goals. Thus, in the spirit of the Monterrey Conference which 
defined a ‘global compact for development’ to achieve the MDGs, the FTI was 
launched in 2002 as a major effort to mobilise resources to support EFA with the 
specific focus on achieving the goal of Universal Primary Completion, and as a 
compact linking increased financial support to country improvements in policy 
performance and accountability for results. 

2.2 According to its Framework document (2004), the FTI’s major contributions to 
accelerated UPC are expected to be through 

�  Sound sector policies in education 

�  More efficient aid for primary education 

�  Sustained increases in aid for primary education  

�  Adequate and sustainable domestic financing for education  

�  Increased accountability for sector results  

Through such contributions to country progress on EFA goals, the FTI aspired to help 
countries close four gaps: financial, policy, capacity and data. The FTI initial ‘action 
plan’ aimed at fast-tracking, within the PRSP framework, a number of countries not on 
track for the EFA goals and needing resources to bridge these gaps.  

2.3 Early meetings of the FTI partners evolved a consensus on the definition, the 
modalities, the instruments and the governance of the FTI partnership. These have 
continued to evolve over time. The Catalytic Fund was established in March 2003 and 
the Education Programme Development Fund (EPDF) was established in November 
2004. The FTI adopted in its 2004 Framework document a number of guiding principles 
which were later on reflected in the aid effectiveness principles adopted through the 
Paris Declaration in 2005. As such, the FTI partnership is said to be an early 
embodiment of the Paris Declaration, and to have set an example for other global 
partnership programmes. Notably (and perhaps in contrast with a number of other 
GPPs) the FTI has all along insisted on the fact that it is a country-driven process.  This 
derives from the first of the guiding principles that is, country ownership. Other 
principles were benchmarking; support linked to performance; lower transaction costs; 
and transparency. 

2.4 This section reviews how the FTI has engaged with fragile states and situations 
since its inception, with a strong caveat that this is history in the making. Indeed after 
years of rather slow progress, work on FTI and Fragile States has been taken forward 
at a much faster pace over the last few months/weeks. The meetings in Tokyo and 
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Paris in 2008, in particular, represented a watershed in how the FTI will engage in more 
difficult environments in the future, as is further unpacked below. 

Emergence of the ‘fragile states’ issue in the cont ext around the FTI 

2.5 Against the backdrop outlined in Box 1 above, issues of education and fragility and 
of fragility generally have slowly emerged on high-level global agendas throughout the 
first half of 2000, more slowly in relation to the overall debate about financing 
development and more clearly in ‘global’ education development documents1. To date, 
education in fragile situations is not yet a strong focus in high-level international fora 
such as G8 summits, at least not explicitly. That the terminology has changed in the 
concerned period is only a part of the explanation2. More fundamentally, in the early 
‘global documents’ issues related to countries affected by crises, conflicts or simply, 
weak performers were mentioned, but they were treated cursorily. This has remained 
the case until these days, as is summarised in Box 2 below. The analysis also shows 
how much the discourse thus far has remained focused on conflict and post-conflict 
situations. 

Box 2: Emergence of ‘fragile states’ issues in the context around the FTI 

In the MDG Declaration (UN 2000), issues of peace, security and disarmament  are 
addressed separately from those of development and poverty eradication. 

The Dakar Framework for Action (UNESCO 2000) talks about conflict and recovery . 
There is a commitment to “meet the needs of education systems affected by conflict, 
natural calamities and instability , and conduct educational programmes in ways that 
promote mutual understanding, peace and tolerance and that help prevent violence and 
conflict”. 

In contrast, the Monterrey consensus document (Monterrey 2003) does not address 
issues of fragility and does not mention conflict-affected countries.  

The Action Plan for EFA presented by the WB at the Development Committee of April 
2002 and from which the FTI emanated mentions “Armed Conflicts ” among the obstacles 
that require special attention in achieving EFA. The paper briefly reviews the negative 
effects on education found in conflict situations and how this impedes progress toward 
EFA. It notes that achieving EFA targets in these difficult contexts requires simultaneous 
support on several fronts, though post-conflict situations present unique opportunities as 
well as special challenge.  

The Africa Commission Report (2005) has one albeit rather brief section on the need for 
peace and security . It emphasises the priority to be given to building African states’ and 
societies’ capacity to prevent and manage conflicts and calls for better coordination 
between post-conflict peacebuilding and development efforts. But the report does not have 
a section specific to education and fragility.  

The UN Summit of 2005 is more specific about the need for continued, coordinated and 
effective international support for achieving the development goals in countries 
emerging from conflict  and those recovering from natural disasters . It is recognised 
that security and development are inter-connected challenges for those countries. The 
Summit also resolves to establish the Peacebuilding Commission which is in charge of 
advising and proposing integrated strategies for post-conflict peace-building and recovery 
and should “focus attention on the reconstruction and institution-building efforts necessary 

                                            
1 In this section ‘global’ is contrasted with individual recipient country and individual donor level. 
2 The literature review finds that agencies were talking about conflicts and post-conflict situations, crises, 
difficult environments, poor performers etc. before the emergence of the ‘fragile states’ expression. 
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for recovery from conflict and support the development of integrated strategies in order to 
lay the foundation for sustainable development.”  

In contrast again, especially considering the more elaborated treatment of conflicts at the 
2005 World Summit, the Gleneagles G8 Summit of 2005 is silent on fragility and fragile 
states and conflicts. It includes a focus on Africa as had done previous Summits and this 
has continued to be the case. 

Fragile States were not mentioned as such among the key messages that were prepared 
by the FTI partners for the series of ‘big international meetings’ taking place in 2008 
(TICAD, G8, Accra, MDG High Level and Doha). However, there was a mention that 
“Children living in areas affected by conflict account for up to half of all out-of-school 
children and youth and pose specific challenges and requirements.”  

The concluding statement of the ‘Follow-up International Conference on Financing for 
Development 
to Review the Implementation of the Monterrey Consensus’ in Doha (2008) recognises the 
consensus that has emerged since Monterrey, “that countries emerging from conflict  are 
an important part of the international agenda” and affirms the importance of supporting 
those countries effectively. 

 

2.6 In relation to education in particular, while the Dakar Framework acknowledges the 
critical relationship between education and conflict (as one type of fragility), there is no 
hint that a different approach to the EFA agenda might be required in some situations. 
Implicitly there is an assumption that ‘more of the same’ and in particular, more 
intensive technical assistance and capacity development will be sufficient to help 
weaker countries to also develop their EFA National Action Plan – at least once 
emergency situations will have been addressed (see below). Similarly the WB Action 
Plan for EFA does not elaborate on how the specificities which it identifies in relation to 
conflicts and post-conflict situations will be addressed.  More recently, encouragingly, 
Doha yielded a specific statement on ‘financing education in conflict affected areas’, 
advocating for “more flexible, rapid, timely and innovative mechanisms to respond... 
(through) both short-term and long-term interventions, even if it involves a degree of 
risk-taking.” (Doha 2008).  

2.7 A similar path can be observed with regard to how the overall EFA process, 
through its High Level Group meetings and Global Monitoring Reports, engaged with 
the issue of Fragile States. There was an early clarion call with a paper on ‘Children out 
of school’ prepared by DFID in 2001. Box 3 summarises the key messages of this 
paper.  
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Box 3: Children out of school (DFID 2001): A clario n call 

This paper was presented for the first meeting on EFA following the Dakar Forum, in 
Paris in October 2001. It focuses on children out-of-school generally but draws attention 
on the link between this issue and conflict – a theme which has been vigorously taken 
forward by Save the Children, among others, in their Rewrite the Future campaign (see 
literature review). 

The paper refers to seventeen countries in which enrolment rates declined  during the 
1990s and which account for more than 50% of the school age population in Sub-
Saharan Africa. Ten of them were affected by or recovering from conflicts. In some of 
them, enrolment growth rates would have to be ten times what they had been in the 
recent past to achieve UPE by 2015 (Angola, DRC, Burundi, Liberia, Somalia). 

Hence, “A much greater global effort is needed to end conflict. Education has an 
important role to play in this process. New approaches, norms and standards are 
needed to meet the needs of children affected and displaced by conflict. There has 
been relatively little systematic exploration of the educational models and practices that 
are most effective, although the focus of UNHCR and Save the Children Fund on 
community participation deserves wider understanding. Semiformal education 
programmes in refugee camps, the use of radios for teaching girls, and special provision 
for children disabled by conflict are a few of the ways in which education can be 
provided.” 

The paper calls for a step change in the level of international financing, especially for 
countries recovering from conflict. 

 

2.8 However after this early paper it has taken quite some time for the EFA 
stakeholders to go beyond generalities when talking about situations most challenging 
for the achievement of the EFA goals. This is summarised in Box 4.   

2.9 The evolution in how the broader EFA process has positioned itself with regard to 
‘fragile states’ appears to have taken two ‘routes’, which have been only loosely inter-
linked. That is, on the one hand the ‘de facto close’ links between EFA and FTI 
processes means that the two discourses built on each other, hence the references in 
the EFA documentation to the work undertaken by the FTI partnership in relation to 
fragile states3. On the other hand, from its early days the EFA process had also 
engendered the ‘Education in Emergency and Crisis flagship programme’. The World 
Education Forum in 2000 in Dakar had emphasised the importance of inter-agency 
partnerships, collaboration and coordination in pursuance of the EFA goals, and 
facilitated the launching of a number of multi-partner initiatives that focused on specific 
EFA-related areas and problems requiring attention, called EFA flagship initiatives or 
programmes. The ‘Education in Emergency and Crisis’ flagship programme was 
launched in response to a thematic study presented to the Dakar Forum, which was 
taken forward in a Global Consultation on Education in Emergencies held in Geneva in 
November 2000 (UNESCO 2001). The consultation also led to the creation of the Inter-
agency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE), supported by a small permanent 

                                            
3 The relationship between the EFA HLG (and the GMR) and the FTI governance architecture and meetings (and 
FTI reports) is a topic in itself. This will be analysed elsewhere in the course of the FTI evaluation.  Among other 
facts in this relationship, the GMR 2005 is the first in the series of the EFA annual reports to have been prepared the 
year before (2004) so as to inform the discussions of the HLG meeting at the end of the year of its publication, with a 
view to looking into the future. The FTI reports, more operational, are prepared separately. It is not clear the extent to 
which drafting teams exchange with one another, apart from using the same databases.  
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secretariat based in Paris. Since then and under the lead of the INEE the programme 
has showed a fair amount of activity, mainly in terms of guidance and advocacy in 
relation to education in the concerned sub-set of fragile situations (see e.g. UNESCO 
2003, INEE 2004, INEE 2008(a)). As will be noted below these two ‘routes’ seem now 
poised to better converge.    

 

Box 4: The EFA process and ‘fragile states’ – Slow to move beyond generalities? 

The ‘communiqué’ at the end of the HLG meeting of 2001 identifies “the critical situation 
in countries in emergency, crisis, post-conflict and other risk sit uations ” as one of 
the serious issues that the partners must decisively act on, though it does not propose 
anything specific to these situations/ countries in its recommendations. 

In Abuja (2002), crisis situations  (including war and conflict, hunger, debt, HIV/AIDs, 
natural disasters) are said to call for special attention in national plans and innovative 
financing solutions. However, countries facing such situations are still expected to 
comply with the two criteria for eligibility to the FTI (i.e. “existence of a full PRSP” and of 
a credible “education sector plan”) and in addition, these plans must show how these 
crisis issues are addressed. On the other hand, there is a call for the FTI to “be 
complemented with alternative instruments to reach other countries over time”, where 
‘other’ seems to mean countries in which full development plans and credible education 
plans do not exist. 

The ‘Communiqué’ of the HLG meeting in New Delhi in 2003 states that: “Particular 
attention should be given to EFA in nations that are in the process of rebuilding their 
education systems following conflict, instability and disruption .” The meeting focused 
on gender equality, and the analysis shows greater sensitivity to conflict-related 
problems than previous documents. However, this falls short of specific 
recommendations. The meeting was the occasion for one ‘post-conflict reconstruction’ 
country, namely DRC, to present the particular challenge faced after the massive 
deterioration of the educational system due to decades of neglect and war.  However 
there is no specific recommendation related to this and similar situations. 

From 2005 onward the annual FTI Partnership Meetings have preceded the EFA HLG 
meetings, in contrast with previous years. In the 2005 communiqué following the HLG 
meeting in Beijing, a HLG document uses for the first time the expression “fragile 
states ” in emphasising that the FTI should be an all-encompassing initiative, reflecting a 
similar evolution in the FTI discourse (see below). However, this again does not lead to 
any specific recommendation. 

Similarly in 2006, reflecting the discussions on FTI and Fragile States that took place 
during the Partnership meeting of the FTI just before the HLG meeting (see below), the 
HLG communiqué of 2006 (Cairo) states that: “As EFA partners, we will continue to 
identify appropriate ways of supporting and resourcing education in post-conflict and 
post-disaster situations , and in fragile states, effectively and in a sustained manner, 
as part of a focus on addressing the EFA needs of the most disadvantaged groups4.” 
The communiqué also stresses the need for country-specific solutions to bring learning 
to children and adults in post-conflict and post-emergency situations, and commits 
partners to make special efforts in relation to data availability in countries that had not 
been included in the GMR 2007 analysis for lack of data, including countries affected by 
conflict. 

                                            
4 The emphasis is that of the ‘communiqué’.  
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2.10 The series of annual Global Monitoring Reports shows an increasing awareness 
of the issue of fragile states (called such in the GMR 2008 and GMR 2009). However, 
specific suggestions on how  to handle these situations are rare, except in the GMR 
2008 where the report refers to the importance for the FTI to reach out to fragile states 
and support them while they are preparing for endorsement (as noted above, reflecting 
work undertaken by the FTI partnership at that time). Box 5 summarises the way in 
which successive GMRs since 2005 have addressed fragility. As may be noted, the 
reports echoed the themes generally outlined in the literature on education and fragility 
(see separate background literature review) – with the same tendency of ‘applying’ 
findings and analyses pertaining to emergency, conflict and post-conflict situations to 
all types of fragility as outlined in Box 1 – and therefore a danger of over-estimating the 
potential for education reform in fragile contexts5.   

 
Box 5: Fragility in the EFA Global Monitoring Repor ts 

The EFA Global Monitoring Report 2005  (quality)  includes brief analyses specific to 
conflict, post-conflict and reconstruction situations (e.g. recognising that prioritising quality 
is often difficult in these cases). With regard to resource mobilisation the report stresses 
that while the case for providing aid to support sound policies and good governance is 
strong, this alone fails the many children living in countries affected by conflict and 
emergency. The report highlights that the OECD/DAC 2002 principles for action in Difficult 
Partnerships, an earlier version of the Principles for Good International Engagement in 
Fragile States and Situations, are relevant in the case of education. It finds that quite a few 
conflict-affected countries do have an education plan but quality and updatedness may be 
poor and plans may not be linked to broader national development plans. Despite this 
greater attention to those situations the seven action points of the report, promoting a 
move toward policies paying sufficient attention to education quality, are silent on the 
particular challenges faced in conflict-affected countries.  

The EFA Global Monitoring Report 2006 (literacy)  broadens the identification of 
problematic situations, to include not only conflict and post-conflict situations but also 
cases of acute economic decline and social dislocation. The report shows how these are 
all factors behind low literacy rates. They are rarely causing irreversible literacy losses for 
an entire generation, but they have resulted in stagnation in some countries and in pockets 
of exclusion and low achievements in others. One point deserving attention is the large 
number of children who are or will be orphans in the next decade (due to HIV/AIDs, other 
illnesses and conflicts) and who are at risk of not being schooled. The report emphasises 
the importance of trying to maintain education services as this provides some form of 
‘normalcy’ during crises. It highlights the potential for education reform in post-conflict 
settings, though this needs careful handling. It concludes with a recommendation that 
emergencies, and conflict and post-conflict settings should get priority including in 
resource allocation. 

Global Monitoring Report 2007 (early childhood)  makes one mention of ‘fragile states’ 
but otherwise focuses on conflict and post-conflict situations. One of the main messages 
from the report is that countries affected by conflict are ‘missing from the analysis’ 
because data is not available. This has implications both for those countries themselves, 
and in terms of monitoring global trends as it means that analyses are probably overly 
positive. The report emphasises the particular importance of providing relevant education 
to children and youth affected by conflict, making this one of the recommendations. The 

                                            
5 The literature highlights that post-crisis/post-conflict situations are often replete with opportunities for reform 
including in education. This may be much less so in other types of fragile situations. On the contrary, where lack of 
will is the main factor of fragility, this may well emanate from or reflect entrenched vested interests in maintaining the 
status quo in education and other sectors.  
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report also includes a costing exercise which shows that together, measures to promote 
and facilitate girls’ education and more generally supporting poor households in schooling 
their children, to cope with HIV/AIDS, and to rehabilitate systems affected by conflict, 
natural calamities and general instability would require an estimated US$3.1 billion (of the 
then total of US$ 9 billion needed to achieve UPC).   

EFA Global Monitoring Report 2008 (‘EFA by 2015: wi ll we make it’)  is the first to use 
the expression ‘fragile states’ (the report appreciates Save the Children’s definition of 
Conflict-Affected and Fragile States but does nonetheless uses the OECD list of fragile 
states). The report stresses again the issue of data. It highlights that fragile states are 
home to a large proportion of out-of-school children and those for which there are data are 
farther away from reaching the EFA than other low-income countries. The full picture – 
with data for all countries - would be even bleaker. The report includes a full section on 
strategies having proved successful in overcoming problems arising from weak 
governments in fragile states. It includes a strong recommendation that donors should 
ensure that aid is better targeted to reach the countries most in need, especially fragile 
states and countries in Sub-Saharan Africa. The importance for FTI to find ways to support 
fragile states while they prepare for endorsement is highlighted, as well as the 
responsibility of donors to develop fragile states’ capacities. The report also draws 
attention to the specific challenge of funding modalities to channel aid to fragile states.  

EFA Global Monitoring Report 2009 (‘Overcoming ineq uality: why governance 
matters’) highlights again the issue of lack of data. Strikingly, a number of FTI-endorsed 
countries are said to have been excluded from the analysis for that reason.  The report 
stresses that fragile states are differentially affected by global inequality trends. Fragile 
states are said to be under-funded in relation to their needs, to face more severe capacity 
constraints and to have greater difficulties in meeting ‘donor standards’. Weak government 
capacity is also the reason why coordinated aid is uncommon in those countries.  The 
difficulty presented by the conjunction of high needs and low capacity is acknowledged 
and so too is the fact that this applies to the FTI: “The FTI has encountered difficulty, for 
example, in supporting fragile states. Its endorsement process requires credible education 
sector plans, which many fragile states are unprepared to develop.”  But there is no hint on 
how to tackle this difficulty.  

2.11 The broader literature review underpinning this paper shows how the concept of 
‘fragile states’ has progressively emerged in the discourse of various constituencies, 
including development agencies but also agencies concerned with international 
security and international affairs in general, between 2002 and 2005. Section 2.1 above 
shows that the expression ‘fragile states’ made a first appearance in the EFA discourse 
in the HLG meeting of November 2005, prompted by work done under the FTI process. 
The expression is now regularly used in the GMR, and the latest two GMRs reflect a 
growing concern for and greater depth in analysing issues in relation to fragile 
situations. This section reviews the evolution of the FTI partnership itself, and how this 
led to the current state-of-affairs in terms of FTI engagement with fragile states. (This is 
supported by a detailed analysis of the relevant FTI documentation, found in Annex D 
in the literature review paper.)  

2.12 As noted above the FTI Action Plan (2002) does not mention fragility or fragile 
states as such (although it does mention conflicts as part of the obstacles requiring 
special attention - like HIV/AIDS). It is not before 2005 that the FTI started to work 
‘visibly’ on the issue of reaching out to ‘less easy countries’. However, once the 
partnership started to work on these issues things progressed reasonably steadfastly, 
as is outlined below.  
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2.13 First evidence of interest in fragile contexts appears at a March 2005 Technical 
Meeting held in the UK during which some participants made the case that the FTI 
guidelines and data requirements were too onerous, and questioned their applicability 
to fragile states. Following interest expressed for further work on the issue, a small 
inter-agency Task Team was formed, later known as the Fragile States Task Team 
(FSTT). The FSTT prepared a first paper, ‘Exploring the desirability and feasibility of 
expanding the EFA Fast Track Initiative (FTI) to Fragile States’, as a background paper 
for the FTI Partnership meeting later that year. The paper clearly responds to the ‘high 
international profile’ of the Fragile States agenda. It recognises the usefulness of the 
concept of fragile states but stresses that it encompasses very different situations so 
that each country needs to be analysed on a case-by-case basis, and discusses how 
the FTI could assist ‘fragile states’ in terms of coordination and dialogue, development 
of plans, and financing. The FSTT insists that none of what it proposes would require 
structural changes to the FTI, but the “will to exploit its scope fully”. It discusses several 
options including in terms of financing.  

2.14 In Beijing (November 2005) the Partnership responded to the paper as follows: 

“The FTI partnership should develop its capacity to support fragile states. There is a 
general consensus that the EPDF may provide a mechanism to support fragile states 
to develop education sector programs. The task team on fragile states should 
explore: (a) the modalities by which the EPDF can assist in this regard, (b) the 
possible roles of UNICEF and UNESCO, as well as (c) changes that may be needed 
in the FTI framework to facilitate service delivery through other channels, for example, 
through non-state actors”. (Co-chairs conclusions) 

2.15 Further work followed, to prepare piloting (a) and further exploring (b) and (c) 
above. With regard to the latter in particular, this prompted a note on 
‘Benchmarks/guidelines/principles for (planning for) education in Fragile States’, by 
Peter Buckland and Peter Colenso (April 2006). The premise of this work was to find 
what needed to change in FTI so that it could support Fragile States not just through 
the EPDF. The ‘scope’ of what was being proposed is not entirely clear (as reflected in 
the title of the paper). Reportedly, there was some reluctance in taking this work further, 
arising from two concerns: that the FTI ‘golden standard’ might get compromised, and 
that the FTI would be distracted from achieving some success in the relatively easier 
countries as it would get ensnared in the difficult conditions of fragile countries6. Among 
other points the note asks the question as to whether the focus (for FTI engagement in 
fragile states) should be on the education MDGs, or on education in relation to lessen 
state fragility. 

2.16 Work progressed nonetheless, and a draft ‘Progressive Framework’ was 
produced and tabled at the Cairo meetings of end 2006. At the same meeting Gene 
Sperling from the US-based Council for Foreign Relations, representing the Global 
Campaign for Education which is a civil society member of the FTI Steering Committee, 
presented his paper on ‘closing the trust gap’ to enable donors to release financing for 
education in fragile states (Sperling 2006). On its side the FSTT insisted that no big 
changes were needed. However, in order to support very weak countries that had 
difficulty in reaching the FTI standards, the progressive framework for education in 

                                            
6 Personal email communication from Peter Buckland, WB, 21 November 2008 
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fragile states should be endorsed and used as a first step or roadmap toward the 
Indicative Framework.  

2.17 In its conclusions in Cairo the Partnership endorsed “the approach presented by 
the Fragile States Task Team to focus its efforts on countries with strong willingness 
but weak capacity 7. The Partnership agreed on the following actions to get fragile 
states on track for FTI endorsement: a) strengthen country level operations through 
EPDF support; b) development of a progressive framework to provide a roadmap to 
endorsement; and c) explore linkages between humanitarian aid and development with 
a role for the in-country lead donors and UNESCO and UNICEF”. Throughout the 
meetings the Council for Foreign Relations had actively promoted the view that part of 
the work ahead should go beyond using the EPDF in the planning process and should 
focus on resource mobilization, hence exploring alternative financing mechanisms 
to allow fragile states to access programmatic funding.  

2.18 This is indeed the whole tenet of the closing gap paper, summarised in Box 6 
below. The paper was an important catalyst for the whole process of expanding 
financial support to fragile states and its content is reflected in much of the later 
documents about FTI and fragile states.  

Box 6: Closing the Trust Gaps, November 2005 

The paper ‘Closing the Trust Gaps: Unlocking Financing for Education in Fragile States, 
Recommendations for the FTI Fragile States Task Team’, was prepared for and tabled in draft 
form at the 4th FTI Partnership Meeting, in Cairo, in November 2006, by Gene Sperling, Director 
for Center for Universal Education, Council on Foreign Relations. The main points made in the 
paper are as follows: 

�  Fragile states, almost by definition, fail the ‘mutual trust’ test which underpins the Global 
Compact aimed at ensuring Education For All. Thus in these states the Compact does not 
provide a means to ensure that the right of every child to receive an education will be 
fulfilled.  

�  The issue is to ‘go beyond discussion of “rights versus risks”’ (Rose 2006) and to find 
financing and monitoring mechanisms which would overcome the trust gaps while also 
avoiding actual risks, allegedly and often actually higher in fragile countries than elsewhere.  

�  Using the EPDF as a sole, one-size-fit-all policy response is not sufficient. What is needed is 
a country-specific approach in which (i) the trust gap would be identified; (ii) a mechanism 
found to close it, closely following the principle of least disempowerment of the state. 

�  Following a discussion of several ‘un-acceptable options’, the paper recommends that FTI 
adopt a two-tiered FTI process with a continuum  approach. The first tier would be for the 
good performers, under the existing FTI status conditions. The second tier would provide 
support to all states in the process of moving toward the first tier, and would provide both 
technical and financial resources for this. Financial resources would be provided through a 
separate window of the CF, a legitimate use of CF resources as most of these countries are 
donor orphans.  

 

2.19 While the ‘closing trust gap’ paper was a milestone, the momentum to ‘do 
something’ was also building steadily under pressure from elsewhere. Reality was 
knocking at the FTI’s door with cases such as Liberia, and CAR and Haiti soon after 
(see section 2.4 below). There was further pressure for the FTI to ‘measure up’ with a 
                                            
7 The emphasis is mine. 
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number of bilateral decisions to ‘go ahead’ to support education in fragile states. These 
were, most notably: 

�  The Netherlands’ decision to grant US$201 million over four years to UNICEF to 
provide children in countries affected by conflict with education, in December 2007 

�  The UK’s announcement of its ‘Education beyond borders’ package in April 2007, 
which in addition to £134 million of specific country support for identified fragile 
countries included a £20 million grant to UNICEF over the next four to five years, 
and support to the FTI to deliver education in emergency, conflict and post-crisis 
countries 

�  The introduction, in May 2007, of a new EFA Act to US Congress. If passed, this 
initiative would provide US$4 billion over the next five years for education, with a 
focus on out-of-school children and education in emergencies and conflict-affected 
countries. 

In reality the Netherlands’s commitment was the only significant ‘new’ one (most of 
UK’s commitment was to use existing processes such as country programmes and 
support to FTI). The Netherlands/Unicef ‘Education in Emergencies and Post-Crisis 
Transitions’ is active (known as the transition programme or fund, see below). At this 
stage the US EFA Act has not yet been approved.  

2.20 Following a technical workshop in London in March 2007 the final Progressive 
Framework document was approved at the FTI Technical Meeting of Bonn in May 
2007. The workshop was instrumental in outlining a ‘vision’ for the FTI in fragile states, 
which committed the partnership to progressively expand financial and non-financial 
resources to fragile states in ways which support progress toward the MDGs and 
reduce fragility (hence confirming that both goals were relevant, resonating with the 
thinking of the time about the need to support state-building in all its dimensions). Key 
elements of the Progressive Framework are summarised in Box 7. The Bonn meetings 
decided that FSTT would be tasked to develop specific proposals for ‘long-term 
transition countries’; to work with Unicef and the Netherlands “to develop the initiative 
to support education in emergency and post-crisis countries as part of  the FTI funding 
umbrella8” (signalling a will to move towards greater convergence of the two routes 
outlined in 2.9 above); to explore mechanisms for annual assessments of fragility and 
progress toward (full FTI status) endorsement.  

                                            
8 The emphasis is mine. 
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Box 7: The FTI Progressive Framework, May 2007 

a) Embodies FTI commitment to expand support for education in fragile states to make 
progress towards achievement of MDGs and to reduce fragility 

b) Conceptualised to move toward FTI endorsement 

c) Designed to enhance dialogue on education sector policy, planning and implementation, to 
define a trajectory to technical and financial resources, and to ensure that key issues for 
education development in the country concerned are addressed 

d) Aims to be a platform to provide “interim financing for countries on a longer timeline to 
endorsement”  

e) Aims to articulate “with work already done on fragile states, aid effectiveness and peace 
building” (e.g. can provide a bridge between INEE Minimum Standards and FTI Indicative 
Framework) 

f) Four workstreams (called components9): sector coordination and planning, resource 
mobilisation and financial management, service delivery, and monitoring system improvement. 
Each of these runs from interim arrangements, through transitional mechanisms, up to targets 
drawing on the FTI Indicative Framework. 

g) Quality assurance mechanism against which progress can be assessed for greater access 
to resources (domestic and external) but not a planning blueprint nor a gatekeeping device 

h) Committed to a balanced sector-wide development, and to balance short-term service 
delivery and long-term reconstruction/institution-building, and government leadership and 
community involvement 
 

2.21 The features of the Progressive Framework show that the FTI stakeholders were 
well aware of, and keen to address explicitly some of the tensions identified in the 
broader literature on education in fragile situations (see point h) in Box 7). Discussions 
in Bonn, reflected in minutes of meetings, suggest the existence of another form of 
tension, between FTI stakeholders open to change (such as the possibility – for FTI - of 
financing through different channels/ recipients as a last resort if not possible through 
government) and keen to maintain as much flexibility as possible (in terms of systems 
and policy priorities including beyond formal primary education)10 and those keen to 
somewhat standardise the proposed new approach to fragile states (e.g. emphasising 
the need for a framework for early priorities and an assessment template).  This tension 
(between flexibility and standardisation) has yet to be resolved; decisions to be made in 
the next few months in operationalising the Education Transition Fund within the FTI 
framework (see below) will be a critical signal of where the balance is tilting.  

2.22 A number of stakeholders in Bonn were also emphasising that some fragile 
states had managed to be endorsed and to get support through the existing FTI 
process, thus questioning the necessity of a different approach for Fragile States as a 
category.  However, the meeting finally report a strong consensus “that an interim 
means of support for fragile states is needed beyon d current FTI channels ” 
(minutes, para 86). It was recommended that a drafting team be established which 
                                            
9 The version of the Progressive Framework on the FTI website (FTI 2007 (b)) includes five components: sector 
coordination and planning, resource mobilisation, service delivery, student flows, and fragility reduction. Box 7 
reflects the version of the draft guidelines (FTI 2008 (b)). The changes appear to respond to comments made on the 
earlier version (e.g. suggestions that fragility reduction should be mainstreamed in other components etc.).  
10 The argument made by this group was that it is “more important to build on national priorities and what is working 
well than on global indicators”, and critical to enable countries to “implement while planning”. 
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would develop a mechanism for interim support to fragile states prior to and while 
moving towards FTI endorsement, including a closer look at the Unicef-Netherlands 
‘transition programme’ mentioned in 2.19 above, which was presented as “a new and 
important development, with the potential to become a key component within the 
broader FTI framework for supporting fragile states”.  

2.23 From there (May 2007) further progress was made on developing guidance to 
use the Progressive Framework, on the one hand, and on developing financing 
strategies for education in fragile states, on the other hand, through what appears to be 
two somewhat loosely connected processes. Under the first process, draft guidelines 
were developed which introduce the concept of ‘interim strategies’. The June 2008 
version of the guidelines outlines that the Progressive Framework is “a tool to assist the 
development of an FTI Interim Strategy (around two or three urgent interventions)” 
which “can be approved in-country, and then endorsed (rather than the country or area) 
by the Donor Decision Group and thereby become eligible for interim financing.” “The 
principle of the interim strategy is that it can be developed rapidly, building on existing 
plans and initiatives, and can target some key service delivery or capacity gaps that are 
considered the most urgent priorities.” 

2.24 In parallel good progress was also made on the development of financing 
options for education in fragile situations, including through the convening of a ‘working 
session group’ reaching beyond the FTI FSTT11 which worked on a paper for 
submission at the Tokyo Technical Meeting of April 2008. In Tokyo it was proposed that 
the FTI Steering Committee endorse (i) the expansion of the FTI to include an interim 
status designation; (ii) the necessity of developing an accompanying financing 
mechanism for interim status FTI countries; (iii) a further process to develop a detailed 
scoping of the most viable mechanism(s) to be presented at the next FTI Steering 
Committee meeting in Oslo in December 2008. The interim (country level) process 
would be based on an interim strategy. Through the FTI interim status, those countries 
would have access to upfront and immediate funding “to make progress on some quick 
win education programs while also building capacity ... for the long term”. Donors would 
not automatically be limited to working only with the central government. The Steering 
Committee endorsed the proposals made in the working session group’s paper, 
recommending that financing options should avoid the creation of a new fund. 

2.25 On this basis the FSTT developed a paper entitled ‘A Global Process for 
Education: FTI Financing Mechanisms’ (September 2008) which outlines specific 
proposals for discussion at the Paris Technical Meetings and meeting of the CF 
Committee. These are summarised in Box 8 below. In Paris, the CFC and the FTI 
Steering Committee agreed to (i) adopt a single endorsement process for all countries; 
(ii) “position the Transition Fund, managed by Unicef, as a financing tool within the FTI” 
(see key decisions document, Paris 2008); and (iii) have Interim Status as an option for 
Fragile States. The Transition Fund would ‘emanate from’ the existing, suitably 
reshaped, Netherlands/Unicef programme mentioned above.   

                                            
11 The ‘working session group’ apparently met once, and drew its membership from the FTI FSTT and the INEE 
Working Group on Education and Fragility, with “others who contributed in this field.” 
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Box 8: Proposals for FTI financing for ‘interim’ co ntexts, Paris, September 2008 

�  All low-income countries, including those considered to be fragile states, should be 
supported through a single, consistent FTI process, distinguishing between interim status 
countries that are unable to develop a fully comprehensive education sector plan, and 
regular status countries that are able to develop such a plan 

�  The FTI single process should provide a clear and unambiguous pathway for all countries 
toward financing—either support for a fully-costed comprehensive plan, or interim financing 

�  The only conditionality for a country to engage in the overall FTI process is a signal of 
seriousness. The country will be informed of the options and the Local Education Group will 
determine which track the country will pursue initially, with the help of the Progressive 
Framework to guide the discussion 

�  If the country decides to prepare (or has) an interim strategy, this would be evaluated by the 
Local Donor Group through a “more streamlined endorsement process” 

�  The financing mechanism for interim strategies must be able to provide appropriate support 
to urgent educational needs as defined in the fragile states’ strategies. It must be: quick-
disbursing, predictable, flexible (in terms of modalities), appropriate (i.e. consider long term 
system stabilisation), risk mitigating, harmonised and result-oriented 

�  Financing options should include both, the use of the (Netherlands/Unicef) ‘Transition Fund’, 
and access to funding from the Catalytic Fund, suitably modified, along with an increase in 
the mobilisation of bilateral funding. 

 

2.26 It was not  agreed to modify the CF in order to provide financing for Fragile 
States.  From personal communication with FTI partners, it appears that this last 
decision was taken on the ground that modifying the CF would not be a pragmatic 
solution.  Several reasons were given, including that the FTI is currently going through 
“some particularly painful growing pains (major governance reforms, work on resource 
mobilisation/ replenishment mechanism and concerted pressure on the Bank both to 
accelerate disbursement and use most aligned modalities)”.  Moreover, this was also a 
recognition of the fact that the CF is currently severely depleted and there is no clear 
prospect of replenishment yet, while the Transition Fund is said to have the capacity to 
disburse funds readily12.  Finally, the CF has a poor track record in terms of 
disbursement, which does not make it an attractive proposition as a quick-disbursing 
mechanism13,14.  

2.27 The INEE Round Table in Brussels (27-28 October 2008) was seized as an 
opportunity for donor representatives sitting on the FTI FSTT and attending the Round 
Table to review and discuss a draft concept note that had been prepared by Unicef in 
the run-up to the Round Table and following the Paris meetings’ decisions. This draft 
concept note is not publicly available. Reportedly, the paper seeks to firmly position the 
‘Transition Fund’ within the FTI framework, as recommended in Paris, and to outline in 
                                            
12 It is not clear whether and how the latest estimates for the CF replenishment requirements (as available in Oslo in 
December 2008) take into account the fact that several of the countries that are projected to become FTI-endorsed 
in 2009 might opt for the interim status, which would reduce the claims on CF funding.  
13 It is useful to remember that initial arrangements for the CF operations (through ‘quick disbursing’ modalities) were 
faster to disburse. These are no longer available as there has been a general move in the Bank to bring trust fund 
procedures in line with other WB operations, and new ‘due diligence’ requirements had to be ‘retrofitted’ for 
processes of access to CF funding under way. Following this evolution, until recently CF monies have been used 
through Bank’s ‘project’ modalities. However, there has been further guidance so that the ‘best aligned modality’ be 
used as the EFA-FTI modality (see FTI 2008(f)), and this includes the Bank’s Development Policy Operation 
modality which channels budget support, wherever this will be feasible.  
14 Personal communication from Colin Bangay in DFID, August 2008 
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a preliminary manner how the (re-named) ‘Education Transition Fund’ could be 
governed to provide the kind of support to fragile states envisaged by the FTI.  
Governance arrangements maintain a key role for Unicef. There is a strong emphasis 
on the importance of providing space and time for fragile countries to design their own 
comprehensive education plan (and not a consultant-generated or “designer” sector 
plan) hence, to give those countries access to external financing in the meantime, 
through funding from the ‘Education Transition Fund’, and including for government-
executed activities. 

2.28 Eventually, progress between the Paris meetings (September 2008) and Oslo 
meetings (December 2008) was slower than initially hoped for. In spite of the start 
made at the INEE Roundtable in October it was not possible for Unicef to table in Oslo 
a proposal outlining how the Education Transition Fund would ‘work’ for Fragile States 
in the FTI framework.  It was agreed that UNICEF would reach agreement with the SC 
by the end of January 2009 on a process action plan for integrating the ETF under the 
FTI umbrella (to include a timeline, specific documents to be prepared, and task team 
membership). The final deadline for presentation is April 2009 at the SC meeting. 
Discussions during the Oslo meetings focused on the cases at hand (CAR and Haiti: 
see section 2.4 below).   

Fragile States/fragility in other FTI workstreams  

2.29 The FSTT and Capacity Development Task Team appear to have worked in a 
coordinated manner and this seems to have been a concern on both sides (see e.g. the 
presentation on capacity development in 2006, which triggered the establishment of the 
CDTT, and mentions fragile states; and the FSTT focus on “ensuring that work 
produced on fragile states in the context of FTI rigorously considers the role of capacity 
development”). As a result, the Progressive Framework mainstreams progress in 
developing capacity within the four focal areas mentioned in Box 7. It also adopts a 
broad perspective on capacity development, emphasising a commitment to “capacity 
building at national, regional and community levels, with a balance between 
strengthening education authorities’ leadership, community involvement and enhancing 
social stability”, in line with the thinking promoted by the Capacity Development TT.  

2.30 On their side the Capacity Development guidelines 2008 ‘mainstream’ advice on 
fragile situations throughout the document while paying them specific attention as well 
in a number of instances. Fragile situations are said to present capacity development 
challenges simultaneously more urgent and more complex (e.g. more severe 
constraints on organisational capacity, problematic effects on the teaching force and its 
management, issues of education and social cohesion etc.), thus calling for capacity 
development strategies that should be more varied and flexible. It is noteworthy that the 
guidelines do not emphasise fragile countries’ specific needs in terms of strengthening 
policy-making capacities – something quite strongly promoted by the Bank in the 
‘Reshaping the Future’ book (WB 2005). It is worth noting that there seems to be 
diverging opinions about the usefulness of the CD Guidelines15. It also is not clear to 
what extent they have been followed thus far, and how their use will be monitored16.  

2.31 In contrast, most other workstreams of the FTI do not appear to have explicitly 
considered fragility up until very recently (e.g. fragility or fragile states or conflict/post-

                                            
15 This is reflected in the interviews made by the evaluation team in Oslo in December 2008. 
16 See ‘Preliminary Thematic Paper on Capacity Development’, draft 1, Abby Riddell, Dec 21, 2008.  
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conflict situations are not mentioned in the available documentation on the FTI work on 
country-level processes, gender, education quality, aid effectiveness, and financing). 
This is changing with the papers prepared for the FTI meetings of Paris and Oslo – 
although these reflect a mixed treatment of the issue of fragility. On the one hand it is 
more fully recognised. For instance fragility features in the paper on the CF 
replenishment, which highlights that replenishment is all the more urgent that several 
large fragile states are expected to get endorsement (although a number of those 
countries may well get endorsement later than planned and/or be ‘redirected’ toward 
the alternative ‘interim’ status and separate financing window). On the other hand, the 
issue of how FTI is and should be engaging with fragile states is clearly in a stage of 
flux.  

2.32 For instance, in the ‘EFA-FTI Modality Guide’ officially accepted by the CF 
Committee in December 2008, the ‘fragile states process’ is treated as ‘residual’, 
applying for cases for which other decision-making routes (leading to the use of either 
budget support, pooled funding or project instrument) are not adequate, though no 
explanation is given why this might be the case. The paper simply notes that special 
guidelines will be developed with regard to aid modalities for fragile states and interim 
education plans. Similarly, the guidelines on the strengthened country-level process 
also refer to special guidelines to be developed for fragile states at a later stage17.  

3. FTI and individual fragile states 

3.1 This section is based on a desk review of the FTI documentation at the ‘global’ 
level, in relation to individual countries’ trajectories for FTI endorsement and access to 
Catalytic Fund financing.  Until the adoption of the ‘interim status’ the ‘rules’ for FTI 
endorsement had not changed significantly. In contrast, several major changes were 
made with regard to rules and modalities for access to CF financing since the CF 
inception in 2003. This is summarised in Box 9.  

                                            
17 The ‘EFA FTI country level process’ guidelines have not yet been officially finalised. The agreement in Oslo was 
that as there was an overload of documentation to deal with and as earlier drafts had been extensively discussed in 
other meetings, the FTI Secretariat would ‘have a last look’ and submit them by email for approval by the FTI 
Steering Committee and CF Committee, and proceed with disseminating them at the country level.  
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Box 9: Evolution of rules and modalities for access  to CF funding 

Change in link between endorsement and access to CF  financing  

* Endorsement as an FTI country initially did not mean automatic access to the Catalytic Fund: 
the preferred resource mobilisation strategy was for local ‘regular’ donors to increase their 
contributions, considering that the country had met the FTI ‘golden standard’. However over time 
it was recognised that (i) this strategy had not worked and (ii) for many countries access to 
additional funding from the CF was a major incentive for seeking FTI status 

* The two processes (endorsement and seeking access to CF funding) are now being 
‘streamlined’ into one, with clearer guidelines (‘the EFA-FTI country level process’, guidelines still 
in draft form as mentioned in footnote 17 above). 

* The ‘EFA-FTI process’ guidelines encourage work on ‘downstream’ issues, such as the choice 
of a financing modality to channel CF funding, to start as early as possible. This is useful as it has 
been the case that discussions on financing modalities took a long time to get to a closure.  

Change in rules for access to CF financing 

* Initially to have access to CF funding a country had to be a ‘donor orphan’ i.e. it should be 
having fewer than four donors disbursing more than US$ 1m annually 

* This was replaced in 2007 with criteria based on the size of the country’s plan ‘funding gap’ 
compared to existing levels of aid from local donors 

* In 2007 it was also agreed that depending on the circumstances of each country, countries 
could be eligible for several three-year rounds of funding from the CF. This has recently begun to 
be applied, e.g. in the case of Mauritania which was amongst the first FTI-endorsed countries 

* More recently the issue of eligibility to CF financing has attracted growing attention. This was 
not so critical when the number of endorsed countries and of potential applicants was not so high, 
the ‘donor orphan’ rule was holding, and prospects for funding were thought to be good. It 
changed over the past one year as a result of the fast expansion of the FTI, the change in the 
‘donor orphan rule’ and the fact that the FTI reached countries with larger needs without there 
being any catalytic effect by way of higher resource mobilisation from ‘regular’ donors, whilst at 
the same time it was realised that prospects for funding of the FTI are not that good.  Thus in 
Washington (2007) the CF Committee agreed that only IDA low-income countries  would be 
eligible for CF support. In Tokyo (April 2008) it was specified that all countries in IDA Categories I 
and II, as well as small islands, are eligible for CF support, and priority would be given to 
Category I countries (the poorest) 18.   

 

3.2 The analysis of the trajectories of individual countries shows that for some of them 
at least, the ‘mainstream’ process of getting FTI endorsement has been rather 
protracted. (The full analysis is found in Annex B, see table B2 in particular).  Among 
endorsed countries there are stories of relative success i.e. countries which managed 
to get quite rapidly FTI endorsement and access to and disbursement of CF financing. 
However, not all countries managed smoothly the two/three-step process. Box 10 
below summarises the status in terms of endorsement, access to and disbursement 
from the CF as at end 2008. 

                                            
18 This is still confusing.  According to the minutes of the Oslo CFC meeting, IDA countries are classified into three 
categories: Category 1=GNI of $935 or less; Category 2=GNI $935 to $1095; Category 3=GNI of $1095 to $6465.  
This overlaps but does not coincide with the Bank’s classification in income groups: Low income=$935 or 
less; Lower middle income=$936-$3,705; Upper middle income=$3,706-$11,455; High income=$11,456 or more  
(http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/DATASTATISTICS/0,,contentMDK:20420458~menuPK:64133156~p
agePK:64133150~piPK:64133175~theSitePK:239419,00.html).  Strictly speaking Category II IDA countries are not 
low-income countries.  The discussions in Oslo focused on the case of Timor Leste because of its sudden change 
from Category I to Category III, which would in principle make the country un-eligible for CF support.   
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3.3 The FTI documentation does not define what it calls ‘fragile states’ – even though 
several recent documents stress that they represent a sizable group among the 
countries expected to be endorsed in the near future. Presumably the FTI partnership 
uses the OECD list of fragile states. In Box 10 I propose a slightly different way of 
reading the FTI statistics. In a first cut I use the categorisation of Save the Children in 
their ‘Rewrite the Future’ campaign, focusing on Conflict-Affected and Fragile States 
(CAFSs)19. CAFS are countries which have been affected by one or more armed 
conflict between 1995 and 2004 or are classed as "critical" in the Failed States Index of 
the year considered; and countries that are severe or core LICUSs according to WB 
(see the various lists in Table B1 in Annex B). Arguably the list of CAFSs provides a 
relevant filter for our purpose, in so far as it focuses on countries which at the same 
time are affected by fragility and have a sizable group of out-of-school children.  In a 
second cut I include a number of ‘other fragile countries’ i.e. those which the CAFS list 
may ‘miss’ in that they are considered as ‘fragile’ in one or several of the other lists 
found in the literature, and showed in Table B1 (Annex B)20.  

Box 10: Summary of FTI endorsement and CF operation as at December 2008 

By December 2008
Endorsement

No. of FTI-endorsed countries 36 [1]
No. of FTI-endorsed CAFSs 9
No. of other fragile FTI-endorsed countries 7
Proportion of CAFS endorsed 25%
Proportion of CAFS and other fragile countries endorsed 44%

Access to and disbursement from CF
No. of countries with access to and disbursement from CF 20 [2]
No. of CAFSs with access to and disbursement from CF 3
No. of other fragile countries with access to and disbursement from CF 7
Proportion of CAFS with access to and disbursement from CF 15%
Proportion of CAFS and other fragile countries with access to & disbursement from CF 50%

Plans for 2008-9 endorsement
No. of countries planned for FTI-endorsement in 2008-9 21
No. of CAFSs planned for FTI-endorsement in 2008-9 7
No. of other fragile countries planned for FTI-endorsement in 2008-9 6
Proportion of CAFS planned for endorsement in 2008-9 33%
Proportion of CAFS and other fragile countries planned for endorsement in 2008-9 62%

Notes: [1] Incl Haiti, CAR and Zambia endorsed in 2008; [2] Incl Cambodia (US$1m disbursed at Sep 
2008) 

3.4 If these ‘other countries’ are ‘counted’ the FTI does not do too badly in terms of 
assisting fragile states. However looking at the more restricted population of the 
CAFSs, Box 10 shows that the FTI mainstream process has not been kind to many of 
them. Nine have been endorsed, but only three have had access to and disbursement 
from the CF at the time of writing this paper. In several cases this has been because of 
protracted discussions on funding modalities21. In addition and with regard to the future, 

                                            
19 Save the Children’s definition and the corresponding list have been used in recent papers and discussions 
focusing on education and fragility (e.g. at the INEE Round Table in Brussels, 27-28 October 2008). 
20 The 7 ‘other fragile countries’ are Niger, Cameroon, Yemen, Mauritania, Djibouti, Mozambique and Tajikistan.   
21 A number of countries have been endorsed since a very long time and have not had access to funding. 
This may have been intentional i.e. these countries were endorsed but not seeking (or not allowed to 
seek) CF funding. This explains part of the difference between the number of endorsed countries and the 
number of countries with CF funding and disbursements. A number of these countries may apply now 
that the rules of eligibility for access to CF have changed. Another reason for the difference is the long 
process, in some cases, to settle on a funding modality (e.g. Mozambique, Ethiopia and Cambodia).    



Mid-Term Evaluation of FTI 

 

printed: 21-Oct-09 10:34  Page 26 of 69 
file: WP6-FTI_FragileStates(9Jan09) 

the analysis in Annex B suggests that the plan that 7 CAFSs would get endorsed in 
2009 must be taken with a solid ‘pinch of salt’, considering the track record of several 
postponements of endorsement dates even for less weak countries.  

3.5 Countries that are on the Save the Children CAFS list and have been endorsed 
include: 

�  Cambodia: endorsed in 2006, having got a significant allocation from the CF in 2007, 
but a minuscule disbursement in 2008, through project funding after late and 
protracted discussions about funding modality and final decision on project funding 
(note: the EC SBS modality, in place, was rejected). 

�  CAR: endorsed in 2008. Was encouraged to work further to access funding from the 
CF, in Tokyo (April 2008). Got CF allocation in Oslo (Dec 2008), to be used through 
project modality.  The CF Committee in Oslo noted “that this allocation was an 
exception since it did not want to reverse the decision made during the CF 
Committee meeting in Tokyo in April 2008. Normally, funding for a country in this 
status would be through the Education Transition Fund” (minutes of December 2008 
CF Committee meeting). 

�  Ethiopia: endorsed in 2004, having got an allocation from the CF in 2007, relatively 
significant in absolute term but small in per capita term, and no disbursement by 
December 2008; delay due to discussions on funding modality, and final decision to 
channel funding through a multi-donor fund which will disburse ‘vertical grants’ to 
local governments, fund in the process of being established (note: the decentralised 
multi-sectoral channel, in place and to which the Bank contributes, the Protecting 
Basic Services programme, was rejected). 

�  Guinea: endorsed in 2002, but having got a (large) allocation from the CF only in 
December 2007, and where disbursements have not yet started. 

�  Haiti: just endorsed (2008), will not be allocated CF funding but encouraged to seek 
funding from the new FTI ‘interim funding’ window. In Oslo it was agreed that as 
progress in operationalising the Education Transition Fund within the FTI framework 
was behind schedule Haiti would be encouraged to use the existing access route to 
the existing Netherlands/Unicef Transition Fund (like Liberia did earlier in 2008 – see 
below).   

�  Liberia: endorsed in 2008, obtained financing from the Netherlands/Unicef ‘transition 
programme’ before the decision of transforming it into an FTI funding window for 
interim status/strategies. 

�  Rwanda: endorsed in 2006, having had access to the CF in 2007, including first 
disbursement, and using sector budget support (though not yet through a WB 
Development Policy Operation modality hence with a number of caveats such as 
‘notional earmarking’ on non-salary expenditures, specific audit of FTI monies etc.). 

�  Sierra Leone, endorsed in 2007 and getting an allocation of funds from the CF the 
same year, but no disbursement yet by August 2008 (due to be project modality). 

�  Timor Leste: endorsed in 2006, having had access to and disbursement from the CF 
in the same year, through project modalities. Got an additional CF allocation as 
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‘bridge funding’ for 2009, in Oslo (Dec 2008).  In the meantime Timor Leste has 
become a Category III country due to high world prices for oil, hence, if this status is 
maintained “CF funding should not be expected for a second phase” (minutes of 
CFC meeting, Oslo, Dec 2008). 

3.6 For countries not endorsed yet: 

�  CAFSs that are ‘trying’ or said to be trying to get FTI endorsement are: Angola, 
Burundi, Chad, Congo, DR Congo, Eritrea, Nigeria and Uganda (which started by 
‘refusing’ the opportunity to join the FTI in the early years of the partnership – as it 
did not see the added value of it). For all of them, the planned date of endorsement 
has been postponed, usually more than once. 

�  A number of other CAFSs are ‘recognised’ but it is unclear how the FTI is engaging 
with them (Afghanistan, Côte d’Ivoire, Myanmar, Nepal, Pakistan, Somalia, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan and Zimbabwe). 

�  CAFSs that are presumably not eligible for FTI endorsement and funding are Irak 
and Columbia. 

�  Most of the ‘other fragile countries’ are ‘recognised’ within the FTI process 
(Cameroon, Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Lao PDR, Mauritania, Niger, PNG, 
Solomon Islands, Tajikistan, Togo, Tonga, Vanuatu and Yemen). 

�  Some of them are already FTI-endorsed countries (Cameroon, Gambia, Kenya, 
Mauritania, Niger, Tajikistan and Yemen), including countries considered as fairly 
successful such as Kenya, Mauritania and Yemen (in terms of both, use of monies 
and of some of the sought education results - see below). 

�  All others are among those who are said to be ‘trying’ (Guinea Bissau, Lao PDR, 
PNG, Solomon Islands, Togo, Tonga and Vanuatu) and for all of them the planned 
date for endorsement has been postponed, usually more than once. 

3.7 A critical question for these fragile and ‘long-trying’ countries is whether they should 
persevere or instead opt for the newly created ‘FTI interim status’ for interim strategies. 
This is certainly a case-by-case issue – for which guidance is presumably going to be 
given as part of the package to be prepared by Unicef. For the FTI at the global level 
this raises issues of replenishment of the CF, dual financing track hence the need to 
manage two pools of financial resources while not having the last say (in principle) as 
to whether country X will opt for one or the other status, and problems of moral hazard 
(see section 3).  

3.8 The analysis in Annex B shows that even among non-fragile countries  the 
trajectories for endorsement and access to FTI funding have not always been smooth 
or fast (e.g. Benin, Bhutan, Zambia, Tanzania, Togo etc.).  The causes of these 
‘dysfunctional trajectories’ are specific to each case and may include: (i) that countries 
have been slow to understand the two-step process of FTI endorsement, then plan 
preparation and approval for CF financing; (ii) that it has been difficult to decide on an 
appropriate funding modality (e.g. Mozambique, Cambodia, Ethiopia); (iii) that even 
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when a modality is in place there may be delays in implementation22; (iv) other country-
level partnership issues, including divergences on priorities or on how strictly the FTI 
standards have to apply. This will be analysed elsewhere in the evaluation process. 
The point of relevance here is that this raises the question of ‘where’ (for which 
countries) the two-tier approach might be relevant, something on which again, 
guidance is likely to be required and would presumably be part of the package 
prepared for April 2008.  

3.9 The FTI Annual Report for 2008 (“The Road to 2015”, see FTI 2008 (j)) does not 
analyse progress in education results in terms of fragile versus ‘non-fragile’ countries, 
but a rapid overview suggests that among the ‘FTI countries’ many of the countries that 
are ‘off-track’ or ‘seriously off-track’ (in the sense that they will not achieve a Primary 
Completion Rate of 100% by 2015) are among the CAFSs and other fragile countries 
(13 out of 21). Moreover, many of the ‘non-fragile’ countries that are off-track have 
higher/much higher PCR already (see Table B3 in Annex B). Among the six countries 
in which the Grade One Intake Rate (GIR) has not showed a marked improvement in 
the 2000-06 period (which would hold promise of higher enrolment rates in the future), 
five are CAFSs or other fragile countries. The report does not provide an analysis of 
results in non-endorsed but ‘expected’ countries. 

3.10 A number of inter-related points emerge from the analysis above. First (as is 
also applicable with regard to engagement with fragile states generally, as noted in 1.4 
above) there appears to have been a tension, all along, between strict adherence to the 
FTI version of the ‘mainstream’ aid effectiveness principles on the one hand, and on 
the other hand, a concern of attending to the neediest countries. The former attitude 
would mean sticking to the FTI ‘golden standard’ in terms of policies and funding 
modalities. This has happened in the past. For instance divergences of opinion about 
priorities in Zambia led to a protracted endorsement process for this country. In terms 
of modalities, in a number of cases strict adherence to WB fiduciary standards led to 
protracted discussions and delays in signing CF grant agreements or effecting first 
disbursements.  Whilst attending to the neediest would mean addressing the needs of 
countries farthest away from the education MDGs as a matter of priority. This would call 
for a focus on precisely those countries for which the ‘golden standard’ is not going to 
be a realistic objective in the near to medium term (whatever the name these countries 
are given, for instance ‘fragile states’). In that sense, the solution adopted by the FTI 
partnership, of creating an interim status and a dedicated funding channel for the ‘non-
golden standard countries’, can be seen as striking a compromise to resolve the 
tension. It remains to be seen how it can work in practice (which will require responding 
to questions such as raised in the paragraphs 3.7 and 3.8 above).  

                                            
22 Disbursement performance has become a major concern over the past one year or so (following the 
tightening of procedures of access to CF financing described in footnote 13 above), so much so that the 
Bank had prepared a paper dedicated to this issue for the Oslo CF Committee meeting. By end of 2007 
550 million US$ had been allocated from the CF but only 218 million US$ had been disbursed. The 
disbursement/allocation ratio continued to deteriorate throughout 2008: by end 2008, CF allocations 
amounted to 1,178m US$ of which only 469m US$ would be disbursed (counting ‘expected 
disbursements’ as well as disbursements actually effected by mid-November 2008). In the paper 
prepared for Oslo the Bank explains why this should now begin to improve again (most of the delay due 
to retrofitting new Bank’s due diligence requirements as described in footnote 11 is said to have been 
caught up with; agreed guidance on the ‘EFA-FTI modality’ allowing the use of the faster disbursement 
DPO modality; streamlined process to ensure that work on modality etc. takes place much earlier).  
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3.11 Second, it can be seen that the FTI has faced difficulties at country level, both in 
states that are arguably to be considered as fragile by anyone ‘out of common sense’ 
(e.g. DR Congo, Haiti, CAR, Liberia, Somalia) and in states that certainly cannot (or 
can no longer) be considered as fragile to the same extent as this first group (or as they 
once were).  Governments in Uganda or Ethiopia are not incompetent and they cannot 
be deemed to be lacking of will, even though they may not be easy to dialogue with (for 
reasons that have little to do with education ‘per se’).  It is also noteworthy that while 
‘reasonably healthy’ partnerships have emerged in states where (today!) the main issue 
appears to be lack of capacity (e.g. Timor Leste, Liberia), this has not been the case in 
others where the main issue is quite clearly lack of political will or the absence of a 
political interlocuteur in the usual sense of the term (e.g. Zimbabwe, Somalia) and it is 
certainly correct to talk about ‘fragile partnerships’ in cases of countries where both 
issues (lack of will and of capacity) are somehow compounded (e.g. DR Congo?).  
Moreover and as hinted at above, partnerships can be fragile with states that are not 
quite ‘fragile’ in the same sense as others.  And countries can be affected by 
unexpected ‘bouts’ of fragility (e.g. Kenya).  It is unclear whether the newly created 
‘interim process/status’ will be adequate to respond to the specificities of these very 
different types of cases.  

3.12 Third, an outstanding issue for the FTI is to decide how it will/ could engage with 
a particular group of countries, those where ‘lack of will’ is the (main, or a significant) 
issue. Suffice to note the continued emphasis on ‘seriousness’ as the only 
conditionality for a country to engage in the overall FTI process (see Box 8 above).  
How is seriousness ‘measured’, and seriousness of whom? Another outstanding 
question revolves around the role of the FTI vis-à-vis the humanitarian aid mechanisms 
and processes and how the process of seeking FTI ‘interim status’ will be articulated 
with broader processes of transition/articulation between humanitarian and 
development support (see broader literature review).  

3.13 Finally, it is important to note that while today everyone in the partnership talks 
about ‘FTI and Fragile States’, this is at least in part, ‘ex-post rationalisation’. Indeed, in 
the way the FTI partnership has evolved (both generally and in relation to ‘fragile 
states’, and noting the two forces at play as explained in 3.10 above, there has not 
been a strong and clear rationale in the way it has expanded its reach. The first 
countries to have been endorsed may be seen as sharing certain characteristics (such 
as relatively small size, reasonable capacity and reasonably smooth relationships with 
their donors, hence a reasonably short process to prepare a plan suitable to meet the 
FTI ‘golden standard’ – which themselves came ‘ex post’ in that the FTI Indicative 
Framework was not finalised when the first batch of countries got FTI status).  As the 
easier cases were being ‘dealt with’, questions arose in relation to less easy cases, be 
they large federal countries, countries with significant pockets of under-provision of 
education, conflict-affected countries etc.  Over time, with the ‘fragile states’ agenda 
becoming an increasingly visible item in the broader aid and aid effectiveness agendas, 
the FTI partnership too ‘mapped’ the issues they were confronting in ‘fragile states’ 
parlance.   

3.14 This may not matter so much provided that there will be ways of adopting a 
pragmatic, yet systematic approach to how the FTI will deal with all (eligible) countries, 
which in turn, requires a realistic assessment of the FTI role in each country. On this 
basis I raise a number of issues for consideration by the evaluation, in section 3. 
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4. Issues facing FTI and Fragile States 

4.1 The background to this section is to return to the assumptions that the FTI will 
contribute to its twin EFA/UPC and aid effectiveness goals because it will lead to sound 
sector policies, greater efficiency and sustained increase in aid for primary education, 
adequate and sustainable domestic financing, and increased accountability for sector 
results, following the guiding principles of country ownership, benchmarking, support 
linked to performance, lower transaction costs and transparency. One ‘obvious’ 
question is whether/to what extent the FTI assumptions and principles are relevant in 
fragile contexts, and/or how they could be made relevant23. This paper does not intend 
to be conclusive on this, as the question is part of what the FTI mid-term evaluation will 
address. Rather here, the objective is to outline a number of specific issues which 
challenge the FTI compact in one or more of its dimensions, for the evaluation to be 
attentive to. These issues relate to fragile states/ situations but many of them may have 
broader relevance, as will be further explained below.  Annex C links these issues more 
specifically to the evaluation approach and processes, for discussion among the 
evaluation team.  

5. Issues for the compact at the global level 

Fragility: is it a different category? 

5.1  As recognised in most analyses, there is no single definition of fragile states. Many 
agree on the usefulness of analytical categories to think of broad approaches though in 
final, at the operational level country-specific solutions are the only ones likely to be 
effective. This, as such, is no different for non-fragile states. However, the range of 
situations covered by the term ‘fragile state’ is really very wide. Correspondingly, the 
broad ‘response frameworks’ which are relevant are very diverse, with funding 
modalities ranging from humanitarian aid as the only possible vehicle (in e.g. 
Zimbabwe and Somalia) to budget support as one of the vehicles (in e.g. Rwanda and 
Sierra Leone). Thus, the FTI needs to pay attention to education in emergencies24 but 
the FTI engagement with fragile states must go beyond this to also address other types 
of fragility and fragile situations. It could even be argued that FTI is not well-equipped to 
deal with emergency situations requiring quick-disbursing humanitarian aid.  

5.2 However, there may be a specific and important role for the FTI process to facilitate 
the transition from the emergency/ humanitarian stage to a more business-as-usual 
‘development’ stage (taking account of the non-linearity of transitions etc.). This is 
envisaged to be the role of the Progressive Framework, which does indeed recognise 
the value of a ‘continuum’  rather than a discrete approach to support education in 
countries moving along country-specific trajectories. However one question here 
relates to the recent decision of channelling the FTI financing support through two 
different and separate pools of resources (interim funding through the Education 
Transition Fund and full status funding through the CF). This inevitably gets countries 
back to a staged  rather than continuous process.  

                                            
23 This resonates with the broader question about the applicability of the MDG/aid effectiveness 
paradigm and the value added of the state-building agenda which, as the literature review shows, is not 
resolved at this stage. 
24 See e.g. INEE and their work, with the word ‘emergency’ suggesting ideas of short-term, ‘surge 
responses’ etc. 
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5.3 The literature suggests that fragility is not only a (fluctuating) characteristic of 
countries; it is also (and perhaps even more) a characteristic of specific areas and/or 
groups, and such areas and groups are likely to exist in all countries. It is worth noting 
that the majority of those marginalised from education are not in fragile states but in 
countries like India and China, surely not considered as fragile states. The question in 
such countries is whether state’s will and capacity extend equally to all groups and 
what the FTI might do if this is not the case, and generally, how the FTI partnership can 
engage with fragility within  each state. Thus far the discussions on FTI and fragile 
states have not explicitly addressed the topic of within-country fragility. This does not 
mean that it is ignored. Indeed, the Global Monitoring Report for 2009 focuses on 
marginalisation and in-/ex-clusion. One may therefore expect that the point about 
fragility not being an ‘either/or’ country-wide condition will arise more clearly in the 
thinking, in future. In turn, this may lead to re-discover the value of ‘blended’ 
approaches in non-fragile countries as well as fragile ones. This is likely to make an 
even stronger case for approaches privileging ‘continuum’ rather than staged 
processes.  

5.4 The evaluation will be attentive to these issues and draw lessons in relation to the 
shape of the FTI engagement with fragility as a multi-faceted, multi-level  (where 
fragility at different levels is inter-linked) and dynamic process .   

The FTI in the broader aid architecture 

5.5 “Multi-lateralising is better than harmonising”: This, which sounds like an argument 
to justify making the FTI Catalytic Fund a funding source of first rather than last resort, 
is perhaps even more relevant in fragile situations, not least because bilateral agencies 
may have stronger capacity limitations there, and because it is also harder for weak 
capacity governments to lead donor harmonisation. Thus, there would be a case for 
fragile states to get a higher share of multi-lateral funding like that of the FTI than would 
result from the ‘standard’ criteria applied to allocate these resources across fragile and 
non-fragile countries (provided, of course, that the multilateral mechanism is effective 
and efficient).  

5.6 This point belongs to a broader ‘overall aid architecture’ issue.  As noted in Box 1 
above, there is not, at the moment, a forum which would ensure that the co-existence 
of multi- and bi-lateral resource mobilisation and allocation approaches across donor 
agencies and across recipient countries, in education and more broadly, result in an 
overall aid resource allocation pattern which is effective and efficient, including equity 
considerations and considerations of cross-sectoral balance, and encompassing fragile 
and less fragile countries.  This cannot be tackled by the FTI partnership. However, a 
sensible ‘do no harm’ approach25 would be to avoid any additional fragmentation in 
decision-making about aid allocation , on account that it is likely to do worse rather 
than better. In relation to fragile states, starting from the viewpoint that all countries are 
on a continuum between fragility and resilience (and that trajectories between the poles 
of this continuum are not necessarily linear and not necessarily uniform across all areas 
in one country), then modalities for operationalising the recent FTI decision in terms of 

                                            
25 ‘Do no harm’ is one of the OECD DAC twelve ‘Principles for good international engagement in fragile 
states and situations’ (OECD 2007). 
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interim funding will have to be carefully thought through to avoid fragmenting the 
continuum26.   

5.7 Assuming that the FTI partnership can find a way of addressing the risk of 
fragmented decision-making the next step is to think about a system that could ensure 
effective, efficient and fair resource allocations across all eligible countries wherever 
they would be on the ‘continuum’. The FTI will have to grapple with the question of 
identifying criteria  which would ensure a ‘balanced’ allocation  of whatever resources 
can be marshalled (and in particular, of the CF and ETF resources taken together!). 
Taken together, the analyses reviewed in the broader literature review underpinning 
this paper suggest that this would need to consider how to reconcile three broad 
principles: performance-based allocations (rewarding good performers); needs-based 
allocations (arising from the rights-based approach); and ‘state-building-based’ 
allocations or allocations with a specific purpose of addressing fragility.  

5.8 The literature reviewed also consistently point to the fact that engaging with fragile 
states should be seen as a long term commitment , even more so than in less fragile 
contexts. At the moment the FTI partnership is not really equipped for this. It will be 
very important to address the implications of working in situations where long-term 
engagement should be the norm, in terms of replenishment strategies and cycles. 
Equally it would be important to assess how explicitly long term the FTI commitments 
should be with individual countries, especially in cases where FTI funding would be 
used for recurrent costs – which the literature reviewed regularly identifies as a useful 
use of resources in fragile situations (see more on this below).   

5.9 The processes of establishing the Education Transition Fund as a Unicef-managed 
FTI financing tool on the one hand, and developing a robust replenishment mechanism 
for the FTI on the other hand (whilst at the same time, ensuring that immediate needs 
are met, in the first nine months of 2009 or so), will have to be very closely inter-linked.  
The documentation prepared for Oslo begins to show an awareness of this necessity 
(e.g. talking about replenishment for all FTI trust funds and no longer only 
replenishment of the CF). Yet, making this happen in reality will demand what looks like 
un-precedented level of collaboration between various actors – and in particular, 
between Unicef and the Bank, as the now two trustees of the FTI trust funds. The 
evaluation will follow these processes as they unfold, and provide recommendations as 
they may arise from its assessment of them.   

5.10 The recent development of accepting an interim status and supporting interim 
plans may raise moral hazard and global equity issues. Countries could decide to go 
for the easier ‘interim status’ route and get funding from the re-shaped Education 
Transition Fund at the detriment of even weaker countries which this programme was 
initially supposed to target (i.e. need to carefully manage the transition from a 
programme aimed at addressing mainly emergency situations to a programme having 
to support, potentially, a much wider range of fragile situations). And, what is there in 
the new ‘one process two status’ arrangements, for countries that are neither ‘good 
performers’ nor affected by fragility?  

                                            
26 The sharp divide between humanitarian and development aid (in terms of allocative decision-making 
and other modalities e.g. financing channels, coordination) is also problematic, as noted in the broader 
literature review underpinning this paper. 
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5.11 The evaluation will be attentive to the issues raised in this section through its aid 
effectiveness and financing workstreams.  

FTI and political economy of state building process es 

5.12 The literature suggests that the factors causing under-financing of education in 
fragile states and which underpin the ‘trust gap’ include (perceived and/or actual) lack 
of accountability, of capacity, of political will, and of effective policies in those countries. 
As such, the FTI is equipped to tackle only two of those lacking elements: policies and 
capacity. While the FTI focus on data may contribute to bridge the accountability trust 
gap, it will not do so automatically. It is ‘political will’ which would lead from better data 
to greater accountability, and also to more effective policies – but the lack of political 
will is precisely another factor potentially contributing to the ‘trust gap’. Yet thus far, 
political will has not featured high in the FTI discussions, at least explicitly. In this 
respect, the FTI partnership has ‘piggy-backed’ on the ups and downs of the broader 
engagement of local donors with the country concerned. Morever as I note above, it is 
unclear that in the FTI discussions on fragile states, this particular facet of fragility (lack 
of will) has been fully ‘recognised’.    

5.13 This raises a quite fundamental question on the FTI capacity and willingness of 
positioning itself as a more ‘political animal’ , in fully engaging with the complexity of 
the political economy of state-building processes. This is a rather daunting prospect 
considering the complexity of these processes, as well as the complexity of the FTI 
governance arrangements! It remains to be seen whether the FTI ‘main actors’ are all 
willing to embark in this and how they will equip themselves for it27. These are 
questions for the FTI evaluation governance workstream.  

5.14 Moreover and at a more operational level, if the FTI seriously engages in 
countries where ‘political will’ is uncertain and where this could mean large and sudden 
widening of the trust gap while activities ‘on the ground’ would have started, it is 
important to ask whether the partnership can continue to rely on ‘second hand 
information’ in this area. One starting point might be to recognise more explicitly the 
importance of political economy analyses  to underpin education reform work – 
something which would contribute to the ‘better understanding of the context’ that the 
literature on engagement in fragile situations strongly promotes (and which should 
apply across the board for fragile and non-fragile countries alike). One question would 
be how to operationalise this and what it would mean for the FTI monitoring and 
evaluation framework 28. The evaluation will examine these issues as part of its work 
on developing an M&E framework for the FTI.   

                                            
27 Among other, this may be an issue in particular for the Bank.  This also links up with issues related to 
the governance of the Education Trust Fund within the FTI governance arrangements. Whilst it has been 
made clear that the ETF will be managed by Unicef, it has not yet been made clear what role the Bank, if 
any, will have with regard to this fund. Taking just one example, it has been agreed in Oslo that (pending 
final endorsement by the whole FTI Partnership) the same person (who will be an independent, 
appointed chair) will chair the Steering Committee and the two existing fund committees (CF and EPDF). 
There has not been anything said about the ETF.  
28 At both global and country level, this should probably be linked to the work which is supposed to start 
soon on the monitoring of the Principles of Good International Engagement in Fragile States and 
Situation and on peace-building and state-building objectives, following the resolutions of the Accra 
Roundtable 7 
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Aid instruments 

5.15 Among design features that need careful crafting is the extent to which a specific 
instrument in a specific country at a specific time can ‘align’ on government systems 
and, in case these systems are non-existent or too weak, ‘shadow align’ on what they 
ought to be so that the transition is smoother when they are rebuilt. It is therefore 
important to distinguish between policy alignment and system alignment, two concepts 
which are still too often confused by development actors and in various analyses. As an 
embodiment of the Paris Declaration, the FTI is supposed to do well on both fronts. 
Alignment with policy priorities is usually addressed through the fact that FTI supports a 
country-owned ESP, in non-fragile states. Over the past one year a consensus has 
emerged that in fragile states not able to develop a fully-fledged ESP, policy alignment 
could take place behind an interim strategy.  

5.16 In contrast, alignment with government systems has been an issue in most FTI-
endorsed countries. This is often not something that education specialists are keen to 
discuss. Thus, even though there is an agreement that CF monies should be 
channeled through the best aligned modality, partners have usually been struggling 
with the issue of selecting the funding modality for CF funds. This has caused delays in 
several cases, including because discussions are often left for very late in the process. 
The partnership has now finalised specific guidance for Local Education Groups on “the 
EFA FTI modality” (see FTI 2008(f)). Yet, the FTI documentation29 and further 
information30 suggest that this work has been somewhat disconnected from the work 
on FTI and fragile states. There is a risk that the ‘interim process’  might be treated 
separately  as far as the thinking on design of aid modalities  is concerned. This 
would be a missed opportunity as arguably, issues of alignment are the same in all 
contexts. What may differ is the extent of alignment which is possible depending on the 
context, but this is again more a country-specific issue than a ‘categorical’ one.  

5.17 It is also important to ‘disaggregate’ what system alignment means, something 
which has started to be done only recently in the FTI partnership in preparing the 
guidance on aid modalities (FTI 2008(f)). Recent work on ‘putting aid on budget’31 could 
help in this. Indeed it will be all the more important for the FTI partners at the country 
level to carefully analyse the different dimensions of government ‘budget systems’ with 
which FTI financing modalities can align or shadow-align32, in fragile contexts, precisely 
because it is less likely that partners would be able to choose an ‘all-aligned’ modality 
such as budget support in these contexts. To put it differently: on the one hand, it has 
not been usual for Unicef to work within or even with government systems, and they will 
have to learn how to do this; on the other hand, to-date the FTI is arguably seen as a 
‘government-donor thing’, at least when it comes to financial management of CF 
monies, and this may have to change in some of the contexts in which the Education 
Transition Fund monies will be used. This illustrates the importance for ‘across the 
board’ thinking about aid modalities, rather than the quite separate processes which 
have unfolded thus far. 

                                            
29 As noted in 52.32 above, the ‘interim process’ is treated as ‘residual’ in the EFA-FTI modality guide 
30 Personal communication from Olaf Christensen, 19 November 2008 
31 Mokoro Ltd: Good Practice Note: Using Country Budget Systems (part of the Aid-On-Budget study), 
June 2008 
32 Mokoro (2008) identifies the following dimensions: on plan (including long term plans), on budget, on 
parliament, on treasury, on accounting, on audit, on report, and on procurement.  
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5.18 There is yet one other reason why it is important for the FTI partnership to 
carefully consider its options in terms of aid instruments to support education in fragile 
countries, and it has to do with supporting an adequate balance between recurrent and 
investment expenditures. Where modalities other than ‘pure’ budget support are used – 
which is by far the majority generally and among the group of current FTI countries that 
are ‘fragile’ – this severely restricts the possibility for FTI monies to be used for 
financing recurrent expenditures in the sector. Yet, this may often be the very first 
priority in many fragile situations.  This will be a particular challenge that the ETF will 
have to address.  

5.19 The evaluation will further look into the issues of system alignment and other 
issues raised in this section in its aid effectiveness and financing workstreams.  

6. Country level issues 

6.1 Country level issues have mainly to do with prioritisation, a task which is difficult 
everywhere but perhaps nowhere more so than in a fragile context, because generally 
needs will be comparatively higher and capacity (and will) comparatively lower than in 
less fragile contexts facing similar development challenges. The evaluation will be 
particularly attentive to issues of prioritisation and in particular, how, by whom, through 
what process and within what framework prioritisation was done, in its workstreams on 
policy and on capacity building particularly. 

Vertical compact and multi-sectoral approaches to o vercoming fragility 

6.2 FTI is a ‘vertical’ compact: it focuses on education and within this, on EFA and 
more particularly, UPC. One of the expected benefits of the initiative is that it would 
permit greater harmonisation, including greater consensus on policies among 
education specialists. On the one hand this could, indeed, be even more important in 
fragile situations (although one should not overlook the value of divergences and 
debate when it comes to make policy). On the other hand, this is somewhat in ‘tension’ 
with what the literature suggests about the importance of ‘whole-of-government’ 
approaches on both sides (recipient and donor countries/ agencies), the importance of 
balancing attention across all sectors, the effectiveness of locally-based multi-sectoral 
support approaches, and the idea of support to overall national peace-building/ state-
building strategies (see broader literature review underpinning this paper).  

6.3 Clearly, and the literature reviewed also shows this, the usefulness and the 
practicality of ‘holistic approaches’ should not be overstated. It may be a lot harder to 
ensure consensus on priorities in such approaches in the same way as with the FTI 
Partnership for education (and there is indeed no ‘global compact’ which would 
facilitate reaching such a consensus). However, notwithstanding the difficulty in 
operationalising them, multi-sectoral approaches are important and especially so at the 
delivery level. This again, is particularly important in fragile contexts where prioritisation 
‘from the top’ is even more unlikely than in the ‘average country’ to ‘get it right’ 
everywhere. In that sense, the ‘verticality’ of the FTI  may well be an issue on the 
ground in fragile situations.  

Prioritisation within the education sector 

6.4 The FTI Indicative Framework and the Progressive Framework (seeing it that 
fragile countries ‘travel’ toward the IF over time) are supposed to be applied flexibly and 
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to provide a basis for frank and transparent dialogue on strategic choices. However, 
these strategic choices are to be made within a relatively narrowly pre-set agenda, 
focusing on UPC  above all other possible strategic objectives for the education sector 
– at least in so far as the FTI mainstream process is concerned. This narrow focus on 
UPC may well be problematic, particularly so as FTI financing modalities tend to 
provide relatively narrowly earmarked funding. (Here the argument is that budget 
support modalities would be less problematic as they enable countries to delink the use 
of funds from the policy focus of the FTI dialogue. But there has been limited 
experience of this under the FTI process thus far, and it is not clear whether 
stakeholders are ready for this in general, including because of the ‘de-linking’ factor 
which is seen as undermining the additionality of resources for (primary) education that 
FTI is supposedly bringing33).  

6.5 While this exclusive focus on UPC may be problematic for non-fragile states, it is 
even more so in fragile states, as highlighted in several analyses reviewed in the 
literature review underpinning this paper. Notably, the Bank (WB 2005) and Collier and 
Chauvet (2004 and 2008) highlight the importance of thinking about secondary 
education and about the needs of large numbers of un-schooled youth and adults who 
need to acquire some form of skills – in particular, in post-conflict situations. The draft 
guidelines of the Progressive Framework suggest that a broader menu of policy 
priorities should be accepted under the ‘interim’ process. But this could turn into a 
challenge too, including if it is seen as a prerogative of the ‘interim status’ while ‘fully 
endorsed’ (non budget support) FTI countries would have to stick to using FTI financing 
more narrowly.  

6.6 It should be noted that the issue of broadening out the FTI is not restricted to fragile 
states. Some, including the Netherlands, are very strongly of the opinion that the FTI 
should not remain narrowly focused on UPC (FTI 2008(g)). They note the “ambivalence 
about the scope of the partnership: UPC vis-à-vis EFA vis-à-vis post-basic”, especially 
in a context in which priorities compete for resources. Hence, their conclusion is that 
the partnership should focus on “education for development” rather than education for 
the sake of education. 

6.7 In 5.18 above I raise the issue of funding for recurrent expenditures from the point 
of view of aid instrument design. Striking the right balance between capital and 
recurrent expenditures is also a critical issue of prioritisation at the country level. This is 
the case everywhere, but it is likely to be even more critical in many fragile situations 
(particularly in post-conflict situations where reconstruction needs may be massive). 
There again, flexibility and responsiveness to specific contexts ought to be key.  

Prioritisation and realistic planning 

6.8 “Fragile states cannot afford not to do what they cannot afford to do”34. This 
expression depicts vividly many fragile contexts in which everything is a priority. Yet at 

                                            
33 To-date, Rwanda is the only country which is said to be using budget support as a modality for the CF monies – 
although there are provisions for demonstrating the additionality of CF funding, focusing on non-salary expenditure 
budget lines. Zambia and Burkina Faso have recently been allocated CF funding to be used as budget support. This 
is supposed to be ‘targeted budget support’ in Zambia, and will pass through a dedicated sub-treasury account in 
Burkina Faso, both devices aimed at linking CF funding to the sector. It is not entirely clear from the documentation 
available at this stage to what extent the funding will be linked to primary education exclusively, or the sector more 
broadly.   
34 Bruce Johnston, Professor Emeritus, Food Research Institute, Stanford University, quoted in USAID 2006 
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the same time, prioritising is indispensable to avoid over-ambitious programmes and 
shifting goals. One critical implication is the need for country partners to be honest  and 
recognise the time that will be needed  to reach even ‘interim’ policy objectives. It is 
also important that donors to fully support this honesty while not being complacent. FTI 
must not become synonymous of “aspirational planning” leading to Zones of 
Improbable Progress (CREATE 2007)35. This is again an issue for all countries, but 
perhaps even more important for fragile countries. It links up with the global issue of 
length of commitment raised above.  

‘Coupling’ support to implementation and to institution and capacity building 

6.9 The literature on priorities for support in fragile contexts concludes on a consensus 
that meeting urgent service delivery  needs  on the one hand, and addressing long 
term capacity and institution building needs  on the other hand, is not a matter of 
trade-off: these objectives should be pursued simultaneously  in supporting fragile 
countries. One question is therefore how FTI can best support this. The Progressive 
Framework provides the conceptual level, but leaves open the question of how exactly 
the available FTI instruments will ‘couple’ support to fragile countries in ‘implementing 
while planning’. A good degree of ‘coupling’ appears to be critical for fragile states to 
indeed progress along the Progressive Framework. Yet it is not clear whether the 
current FTI arrangements (and those envisaged for ‘interim funding’), with quite 
separate decision-making procedures with regard to access to EPDF support (for 
capacity building and further planning) and programmatic support (for implementation) 
are best suited to deliver this. This will be analysed by the evaluation in its capacity 
building workstream. 

                                            
35 CREATE 2007: “Aspirational planning ... sets goals in the future (e.g. NER = 100%...) then draws back a pathway 
to the present which indicates what needs to be achieved each year to stay on track. What often happens in practice 
is that (various) constraints lead to under-achievement below the ‘on track’ line. The gradient of what needs to be 
achieved then progressively steepens to the point where the planning and implementation system enters a Zone of 
Improbable Progress (ZIP). Either the goals fall into disrepute because they are unachievable and there is no 
confidence in the modalities of making more and more rapid progress, or the goals are redefined and time shifted (as 
with the Dakar gender parity goal in 2005)”. 
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Annex B: FTI and individual countries – with a focu s on 
Fragile States 

This Annex comprises a number of boxes and tables presenting data which is then 
used in the analysis in the main text, and in the remainder of the Annex.  

Table B1 shows a number of lists of ‘fragile states’, based on indices briefly presented 
in Box B1 and including the list of Conflict-Affected and Fragile States used by Save 
the Children, for reference. Table B2 provides a list of the countries considered as 
‘engaged with the FTI’ one way or another. The table also gives a summary of the facts 
related to FTI endorsement and access to and disbursement from the Catalytic Fund, 
which draw the trajectory of engagement of each country with the FTI until end of the 
year 200837. This is a compilation of information from various FTI reports, notably: the 
‘annual reports’ which have been issued in one form or another (stocktaking, progress, 
annual) over the years; the interim Catalytic Fund reports of April and September 2008; 
and the minutes of CFC meetings in September and December 2008 for the latest 
developments.  Box B2 is extracted from the FTI 2008 Annual Report. It further 
unpacks one of the dimensions captured in a different way in Table B2 that is, the delay 
between the allocation of a CF grant and the first CF disbursement, in the current FTI 
countries. Table B3 presents an overview of education results among the FTI countries 
– it is based on the Annex 1 of the FTI 2008 Annual Report, to which the dimension 
‘fragile states’/’non fragile states’ has been added for the purpose of this analysis.  

In this Annex as in the main text, I propose two readings of the expression ‘fragile 
states’: firstly, focusing on Save the Children Conflict-Affected and Fragile States only; 
secondly, adding to those ‘other fragile countries’ found in the other lists of Table B1.   

The rest of the Annex focuses on analysing the trajectories of individual countries in 
relation to their engagement with the FTI – based primarily on Table B2. This analysis 
shows that for some countries at least, the ‘mainstream’ process of getting FTI 
endorsement has thus far been rather deceptive38: 

�  Afghanistan, Côte d’Ivoire, Myanmar, Somalia and Sudan have all rather unclear 
trajectories with very little information, and are considered as ‘other countries’ in the 
2007 annual and 2008 interim reports (in contrast, in the 2007 report a number of 
countries were deemed ‘eligible’ but without a date for expected endorsement). 

                                            
37 Endorsement as an FTI country does not mean automatic access to the Catalytic Fund. However, over 
time it was recognised that for most countries access to additional funding from the CF is a major 
incentive for seeking FTI status. The two processes (endorsement and seeking access to CF funding) 
have recently been ‘streamlined’ into one, with clearer guidelines. The guidelines also encourage early 
work to be done on ‘downstream’ issues such as the choice of a financing modality to channel CF 
funding etc. Rules for access to the CF have also changed since the inception of the TF. Initially to have 
access to CF funding a country had to be a ‘donor orphan’ i.e. it should be having fewer than four donors 
disbursing more than US$ 1m annually. In 2007 this was changed for a criteria based on the size of the 
country’s plan ‘funding gap’ compared to existing levels of aid from local donors.  In 2007 it was also 
agreed that depending on the circumstances of each country, countries could be eligible for several 
three-year rounds of funding from the CF. This has recently begun to be applied, e.g. in the case of 
Mauritania which was amongst the first FTI-endorsed countries.  
38 Names highlighted in green are Save the Children CAFS countries; green and italic are CAFSs which 
have been FTI-endorsed. Names in bold fonts are non-CAFS countries which are not yet endorsed today 
(Nov 2008). Names in bold and italic are non-CAFS countries which have finally been endorsed.  
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Nepal and Pakistan, initially identified for potential endorsement in 2005 and 2006 
respectively (in the 2004 report), end up as ‘other’ countries in 2007. Sri Lanka 
makes a first appearance in the 2006 report where it is expected to be endorsed in 
2008, but then is listed among the ‘other’ countries in the 2007 annual and 2008 
interim reports. Zimbabwe makes a first appearance in the 2007 report, in which it is 
listed among the ‘other’ countries. It remains in this category in the 2008 interim 
reports. 

�  Angola was not mentioned in the first reports (perhaps because it is considered as a 
MIC). It then was planned for endorsement in 2007, according to the 2005 and 2006 
reports. However, the 2007 annual report gave no further information. In the 2008 
interim reports it is expected to be endorsed in 2009. Bangladesh  was identified as 
potentially endorsed in 2005 in the 2004 report, then planned to be endorsed in 2007 
in the 2006 report. It is finally expected to be endorsed in 2009, according to the 
2007 annual and the 2008 interim reports. 

�  Benin, Cambodia, Cameroon  and Ethiopia have had less problematic trajectories 
with regard to FTI endorsement. However, except for Cameroon (endorsed in 2006 
and getting its first disbursement from the CF in 2007) the other three countries had 
problems in accessing CF funding. Benin was identified as potentially endorsed in 
2005 in the 2004 report, said to be pending for endorsement in 2006 in the 2006 
report, and finally endorsed in 2007. Subsequent delays occurred in disbursing funds 
from the country’s allocation from the CF (US$76.1m for three years) due to delays 
in establishing the pooled fund which has been identified as the modality to be used 
for FTI funding (Danida and France are planning to use the same pooled funding 
instrument). By August 2008 (Sep report) no disbursement had taken place. In 
Cambodia (endorsed in 2006 and allocated CF funding in May 2007) (US$57.4m) 
the process was marked by disagreements among local donors about the financing 
modality. Eventually a first disbursement of US$1m was made earlier this year, 
through a project instrument. Ethiopia, endorsed in 2004, ran into two successive 
problems when it sought access to CF. Firstly it was deemed not to be a ‘donor 
orphan’. Once it became eligible to CF funding under the new rules, discussions 
started on the financing modality. To date it has been decided that CF funding would 
complement funding from a number of donors, including the WB, for a programme 
focusing on education quality, for which financing modalities are still being finalised. 
Thus by August 2008, there had been no disbursement out of the US$70m that 
Ethiopia had been allocated from the CF in December 2007.   

�  Burundi and Bhutan , identified in the 2004 report as candidates to be potentially 
endorsed in 2006 and 2005 respectively, are again cases where slippages occurred. 
In the 2006 report they are said to be pending for endorsement in 2006. This is 
repeated in the 2007 report and yet, in September 2008 both countries were still 
‘expected to be endorsed in 2008’ but not yet endorsed. CAR and Chad, identified in 
the 2004 report as potentially endorsed in 2006 and 2005 respectively, are (in the 
2007 report) expected to be endorsed in 2008. In September 2008 CAR had indeed 
been endorsed though it had further work to do to get its package approved for CF 
financing. This finally occurred in Oslo in December 2008 although with a caveat – 
that in principle CAR should have been directed to apply for funding from the 
Education Transition Fund (in the process of being integrated as a funding 
instrument within the FTI framework). Chad was now reported as likely to be 
endorsed in 2009.  
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�  Congo (Republic of) slipped in a similar manner: after having been expected to be 
endorsed in 2005, then 2007, then 2008, the 2007 annual and 2008 interim reports 
now expect it to be endorsed in 2009. The trajectory of DR Congo is similar (with a 
later start as it was initially identified to be endorsed in 2006), even though the 
country was among the first few to be supposedly benefiting from (EPDF) enhanced 
analytical and capacity building support (since 2003). Eritrea and Guinea Bissau  
have trajectories identical to that of DR Congo except that they have not been 
targeted by the EPDF. 

�  By comparison, Haiti has had an accelerated trajectory: listed among the ‘other 
countries’ in the 2004 report (i.e. with no planned date for endorsement) and with no 
further information in the 2005 report, it was planned to be endorsed in 2007 in the 
2006 report, expected to be endorsed in 2008 in the 2007 report, and finally 
endorsed in 2008. However, like CAR the country has to do further work to get 
financing support. Moreover, and in contrast with CAR which will be encouraged to 
seek funding from the Catalytic Fund, Haiti is identified (in the September 2008 
interim report) as a country which will ‘experiment’ the new ‘interim status and 
funding’ for fragile states. In December 2008, considering the delay in 
operationalising the integration of the Education Transition Fund as an FTI funding 
instrument, Haiti was encouraged to access funding from the existing 
Netherlands/Unicef Transition Programme, as Liberia had done earlier in 2008.  

�  Lao PDR, initially identified (in 2004) to be endorsed in 2006, slipped for 
endorsement in 2008 first (in the 2005 and 2006 reports) and then 2009 in the 2007 
annual and 2008 interim reports. Things are even worse for Malawi , potentially 
endorsed in 2005 according to the 2004 report, and which while being identified for 
endorsement in 2008 in the 2007 annual report, is now planned to be endorsed in 
2009 according to the 2008 interim report of September 2008. Nigeria was initially 
not identified as an FTI country (not listed in the 2004 report). The 2005 and 2006 
reports mention it as expected to be endorsed in 2008. This also slipped: the 2007 
annual and 2008 interim reports mention that 3 to 4 States could be endorsed in 
2009 while others are eligible, but no date is given.  

�  Sierra Leone, identified for endorsement in 2006 in the 2004 report, was endorsed in 
2007 but did not yet have access to CF financing by end 2007.  It got a commitment 
of US$13.9m from the CF in 2008 but no disbursement had yet taken place by 
September 2008.  

�  Tanzania  and Uganda are interesting cases in which the (initial?) lack of enthusiasm 
on the governments’ side seem to have been the main reason for the ‘delay’ in 
getting the country endorsed by the FTI. The 2003 report notes that in both 
countries, governments were un-convinced of the value added of the FTI process. 
The countries were nonetheless identified as potentially endorsed in 2005 in the 
2004 report. Yet, this did not happen and they are now expected to be endorsed in 
2009, according to the 2008 interim reports. Togo  made a later appearance in the 
FTI process, identified for endorsement in 2008 in the 2005 report. It has also 
slipped and is expected for endorsement in 2009 in the 2007 annual and 2008 
interim reports.  

�  Zambia  was initially a problematic case in that it was ‘invited’ by the FTI process in 
2002, but tensions between government and local donors, and local donors’ 
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concerns about absorptive capacity meant that it was only planned to be endorsed in 
2006 in the 2005 report. This was also further delayed several times: it is expected 
to be endorsed in 2007 according to the 2007 report, and it is again expected to be 
endorsed in 2008 in the interim report of September 2008. Zambia was finally 
endorsed and got a CF allocation all at once (decisions made in Oslo in December 
2008). It is also the first country in which the Supervising Entity is not the WB but the 
Netherlands, and this while the modality foreseen for use of the CF monies is 
targeted budget support.  

Out of the countries ‘invited’ to join the FTI in the early days, a certain number did not 
have access to CF funding afterward. This includes Honduras  and Vietnam . The FTI 
reports do not suggest that this was particularly problematic. In contrast, Albania , 
which was also invited to join in 2002, was endorsed in 2006, continued to prepare a 
package for CF financing, but was finally turned down in September 2008 as the 
country was deemed able to bridge its funding gap through slightly raising its domestic 
contribution to the education sector. Burkina Faso  was endorsed in 2002 and finally 
got an allocation from the CF in 2008, thanks to the amendment to the ‘donor orphan’ 
rule (see Box 9 in main text).  Burkina Faso became at the same time the first country 
to be granted the possibility of using budget support as modality under a WB-managed 
Development Policy Operation.  

Among endorsed countries there are stories of relative success i.e. countries which 
managed to get quite rapidly both, FTI endorsement and access to CF financing. 
However, not all countries managed smoothly the two-step process, from FTI 
endorsement to access to and disbursement from the Catalytic Fund. 

�  Gambia , Ghana, Guyana , Mauritania  and Nicaragua  were part of the countries 
initially invited to join the FTI. They had all uneventful trajectories with relatively early 
access to CF funding. E.g. Gambia was endorsed in 2003 and CF started disbursing 
in 2005; Ghana was endorsed in 2005 and CF started disbursing in 2005; Mauritania 
was endorsed in 2002 and CF started disbursing in 2004. Mauritania is the first 
country which, having successfully implemented its programme financed with the 
first CF allocation, was approved for a 2nd cycle of funding from the CF (in May 2007, 
for the period 2008-10). Consideration was given to the fact that (i) the country 
continued to have a funding gap beyond what it was realistic to expect local donors 
to bridge and (ii) it was a flagship and a model for other countries. Since then, 
Gambia and Guyana also got a second CF allocation – though in both cases this 
was more controversial – albeit for different reasons39.  Yemen, among the first ten 
countries to be endorsed (over 2002-3), accessed CF from 2004 onward and 
managed a reasonable disbursement rate (66% of 30 million US$ allocation were 
disbursed by end 2007).  

�  Niger , an early starter as well, ran into problems. Education donors suspended all 
aid including CF financing for several years, due to large-scale corruption issues in 
the education sector. Thus by the end of the year 2007, the country had disbursed 
only US$9m out of the US$21m it had been allocated from the CF, after having been 
endorsed in 2002. In September 2008 it was expected that normal operations could 
soon start again, after a ‘clean-up’ of the concerned administration by government, 

                                            
39 Guyana had in the meantime become Category III country (see main text, Box 9 about criteria of 
eligibility to CF financing).  As for Gambia there were queries about the fact that the financing gap has 
increased for this second funding request.  
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following intensive discussions with the local donors. In Mozambique , another 
country endorsed in 2002, there were discussions about absorptive capacity and the 
fact that Mozambique was not a donor orphan for several years. This was followed 
by lengthy discussions about the most appropriate financing modality for CF funding, 
once it was finally decided (in May 2007) that the country was eligible for CF funding. 
As a result, by September 2008 Mozambique has not yet benefited from any 
disbursement out of its US$79m allocation from the CF. 

�  Kenya , which was not part of the countries initially invited to join the FTI, 
nonetheless managed an accelerated process. It was endorsed in 2005 and had the 
same year access to CF financing, including first disbursements. By September 
2008 it had benefited from US$96.8m out of the US$121.0m that it had been 
allocated from the CF over the 2003-08 period. The post-election violence had 
disrupted the programme, but the September 2008 interim report notes that it is 
expected to resume in the near future. Similarly Madagascar  managed an 
accelerated process like Kenya. Its rate of disbursement is similar to that of Kenya 
too, though it was slower at the beginning. However by September 2008 the CF had 
disbursed US$45m out of the US$60m allocated to this country over the 2003-08 
period. 

�  Rwanda was (like Kenya) identified for endorsement in 2005. However, in contrast 
with Kenya, it was finally endorsed in 2006 only and it did not manage to have 
access to the CF before the year 2007. By end 2007 the CF had disbursed 13 million 
US$, and by September 2008, 26 million US$, out of 70 million US$ allocated. It 
would be worthwhile exploring whether this more protracted process arose from a 
more ambitious approach with regard to financing modalities (in Kenya the CF is 
disbursed as project funding. In Rwanda it is said to be budget support) and if so, 
whether this approach was driven primarily by local donors, or government, or both.  

�  Tajikistan  and Cameroon , endorsed in 2006, had access to and their first 
disbursement of CF funding in 2007. Timor Leste, identified for endorsement in 2005 
according to the 2004 report, was endorsed with only one year of delay, in 2006, and 
had in the same year access to and a first disbursement from the CF. It is worth 
noting that as a relatively small country, its funding needs were quite small too and 
that the capacity gap hampering many other fragile states was ‘overcome’ by large-
scale TA operations which continued well after the UN administration (UNTAET) had 
passed the reins to the Timor Leste government administration.  Capacity issues and 
in particular, the use of FTI monies for quite large volumes of TA, raised concern 
recently, when it was decided to allocate a one-year bridging allocation of 4.9m US$ 
for 2009 to Timor Leste even though it has now become a Category III country owing 
to high world prices of oil.   

Thus, countries that are on the Save the Children CAFS list and have been endorsed 
are: 

�  Cambodia: endorsed in 2006, having got a significant allocation from the CF in 2007, 
but a miniscule disbursement in 2008, through project funding after late and 
protracted discussions about funding modality and final decision on project funding 
(note: the EC SBS modality, in place, was rejected). 
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�  CAR: endorsed in 2008. Was encouraged to work further to access funding from the 
CF, in Tokyo (April 2008). Got CF allocation in Oslo (Dec 2008), to be used through 
project modality.  The CF Committee in Oslo noted “that this allocation was an 
exception since it did not want to reverse the decision made during the CF 
Committee meeting in Tokyo in April 2008. Normally, funding for a country in this 
status would be through the Education Transition Fund” (minutes of CFC meeting). 

�  Ethiopia: endorsed in 2004, having got an allocation from the CF in 2007, relatively 
significant in absolute term but small in per capita term, and no disbursement by 
August 2008; delay due to discussions on funding modality, and final decision to 
channel funding through a multi-donor fund which will disburse ‘vertical grants’ to 
local governments, fund in the process of being established (note: the decentralised 
multi-sectoral channel, in place and to which the Bank contributes, the Protecting 
Basic Services programme, was rejected). 

�  Guinea: endorsed in 2002, but having got a (large) allocation from the CF only in 
December 2007, and where disbursements have not yet started. 

�  Haiti: just endorsed (2008), will not be allocated CF funding but encouraged to seek 
funding from the new FTI ‘interim funding’ window. In Oslo it was agreed that as 
progress in operationalising the Education Transition Fund within the FTI framework 
was behind schedule Haiti would be encouraged to use the existing access route to 
the existing Netherlands/Unicef Transition Fund (like Liberia did earlier in 2008 – see 
below).   

�  Liberia: endorsed in 2008, obtained financing from the Netherlands/Unicef ‘transition 
programme’ before the decision of transforming it into an FTI funding window for 
interim status/strategies. 

�  Rwanda: endorsed in 2006, having had access to the CF in 2007, including first 
disbursement, and using sector budget support (though not yet through a WB 
Development Policy Operation modality hence with a number of caveats such as 
‘notional earmarking’ on non-salary expenditures, specific audit of FTI monies etc.). 

�  Sierra Leone, endorsed in 2007 and getting an allocation of funds from the CF the 
same year, but no disbursement yet by August 2008 (due to be project modality). 

�  Timor Leste: endorsed in 2006, having had access to and disbursement from the CF 
in the same year, through project modalities. Got an additional CF allocation as 
‘bridge funding’ for 2009, in Oslo (Dec 2008).  In the meantime Timor Leste has 
become a Category III country due to high world prices for oil, hence, if this status is 
maintained “CF funding should not be expected for a second phase” (minutes of 
CFC meeting, Oslo, Dec 2008). 

CAFSs that are ‘trying’ or said to be trying are: Angola, Burundi, Chad, Congo, DR 
Congo, Eritrea, Nigeria and Uganda. A number of other CAFSs are ‘recognised’ but it is 
unclear how the FTI is engaging with them. These are: Afghanistan, Côte d’Ivoire, 
Myanmar, Nepal, Pakistan, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan and Zimbabwe. CAFSs that are 
presumably not eligible for FTI endorsement and funding are Irak and Columbia. Most 
of the ‘other fragile countries’ are ‘within the FTI process’ (Angola, Cameroon, Gambia, 
Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Lao PDR, Mauritania, Niger, PNG, Solomon Islands, Tajikistan, 
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Togo, Tonga, Vanuatu and Yemen). And a number of those have been FTI-endorsed 
as analysed above (Cameroon, Gambia, Kenya, Mauritania, Tajikistan, and Yemen).  

 

The analysis above shows, however, that even among non-fragile countries trajectories 
for endorsement and access to additional funding are not always easy (e.g. Benin, 
Bhutan, Zambia, Tanzania, Togo etc.). Further analysis will be done elsewhere about 
the causes of these dysfunctional trajectories, which can include: (i) that countries have 
been slow to understand the two-step process of FTI endorsement to be followed by 
plan preparation and approval for CF financing; (ii) that it has been difficult to decide on 
an appropriate funding modality (e.g. Mozambique, Cambodia, Ethiopia); (iii) that even 
when a modality is in place there may delays in implementation40; (iv) other country-
level partnership issues. 

                                            
40 Disbursement performance has become a major concern over the past one year or so (following the tightening of 
procedures of access to CF financing described in footnote 11 above), so much so that the Bank had prepared a 
paper dedicated to this issue for the Oslo CF Committee meeting. By end of 2007 550 million US$ from the CF had 
been allocated but only 218 million US$ had been disbursed. The disbursement/allocation ratio continued to 
deteriorate throughout 2008: by end 2008, CF allocations amounted to 1,178m US$ of which only 469m US$ would 
be disbursed (counting ‘expected disbursements’ as well as disbursements actually effected by mid-November 
2008). In the paper prepared for Oslo the Bank explains why this should now begin to improve again (most of the 
delay due to retrofitting new Bank’s due diligence requirements as described in footnote 11 is said to have been 
caught up with; agreed guidance on the ‘EFA-FTI modality’ allowing the use of the faster disbursement DPO 
modality; streamlined process to ensure that work on modality etc. takes place much earlier).  
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Box B1: Identifying fragile states 

The Failed States index  of the US-based Foreign Policy and the Fund for Peace 
organisations: social, economic and political indicators: half are political indicators, and 
even social indicators heavily ‘political economy’ influenced (e.g. legacy of vengeance-
seeking group grievance or group paranoia...) 

The State Weakness index  of the US-based Brookings is also used by New Zealand Aid: 
uses many of the WB ‘Governance Matters’ composite indicators, including in addition a 
focus on measurable social welfare indicators (child mortality; life expectancy; primary 
school completion etc.) 

The WB definition of ‘Low-Income Countries Under Stress ’ (LICUSs) countries  
classified for IDA support based on per capita income, and with both, the overall ‘Country 
Policy and Institution Assessment’ (CPIA) rating and the CPIA rating for Public Sector 
Management and Institutions (a sub-set of the CPIA indicators) below 3.0. A more 
technocratic approach to the definition of fragility, and of the ‘population’ of fragile states, 
adopted by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and often also 
considered as a starting point in the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) documentation 

Bilateral agencies  do less often use a list of fragile states thus, to some extent, escape 
the need to define the population of fragile states though not always. DFID considers as 
fragile countries that appeared at least once in the bottom two-fifths of CPIA ratings 
between 1998 and 2003. NZ Aid uses the States Weakness index as noted above. 
Netherlands has established three profiles, MDG countries, fragile countries, ‘broad 
partnership’ countries. USAID generally uses the WB definition and list, although in 
analytical work it may use a different ‘definition’ (e.g. USAID 2006) 

The IMF (IMF 2008) uses the WB LICUS ‘population definition’, focusing more specifically 
on economic development dimensions, highlighting stagnant GDP per capita over the past 
25 years for the group of fragile states and the negative spill-over effects on neighbouring 
countries in addition to poor/ very poor social indicators as a result of poor policies and 
institutions, and conflicts in some of them.  

 
Notes for Table B1 (below) 

(a)  Failed States Index  is a composite of ten social, economic and political indicators, US Foreign 
Policy-based judgement (e.g. mounting demographic pressure, legacy of vengeance, uneven economic 
development along group lines, sharp economic decline, rise of factionalised elite, criminalisation of the 
state etc.). Lowest ranks = worst cases. 

(b)  Brookings State Weakness index  is also a composite of economic, political, security and social 
welfare indicators. Many indicators = WB Governance Matters. Lowest ranks are worst. US-based too. 
Difference = consideration of measurable social indicators (child mortality, primary school completion, life 
expectancy etc.), and generally more measurable indicators (relying on WB!) 

©   Collier's analysis of education in fragile stat es: Fragility is defined by CPIA below 2.5. Data starts 
in 1977 and ends in 2004. A few countries have failed all along: CAR, Guinea, Haiti, Congo, DR Congo, 
Uzbekistan, Chad, Sierra Leone, Mauritania, Sri Lanka. This may also have been the case for a few 
more for which data is not available before a certain date (indicated by an *).  

(d)   Save the Children  List of Conflict Affected and Fragile States (CAFS). CAFS are countries which 
have been affected by one or more armed conflict between 1995 and 2004 or are classed as "critical" in 
the Failed States Index 2006; and countries that are severe or core LICUSs according to WB.  

World Bank  Low-Income Countries Under Stress: Bold fonts = severe LICUS; others = core LICUS. 

OECD: In 2006, three categories: (1) Marginalised countries, (2) Countries with high needs and low 
governance, (3) Improving aid levels 

SC = Save the Children . List of Conflict-Affected and Fragile States (CAFS), with estimates of number 
of out-of-school children in 2006 and 2008 
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Table B1: Lists of ‘fragile countries’ 

Countries
Failed 
States 

2008 (a)

Failed 
States 
2007

Weak 
states (b)

Period of 
failure 

(start) ©

Period of 
failure 
(end) ©

WB 
LICUS

DFID DGIS Aus Aid
OECD 
DAC UNDP NZ AID SC 2006 SC 2008

Afghanistan 7 8 XX Fragile X 2 1,139,000 2,082,000
Angola (MIC) 55 53 11 1989 (*) 2004 XX X X 11 533,000 800,000
Azerbaijan X Watch
Bangladesh 12 16 48 1977 2000 MDG (F) 48
Benin 1977 2002
Bhutan 50 47
Bolivia 55 59 MDG (F) n.a.
Bosnia-Herzegovina 54 54 Fragil out n.a.
Burkina Faso 36 33 44 1983 1994 MDG 44
Burundi 24 19 5 1977                    

1995
1988          
2004

X X Fragile -1 X 5 536,000 480,000

Cambodia 48 48 34 1988 (*) 2004 X X -3 X 34 301,000 23,000
Cameroon 33 35 29 X 29
Central Afr Rep 10 10 7 1977 2004 XX X -2 X 7 354,000 287,000
Chad 4 5 16 1977 2004 X X -3 X 16 577,000 594,000
Colombia (MIC) 37 33 47 Fragile 47 497,000 479,000
Comoros 31 1978 (*) 2004 X X X 31
Congo (MIC) 26 26 20 1977 2004 X X X 20 292,000 376,000
Côte d’Ivoire 8 6 10 1988 2000 X X -2 X 10 955,000 1,223,000
Djibouti 38 X X X 38
Dominica X n.a.
DR Congo 6 7 3 1977 2004 X X Fragile -1 X 3 5,290,000 5,026,000
Egypt 40 36 1985 2000 Broad (F) Watch
Eritrea 44 50 14 X X Fragil out -3 X 14 312,000 308,000
Ethiopia 16 18 19 1977 2000 MDF (F) X 19 5,994,000 2,666,000
Fiji X n.a.
Gambia 51 X X -3 X 51
Georgia 56 58 X Broad (F) X n.a.
Ghana 1977 1987
Guatemala Fragile n.a.
Guinea 11 9 23 1977 2004 X X -1 X 23 493,000 501,000
Guinea Equatorial 42 41 25 1980 (*) 2004 25
Guinea-Bissau 32 38 18 1992 2004 X X -3 X 18
Guyana 1982 1996 X n.a.
Haiti 14 11 12 1977 2004 XX X X 12 572,000 704,000
Indonesia 60 55 1977 1987 Broad X X Watch
Irak (MIC) 5 2 4 4 818,000 552,000
Kenya 26 31 50 MDG X 50
Kiribati X X n.a.
Kosovo (territory) X Fragile n.a.
Kyrgiztan 39 41  
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Countries
Failed 
States 

2008 (a)

Failed 
States 
2007

Weak 
states (b)

Period of 
failure 

(start) ©

Period of 
failure 
(end) ©

WB 
LICUS

DFID DGIS Aus Aid
OECD 
DAC

UNDP NZ AID SC 2006 SC 2008

Lao PDR 40 44 45 1978 (*) 2004 X X X 45
Lebanon 18 28 X n.a.
Lesotho 53 1982 1998 53
Liberia 34 27 9 1985 2004 XX -2 X 9 142,000 171,000
Madagascar 49 1977 1991
Malawi 29 29 46 46
Mali 52 MDG X 52
Mauritania 47 45 37 1977 2004 X X 37
Moldova 50 48
Mozambique 39 1985 2004 MDG 39
Myanmar 12 14 17 1985 1995 (*) XX -2 X 17 968,000 487,000
Nauru X n.a.
Nepal 23 21 22 1977 2003 X 22 1,049,000 702,000
Nicaragua 1977 1996
Niger 22 32 21 1989 2004 -3 X 21
Nigeria[8] 18 17 28 1985 2004 X X -1 X 28 7,662,000 6,584,000
North Korea 15 13 15 15
Pakistan 8 12 33 1977 1990 Fragile 33 7,813,000 6,303,000
Papua New Guinea 52 52 40 X X X X 40 231,000
Philippines 59 56 X Watch
Rwanda 42 36 24 1994 2003 MDG (F) 24 206,000 373,000
Sierra Leone 31 23 13 1977 2004 X X -3 X 13 431,000 277,000
Solomon Islands 30 30 54 1989 2003 (*) XX X X X 54
Somalia 1 3 1 1980 2004 XX -2 X 1 1,580,000 1,231,000
Sri Lanka (MIC) 20 25 56 1977 2004 Fragil out X 56 22,000 47,000
Sudan 2 1 6 1979 2004 XX Fragile -2 X 6 2,405,000 2,695,000
Tajikistan 38 39 42 1995 (*) 2003 X X -3 X 42
Timor-Leste 25 20 43 X X X 43 75,000 3,000
Togo 45 46 26 1978 1987 X -2 X 26
Turkmenistan 46 43 35 1996 (*) 2004 35
Uganda 16 15 27 1985 1998 MDG (F) 27 1,068,000 1,151,000
Uzbekistan 26 22 36 1977 2004 X X -1 X 36 491,000
Yemen 21 24 30 MDG (F) -1 X 30
Zimbabwe 3 4 8 2001 2004 X X -2 X 8 498,000 429,000

Palestine Fragile n.a.
Sao Tome & Pr 1981 2004 X X X Watch
Swaziland 41 41
Tanzania 55 1981 2000 MDG 55
Tonga X X X Watch
Vanuatu X X X X n.a.
Zambia 32 1980 2000 MDG 32  
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Table B2: Trajectories of countries’ engagement wit h the FTI 
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Box B2: Time between CF Grant Allocation and First Disbursement 
 

290

70

175
179
193
217

125
202
217
314

343
353

95
103
99

45
219

89
76

91
42

104
138

32
50

77
65

48
15

43

363
107

327+
327+
327+

175+
52+

541+
541+

86
174
174

332

19

153

409

217

256

150

71+

47
188+
198+

Jan-03 Jan-04 Jan-05 Jan-06 Jan-07 Jan-08

Niger
Mauritania

Yemen
Nicaragua

Guyana
The Gambia

Ghana
Madagascar

Kenya
Djibouti

Moldova
Tajikistan

Timor Leste
Lesotho

Mongolia
Kyrgyzstan
Cameroon

Rwanda
Mali

Mauritania-Phase 2
Benin

Cambodia
Mozambique
Sierra Leone

Guinea
Ethiopia

Sao Tome & Principe
Senegal

Madagascar-Phase2
Guyana-Phase 2

Number of days between allocation and grant agreement signature (average: 242 days*)

Number of days between grant agreement signature and first disbursement (average: 70 days*)

 
Source: FTI Secretariat. 

Note: Number of days followed by a + sign indicate time as of Oct. 23, 2008, at which point process had 
not been completed. 

* Average number of days includes only countries for which corresponding process is completed. 

 

Source: FTI 2008 Annual Report 
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FTI country  GIR PCR Overall 
progress 

Comments  Fragility  
2000 2006 2000 2006 

Albania  97 99-2 95 96-2 Achieved PCR relatively stable Non-FS 
Benin  95 115 35 64 On track Surge in PCR since 2002 Non-FS 

Burkina Faso  45 73 25 31 Seriously off-
track 

PCR slowly increasing Non-FS 

Cambodia  121 131 47 87 On track PCR increasing over time CAFS 
Cameroon  77 107 50 52 Seriously off-

track 
PCR platteau at 52% Other FS 

CAR  61  24 Seriously off-
track 

PCR platteau at 24% CAFS 

Djibouti  30 52 28 35 Seriously off-
track 

PCR slowly increasing Other FS 

Ethiopia  78 137 22 46+1 Off-track PCR slowly increasing CAFS 
Gambia  71 68 53 63 Seriously off-

track 
PCR available only for 

2006 
Non-FS 

Georgia  93 100 101 85 Off-track Re-definition of primary 
cycle (4 to 6 years) in 

2006 

Non-FS 

Ghana 86 107 63 71 Off-track Most recent PCR for 
2005 

Non-FS 

Guinea  62 91 33 64 On track PCR has doubled since 
2002 

CAFS 

Guyana  130 126-2 114 123-1 Achieved  Non-FS 
Haiti  -- -- -- -- -- Data missing since 1999 CAFS 

Honduras  140 137  89 On track PCR was 81% in 2004 Non-FS 
Kenya  102-1 110-1  93-1 On track PCR 90% in 2000 Non-FS 

Kyrgyz Rep  97 97 95 99 Achieved PCR stabilized Non-FS 
Lesotho  189 102 60 78 On track Surge in PCR  Non-FS 
Liberia  60-1 108  63 Off-track PCR available only for 

2006 
CAFS 

Madagascar  110 178 36 57 Off-track Stagnant PCR Non-FS 
Mali  60 83 33 49 Off-track Slowly increasing PCR Non-FS 

Mauritania  91 127 53 47 Seriously off-
track 

Stagnant PCR Other FS 

Moldova  104 98 98 98 Achieved  Non-FS 
Mongolia  108 122 87 109 Achieved Surge in GIR Non-FS 

Mozambique  112 148 16 42 Off-track PCR platteau at 42% Other FS 
Nicaragua  141 168 66 73 Off-track Stagnant PCR but surge 

in GIR in recent years 
Non-FS 

Niger  45 68 18 33 Off-track PCR slowly increasing Other FS 
Rwanda  137 208 21 35-2 Off-track GIR still increased 

between 2005 and 2006 
CAFS 

Sao Tome & 
Pr 

116+1 112 46-1 72+1 On track PCR improved over time Non-FS 

Senegal  84 97 38 49 Off-track PCR slowly increasing Non-FS 
Sierra Leone  82 180+1  81+1 Off-track PCR data only for 2007 CAFS 

Tajikistan  96 101 95 106 Achieved  Non-FS 
Timor Leste   112-1  71 -- PCR data for 2005-07 but 

not UIS validated 
CAFS 

Vietnam  105  96 92 On track PCR slightly decreasing 
from 100% in 2003 

Non-FS 

Yemen 88 112-1 55 60 Seriously off-
track 

Stagnant PCR Other FS 

Zambia  Not reported in FTI report 

Source: FTI 2008 Annual Report (except last column). Most data are for the year 2006 except X-n value 
for year (2006-n) and X+n value for year (2006+n) and similarly for 2000. 
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Annex C: Proposals for FTI Mid-Term evaluation focu s on 
issues related to fragile states/partnerships 
 
This Annex builds on section 3 of the main paper, to further unpack how the FTI mid-
term evaluation could focus on issues related to fragile states/partnerships. The 
annex is divided into three sections:  
�  The first section reviews the evaluation’s approach in order to identify how the ‘FTI 

and fragile contexts’ issues identified in the paper ‘fit’ in the approach and which 
evaluation instruments could be used to address these issues 

�  On this basis, the second section proposes a tentative checklist of questions for 
country case studies 

�  The third section proposes a tentative checklist of questions for the other working 
papers. 

Implications of issues related to ‘FTI and fragile contexts’ for the evaluation 
Box C1 below presents a review of issues related to FTI and fragile contexts in 
relation to the evaluation methodology and process as outlined in the proposal. 
Issues mentioned in this section are then taken up in the tentative checklists for 
country studies and working papers in the following sections. Italic fonts in the 
column ‘possible indicators’ indicate suggestions that do not fit easily in the 
evaluation instruments as described in the evaluation methodology to date. There is 
a need to decide whether therefore, these suggestions should be kept in the scope 
of the evaluation, or left out, or addressed in a different manner. 

Box C1: Evaluation aspects that need to pay attention to ‘FTI and Fragile 
States’  

Aspects of 
evaluation 

FTI & Fragile States issues  Possible instruments  

1) FTI is in 
support to EFA goals 
and to aid 
effectiveness 
objectives (A5) 

Views of stakeholders on relevance of FTI goals 
in fragile states (special important of looking 
beyond UPC/EFA in fragile situations; aid 
effectiveness perhaps less important than 

broader concept of effectiveness of support to 
state-building �  may need different ‘indicators’ 

and perhaps priorities including in specific 
sectors) 

�  Return to ‘assumptions’ on how FTI 
contribute to goals above and assess extent 
to which assumptions have a chance to hold 
in fragile states/ situations: sound sector 
policies; greater efficiency and sustained 
increase in aid for primary education; 
adequate and sustainable domestic 
financing; increased accountability for sector 
results. 

�  Similar assessment for FTI principles: 
country ownership, benchmarking, support 
linked to performance, lower transaction 
costs, transparency 

�  Country studies, especially 
in fragile/‘uneven’ 
countries 

�  Global level: WP on aid 
effectiveness 

�  Possibly complimented 
with interviews of a few 
key informants at global 
level? (would be useful for 
the relevance issue as a 
whole, i.e. not restricted to 
fragile states, and possibly 
for other purposes too) 

 
(Key informants at global 
level: e.g. Staff from HQ 
agencies involved in FTI 

process, INEE stakeholders, 
ADEA stakeholders etc.) 
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Aspects of 
evaluation 

FTI & Fragile States issues  Possible instruments  

2) FTI’s value 
added (A5)  

There are a number of ‘fragile states’ among the 
FTI-endorsed countries. In addition most states 
exhibit fragility facets/have fragile areas/groups. 

Study whether FTI value added has been/is 
different for group of fragile states compared to 
other countries, and for within-country fragile 

groups/ areas. Issues deserving special 
attention: 

a) FTI as a ‘vertical’ compact vs multi-sectoral 
approaches 

b) Term of engagement vs fragile countries’ 
need for long term planning horizon 

c) Realistic planning 
d) ‘Coupling’ between early implementation and 

further capacity development? 

�  Country studies 
�  WP on education policy 

and planning (issues a) 
and c)) 

�  WP on aid effectiveness 
(issue b)) 

�  WP on capacity 
development (issue d)) 

�  Desk review of FTI docs 
on broader sample of 
fragile/ non-fragile FTI 
countries? 

3) Development of 
a M&E framework 
for the FTI (A7) 

�  Take account of and draw on existing 
fragility monitoring systems (conflict impact/ 
risk assessments, data disaggregation etc.) 
and make suggestions as to how they could 
be strengthened to better enable monitoring 
link between education and fragility (country 
and within-country level) 

�  Role of political economy analyses in all 
contexts and implications for FTI M&E 

�  Country studies 
�  WP on data and work on 

M&E: Review existing 
conflict impact/risk 
assessment tools + look at 
‘education in fragility’ 
frameworks (e.g. INEE 
minimum standards) 

4) Selection of 
cases: (A9, selection 
challenge) 

Proposed list (22 Nov): Kenya, Pakistan, 
Nigeria, Yemen, Mongolia, Cambodia, Haiti, 

Ethiopia, Burkina/Ghana/Cameroon/Senegal. 

Alternative (22 Nov): Kenya, Pakistan, Nigeria, 
Yemen, Mongolia, Timor Leste, Nicaragua, 

Ethiopia, Burkina/Ghana/Cameroon/ Senegal 

Haiti of interest because 
acute and country-wide 

fragility however, may be 
impractical. Most other 
countries have facets of 

fragility. Nigeria is considered 
as fragile in OECD list.  

5) Adaptive 
approach of FTI 
presents a moving 
evaluation target 
(A9, moving target 
challenge) 

This is especially true today with fragile states 
and fragility. Need to be aware of this, and 

make a decision as to the stage at which the 
evaluation ‘stops’ 

�  Relevant for all evaluation 
instruments 

6) Contribution 
analysis, based on 
the theory of change 
of the programme 
(box 1) 

 

Theory of change may differ for fragile states:  
a) PRS ��  State building;  
b) Aid effectiveness ��  Effectiveness of 

support to state building/ permanent peace;  
c) Partnership ��  ???;  
d) Mutual accountability ��  Shared 

responsibility;  
e) EFA/UPC ��  Beyond primary education  

Tentatively outline implications for FTI? 

Investigate possibility of 
existence of alternative 

theories through all 
evaluation instruments. In 

particular:  
�  Issues a) to d) for WP on 

aid effectiveness 
�  Issue e) for WP on 

education policy and 
planning 
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Aspects of 
evaluation 

FTI & Fragile States issues  Possible instruments  

7) FTI results 
chains: (Box 3) 

What can be said about the likelihood that the 
chain would work in fragile states (perhaps 
distinguishing FTI-endorsed thus far, and 

others)? 

�  Country studies 
�  Perhaps further desk work 

on broader sample of 
fragile cases (see point 2) 
above)  

Synthesis report could include an assessment of the extent to which each ‘objective’ in the chain has 
been met in practice, making a difference between groups of countries (e.g. ‘business as usual’ versus 

fragile?) 
8) Cross-cutting 
issues (Box 4) (C2) 

�  Fragility could/should be addressed as a 
cross-cutting issue in the country studies 

�  Fragility should also be ‘mainstreamed’ as 
an issue to investigate in all working 
papers/workstreams 

See preliminary checklist of 
questions for country studies 

and topics/links with other 
workstreams in sections 

below 
9) GRPP (p.27): 
Assess relevance of 
programme for main 
stakeholders, and 
legitimacy and 
effectiveness of 
governance 
arrangements 
including 
communication 

 

�  Assessing relevance of programme to main 
stakeholders (see points 1) and 2) above) 

�  Assessing governance arrangements incl 
communication: How well did FTI succeed in 
linking up with groups working on fragility & 
education?  Tentative assessment: 
o Ok globally (links with INEE, now links 

with Unicef/Netherlands programme) less 
clear at country level 

o Ok sectorally, less clear with ‘overall 
fragility’ work 

o Importance of involving local level in 
fragile situations: how well reflected in 
FTI process at country level? 

�  Country studies to seek 
stakeholders’ views 

�  Global level: WP on aid 
effectiveness and 
governance 

10) GRPP: Take 
account of sources 
and uses of funds 
and relationship of 
resource 
mobilisation strategy 
to scale, 
effectiveness and 
efficiency of the 
programme (p.30) 

Investigate issue of FTI resource allocation in 
fragile states vs ‘non-fragile states’ (looking 

among others at discussions around CF 
replenishment and recent decision of not 

opening CF to ‘interim status’ countries). Issues 
raised in section 7: 

�  Broad aid architecture issue 
�  Fragmentation of allocation decision-making 

fragile vs non-fragile countries 
�  Criteria for allocation 

�  Global level: WP on FTI 
financing 

11) Stakeholder 
mapping (Annex 2) 

 

�  Country-level fragility: How are ‘fragile 
countries’ represented as ‘stakeholders’ in 
FTI compact? Stakeholders - not partners? 
Countries sitting at FTI SC include Ghana, 
Guyana, Ethiopia, Mozambique and Niger, 
among which Ethiopia is CAFS – but does it 
‘represent’ fragile countries?  

�  Within-country fragility: How is within-country 
fragility recognised and taken into account in 
country-level FTI/education sector 
governance arrangements, and in education 
policy development and education activities 
generally? 

�  Global level: WP on aid 
effectiveness & 
governance: Study FTI 
global governance 
arrangements including 
issues of representation, 
constituency etc.  

�  Country studies for 
country-level issues 
(governance, and actual 
education delivery) 

12) Detailed result 
chains (Annex 3) 

 

In all of them: Pay special attention to fragile 
countries when analysing use and impact of 

EPDF and capacity building issues in general, 
especially link between capacity development 

and ‘programme’ (financial) support 

�  Global level: WP on 
capacity development 

�  Country studies 
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Aspects of 
evaluation 

FTI & Fragile States issues  Possible instruments  

13) Detailed result 
chain for financing:  

Special attention to fragile states/fragility, 
funding modalities, domestic financing (large 

number of competing high priorities), and 
priorities within education sector (beyond UPC) 

�  Global level: WP on 
financing 

�  Country studies 

14) Detailed result 
chain for policy 

Special attention to fragile states wrt to attention 
paid to policy development capacity building 
and ‘progressivity’ in policy development and 

implementation 

�  Global level: WP on 
capacity development and 
WP on policy and planning 

�  Country studies  
15) Detailed result 
chain for capacity 

�  See above general point about use and 
impact of EPDF.  

�  Capacity is weaker in fragile states/situations 
and capacity to identify need for, and 
priorities in capacity building is also weaker 
(weak demand): Is EPDF equipped for this? 

�  Attention to CB of external stakeholders 
such as NGOs and donors (and civil society 
as a whole): Especially important in fragile 
states – To what extent has this been done 

�  Global level: WP on 
capacity development 

�  Country studies 

16) Detailed result 
chain for data 

 

Data often (very) poor in fragile situations and/or 
‘fragility pockets’. Investigate at global and 

country level 

�  All WPs to pay attention to 
paucity of data in fragile 
states (in so far as all 
need data/info on their 
topics) 

�  WP on data 
�  Country studies 

17) Detailed result 
chain for aid 
effectiveness 

See point above on relevance of ‘classical’ aid 
effectiveness concept in fragile situations 

As in points 1), 6) and 9) 
above 

18) Timeline Country studies to include a timeline of events 
related to education policy devt and 

achievements including milestones in FTI 
process. This should include major political and 
socio-economic events beyond education sector 

among others to capture issues of fragility 

�  Country studies 
�  FTI timeline in general 
�  FTI and Fragile States 

timeline? 

Checklist of questions for country studies 

The questions below are proposed for country studies to address. They would need 
to be woven into the rest of the methodology for the studies. 

Proposed questions 

CS 1. Views of stakeholders on relevance of FTI goals in fragile states (special 
importance of looking beyond UPC/EFA in fragile situations; aid effectiveness 
perhaps less important than broader concept of effectiveness of support to state-
building �  may need different ‘indicators’ and perhaps priorities including in specific 
sectors) 

CS 2. Issues deserving special attention with regard to ‘value added of FTI’: 
a. FTI as a ‘vertical’ compact vs multi-sectoral approaches 
b. Term of engagement vs fragile countries’ need for long term 
planning horizon 
c. Realistic planning 
d. ‘Coupling’ between early implementation and further capacity 
development? 
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CS 3. Does education planning and monitoring/reviewing mechanisms cover fragility 
issues and how (e.g. including an assessment of the ‘fragility’ of the country as a 
whole and effect on education, or an identification of ‘fragile pockets/groups’ and 
specific assessment of education developments for these)? 

CS 4. Link between education/FTI governance arrangements and ‘emergency’ 
support/ broader dialogue on fragility (including political engagement) at the country 
level ��  To what extent have FTI processes been ‘insulated’ from possible ‘ups 
and downs’ of the broader government/donor partnership relation – sectoral and 
general?   

CS 5. Has there been any attention paid to fragility in education capacity building 
activities, through EPDF and others (e.g. differential approach with greater focus on 
remote/poor/weak areas etc.)? 

CS 6. Funding modalities, domestic funding, funding priorities within education 
sector: Are these problematic in the country context? To what extent do related 
issues arise from perceived/actual ‘fragility’ and which aspect(s) of fragility play out? 

CS 7. Attention paid to policy development capacity building: how has this been 
done; to what extent is this about ‘reconstructing’ capacity lost due to fragility; to 
what extent has it succeeded in expanding space for domestic policy-making? 

CS 8. How close to the FTI Indicative Framework is the country’s policy framework? 
Was there implicitly an idea of progressivity applied? Was this justified by 
perceived/actual fragility?  

CS 9. If EPDF support was available/ called for, how did this occur (requested by? 
For?)? To what extent is capacity development ‘demand-driven’ and what are the 
constraints to this?  

CS 10. Capacity development beyond government: rationale, modalities, targets, 
effects?  

CS 11. Data: Are they disaggregated to allow link to and monitoring of education and 
within-country fragility? Assessment of particular weaknesses (and possibly 
strengths) in data availability and in accountability systems and assessment of extent 
to which weaknesses/strengths are caused/linked to fragility.   

Checklist of issues to mainstream ‘fragile states’ in other workstreams 
In this section, the issues which it is proposed that other workstreams should 
address in relation to FTI and fragile states have been integrated within the scope of 
the working papers as envisaged in the proposal. Italic fonts are used for extracts of 
the proposal; regular fonts are used for what is proposed for specific attention in 
relation to FTI and fragile states. 

Working Paper 1: FTI governance and Aid Effectiveness 
Should investigate: 

·  How ‘education and fragility’ and ‘fragile states/partnerships’ were taken into 
account in the governance of the FTI itself – at global and country level 
o Country-level fragility: How are ‘fragile countries’ represented as 

‘stakeholders’ in FTI compact? Stakeholders - not partners? Countries sitting 
at FTI SC include Ghana, Guyana, Ethiopia, Mozambique and Niger, among 
which Ethiopia is CAFS – but does it ‘represent’ fragile countries?  
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o Within-country fragility: How is within-country fragility recognised and taken 
into account in country-level FTI/education sector governance arrangements, 
and in education policy development and education activities generally?  

o Assessing governance arrangements including communication: How well did 
FTI succeed in linking up with groups working on fragility & education?  

·  Implications of aid architecture and principles underpinning aid effectiveness 
policies and practices for fragile states/situations. Relevance/value added of FTI 
in such countries/situations, existence of alternative change theory? In particular: 
o Views of stakeholders on relevance of FTI goals in fragile states (special 

important of looking beyond UPC/EFA in fragile situations; aid effectiveness 
perhaps less important than broader concept of effectiveness of support to 
state-building �  may need different ‘indicators’ and perhaps priorities 
including in specific sectors) 

o Return to ‘assumptions’ on how FTI contribute to goals above and assess 
extent to which assumptions have a chance to hold in fragile states/ 
situations: sound sector policies; greater efficiency and sustained increase in 
aid for primary education; adequate and sustainable domestic financing; 
increased accountability for sector results. 

o Similar assessment for FTI principles: country ownership, benchmarking, 
support linked to performance, lower transaction costs, transparency 

o Term of engagement vs fragile countries’ need for long term planning 
horizon 

o Theory of change may differ for fragile states:  PRS ��  State building;  Aid 
effectiveness ��  Effectiveness of support to state building/ permanent 
peace; Partnership ��  ???; Mutual accountability ��  Shared 
responsibility 

·  Implications of donor policies and practices vis-à-vis FTI and general funding of 
basic education, for fragile states/situations 
o Investigate issue of FTI resource allocation in fragile states vs ‘non-fragile 

states’ (looking among others at discussions around CF replenishment and 
recent decision of not opening CF to ‘interim status’ countries). Issues raised 
in section 7: Broad aid architecture issue; Fragmentation of allocation 
decision-making fragile vs non-fragile countries; Criteria for allocation 

 
The analysis and assessment done in the WP on FTI governance and aid 
effectiveness will triangulate the analysis and assessment of the WP on FTI and 
fragile states and situations. 
 

Working Paper 2: FTI Influence on Education Policy and Planning 

Should investigate: 

�  Balance between various EFA goals and MDGs. This should include an 
assessment of the relevance of the FTI focus on EFA versus other education 
priorities (an especially relevant issue in fragile states/ situations). It is linked to 
the topic on basic education in wider sector and national planning approach. Is 
FTI helping (and how) to address the fundamental question of what the education 
system should look like to contribute to the transformation of a fragile state into a 
resilient state?  

o FTI as a vertical compact vs multi-sectoral approaches 
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o EFA/UPC ��  Beyond primary education  

�  Issues in quality and expansion (including the nature of trade-offs), including in 
relation to fragile states/ situations. While the most visible effect of fragility is often 
a decrease in access, quality is often equally seriously affected (WB 2005). Has 
this been considered and how in the FTI influence on policy and planning? 

�  Scope and influence of the FTI basic indicator approach, and its strengths and 
weaknesses. Investigate the rationale behind development of Progressive 
Framework. Is the ‘interim status’ ‘doing away’ with indicators? How will progress 
along the Progressive Framework be ‘measured’? Special attention to fragile 
states with regard to ‘progressivity’ in policy development and implementation? 

�  Incentives issues. In fragile states local and national incentives may be more 
significantly mis-aligned than in non-fragile situations. Did FTI arrangements to 
influence policy and planning take this into account, e.g. for countries moving 
in/out of fragility or for pockets of fragility? 

�  Time horizon. In fragile states/situations donor engagement and the time horizon 
for achieving policy objectives is a matter of several decades. Does FTI facilitate 
thinking in this way? 

�  Does FTI pay special attention to special needs of development of policy capacity 
in fragile countries? 

�  Does FTI promote realistic planning, especially in fragile countries? 
 
The analysis and assessment done in the WP on FTI governance and aid 
effectiveness will triangulate the analysis and assessment of the WP on FTI and 
fragile states and situations. 

Working Paper 3: Financing EFA and Issues in PFM 

Aggregate analysis of FTI finance (in context of ov erall financing for 
education) 

Trends in level of pledges and disbursements to FTI by donor; trends in aid flows for 
education by donor, country, and education subsector; comparative context of EFA 
financial gap estimates and other political pledges to education; distribution of FTI 
commitments and disbursements across countries (equity analysis); analysis of 
reasons for apparent inequities (particularly institutional and political context); and 
operational efficiency of disbursement procedures overall and by country.  

This analysis will be attentive to fragile states as a group: (i) as far as possible, trend 
analyses will be conducted for fragile states versus non-fragile states41 (based on a 
definition of the ‘population’ of fragile states agreed upon by the team); (ii) ‘fragility’ 
(multiple dimensions and levels) will be explored as a potential factors behind 
inequities and variations of operational efficiency of disbursement procedures. From 
section 8.1.: 

·  Pay attention to terms of engagement and sustainability issues 

                                            
41 However, it is likely that data availability will be poor (possibly less so for the sub-group of FTI-
endorsed fragile states). This will therefore limit the extent to which financing patterns can be 
analysed for fragile states as a group. 
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·  Investigate issue of FTI resource allocation in fragile states vs ‘non-fragile states’ 
(looking among others at discussions around CF replenishment and recent 
decision of not opening CF to ‘interim status’ countries). Issues raised in section 
7: Broad aid architecture issue; Fragmentation of allocation decision-making 
fragile vs non-fragile countries; Criteria for allocation 

·  Special attention to fragile states/fragility with regard to funding modalities and 
alignment issues, domestic financing (large number of competing high priorities), 
and priorities within education sector (beyond UPC) 

Country-level analysis of FTI finance (in context o f overall financing for 
education, and with special focus on endorsed count ries)  

Trends in overall public budget by sector, by source of financing (domestic or 
external with particular attention to aid modalities); trends in share of education 
budgets allocated to primary education; trends in domestic financing for education (in 
many countries this will be complicated by additionality issues, depending on aid-
modalities); trends in external financing for education by aid-modality (again in many 
countries this will be complicated by additionality issues); financial sustainability of 
the education budget; FTI in the context of financial frameworks underpinning sector 
plans (financial gaps, FTI indicative framework) 

This will be done in fragile countries as in the others, with particular attention to: 
�  Issues of funding modalities and alignment issues, domestic financing (large 

number of competing high priorities), and priorities within education sector 
(beyond UPC). 

�  Terms of engagement and sustainability issues 

Links between sector plan financial frameworks, education budgets, releases and 
spending patterns (during the case studies, existing survey data may help to shed 
light on the beneficiary receipt of funds and financial equity issues); FTI financial 
management processes at country level and how they fit into public sector financial 
management processes (particularly education budget cycle processes), including 
issues of predictability, timeliness.  

These topics are expected to be covered mainly through country studies. In so far as 
the sample includes fragile states the synthesis will assess whether patterns differ 
for fragile and ‘non-fragile states’. Special attention will be paid to: 
�  Funding modalities and alignment issues in relation to perceived/actual greater 

system weakness in fragile contexts 
�  Whether FTI promote realistic planning especially in fragile contexts 

Working Paper 4: Data analysis and monitoring for the FTI 
Scope of the Working Paper: 

·  State of knowledge about progress towards EFA goals including UPC 

·  Weaknesses in data at global and country levels 

·  Approaches to use and analysis of data at global and national levels 

·  Efforts and possibilities for addressing data weaknesses 

·  Overview of FTI efforts to address data gap 
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·  Use of data at below-national levels in countries 

·  FTI's own data management and M&E strategy 
All topics will be reviewed bearing in mind the need to investigate/assess special 
challenges faced in relation to data and monitoring in fragile states/situations (at 
country level); and the implications of poor availability and use of data in fragile 
states/situations for FTI as a whole. The working paper will also draw implications 
arising from the findings on data and monitoring, for the other ‘gaps’ that the FTI 
aims to bridge (especially, accountability and policy), with again special attention 
paid to fragile states/ situations. From section 8.1.: 
�  Take account of and draw on existing fragility monitoring systems (conflict 

impact/ risk assessments, data disaggregation etc.) and make suggestions as to 
how they could be strengthened to better enable monitoring link between 
education and fragility (country and within-country level) 

�  Investigate actual role and assess potential role of political economy analyses to 
education reform in all contexts (fragile and ‘non-fragile’) and draw implications 
for FTI M&E. 

 

Working Paper 5: Capacity development 

The paper should pay particular attention to the extent to which support to capacity 
development and ‘programmatic’ (financial) support are ‘coupled’. This is linked to 
issues of pre-requisites, minimal level of capacity before extending financial support 
etc. Moreover, in most situations capacity should continue to be developed while 
programme implementation is under way. How is this done, including what are the 
links between EPDF and CF support and how well do they work? What other (non-
EPDF) options for support to capacity development do FTI countries have? These 
questions are particularly important in the case of fragile countries which would opt 
for the interim status (see section 7).  

Review of EPDF: relevance, efficiency and effectiveness, selection of CD areas, 
modalities, and changes in the EPDF's governance 

The analysis will pay special attention to the use and impact of EPDF in fragile 
states. This will include an assessment of the obstacles to higher take-up by 
fragile states (considering that their greater weakness should have made them 
greater users of the EPDF, but demand is likely to be weaker because of weaker 
capacity of identifying needs/priorities).  

The selection of CD areas will also be analysed against the priorities of CD in 
fragile states identified or implied in the analyses reviewed in this working paper 
(e.g. capacity development at local levels, of civil society, NGOs and donors; 
focus on policy development capacity; focus on teacher and teacher training 
management systems; focus on accountability systems etc.) 

Capacity development at individual, organisational and institutional level versus 
technical, gap-filling solutions; capacity development as an endogenous process 

The analysis will investigate the extent to which, in fragile states/situations, the 
degree of ‘exogeneity’ of CD interventions can be higher and whether technical, 
gap-filling solutions can be useful in the short-term; the implications in terms of 
short-term and long-term strategies and transition process etc.  
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Specific topics that are of relevance in relation to fragile states/situations:  

�  Coordinated and aligned CD programmes: but greater difficulties to align in fragile 
states/situations as often no government CD plan);  

�  Reduction in PIUs may not be feasible at least in short term? 

�  Three-pronged approach (individual, organisation, and institutional framework): 
Feasible?  

�  Endogenous – donor-supported, not donor-driven: See above, greater exogeneity 
to start with?  

�  CD as core goal, not collateral objective: Surely even truer but is this usually 
recognised/ done, especially in fragile contexts where immediate service delivery 
objectives may more easily take precedence because of acute needs?  

�  TA strategy (reduce fragmentation; synchronise individual, organisational, and 
institutional changes; balance international/ national and phasing out): Collier and 
Chauvet’s work suggests that (i) TA is not useful in fragile countries, before an 
incipient turnaround emerges; (ii) TA is potentially highly instrumental to 
accelerate the transformation of incipient turnaround into sustained turnaround. 
Implications for TA in education sector and for FTI efforts at bridging capacity 
gap?  

�  Best fit, not best practice (contextualise); Political/socio-economic and 
technical/functional analyses: Not either/or, both are needed  

�  Integrate sectoral with overall public service reform: But what if overall public 
service reform is lagging behind or even unhelpful, which often happens in fragile 
states/situations? 

�  Include diaspora in CD planning 

�  Profile of TA. 
 


