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SUMMARY
1. The aim of this report, the first of its type for DFID, is to provide a concise, independent assessment of DFID’s overall effectiveness. It is largely based on a desk review of performance assessment and evaluation reports produced since 1997, supported by interviews with some DFID staff. It is a test of what can be said about DFID’s effectiveness based on existing performance assessment material. It follows, therefore, that it is also a test of DFID’s current performance assessment systems.

Assessing DFID’s effectiveness 
(Section 2)
2. International development agencies which, like DFID, are orientated towards the Millennium Development Goals face real challenges in assessing their performance. One of these is the distance between the policies, activities and outputs over which DFID has relatively more control, and the longer-term, collective development goals to which DFID’s efforts are ultimately aimed, but over which it has limited influence. Performance measures which concentrate on the former – organisational effectiveness – will be direct and attributable, but will say little about all-important development outcomes.  Measures which concentrate on the latter – development effectiveness – will be highly relevant, but difficult to connect directly to DFID’s activities. This distinction has important implications for performance reporting and accountability.


What is assessed
Accountability

Development effectiveness
Development outcomes
All governments, international agencies, civil society organisations, and the corporate sector.


Intermediate outcomes
DFID and partners

Organisational effectiveness
Outputs / deliverables

Processes
DFID






Inputs


3. This report has taken three approaches to assessing DFID’s corporate effectiveness. First, by reviewing the extent to which DFID’s policy, processes and resources have improved over the past five years (section 4).  Second, by reviewing DFID’s achievements in its bilateral and multilateral programmes as evaluated by the main performance assessment systems (section 5). Taken together, these first two approaches provide an assessment of DFID’s organisational effectiveness. And third, by assessing the extent to which it is possible to identify DFID’s contribution to observed changes in development outcomes.  

Organisational effectiveness : policy and process 
(Section 3)

4. The last few years have seen a greater consensus on the goals of international development assistance, and on what works in what context, than at any time before. The challenge for DFID, as for other development agencies, has been to adapt itself organisationally to meet the opportunity that this consensus offers.

5. Only tentative conclusions can be drawn regarding the quality of DFID’s policy, processes and resources as these are only partly covered by DFID’s current performance assessment systems. The limited evidence from these and other sources nevertheless suggests that DFID has become a more effective development agency since 1997.

6. The recent DAC Peer Review of UK Development Co-operation Policies and Programmes highlighted a number of positive policy changes since 1997 that have reinforced DFID’s reputation as a leading donor and brought the programme in line with good international practice. The new International Development Bill, and the substantial increase in DFID’s budget, exemplifies the change in priority and policy which has occurred. 

7. This positive picture of change needs to be qualified in three ways. First, in some respects the period since1997 represents more of an acceleration of existing trends than a step-change. Second, implementing some of the policy changes, such as achieving policy coherence across the UK Government, have presented challenges. Third, the extent to which DFID is, overall and in practice, a more strategic organisation may be less than implied by the volume of strategies produced.

8. DFID has also sought to improve the process by which development assistance is provided. Aid administration has been brought closer to local decisions and needs with the opening of more country offices; increased emphasis has been placed on aid co-ordination and on reducing aid transaction costs; and greater prominence has been given to policy influence and partnership. Working out the meaning and implications of a partnership approach is now an important challenge for DFID.

9. DFID has become a strong proponent of sector programmes and budget support. This is a significant shift, with major implications for the way that DFID and its’ partners work and for approaches to performance assessment and learning.
10. DFID’s financial resources are now better deployed than in the mid-1990’s. There is general agreement that aid needs to be better targeted at poor countries with large numbers of poor people and, more contentiously, to countries with a better policy and institutional environment. The data suggests that that DFID is, overall, managing both to increase the proportion of its bilateral country aid going to poorer countries, and to increase the proportion going to countries with a favourable policy environment. Substantial changes in orientation have also occurred within country programmes.
11. Some programme rationalisation is beginning to occur, with a reduction in the number of sectors and activities supported in some country programmes, and (by 2003/04) in the number of countries receiving bilateral aid. There is scope for further rationalisation, and for an approach to bilateral and multilateral resource allocation which balances need and effectiveness more consistently and explicitly. A resource allocation review is now in progress. 
Bilateral and multilateral performance 
(Section 4)
12. Over 1400 reports, including all Project Completion Reports (PCRs) since 1990, were consulted in preparing this report. The large volume of performance assessment material has not provided as much reliable evidence on DFID’s effectiveness as had been hoped. The representativeness, utility and credibility of some parts of DFID’s performance assessment system is doubtful. Though improving in some respects, the value of most of the systems for corporate performance reporting is, at the moment, limited.

13. Different measures of activity performance give different results. Based on a simple count of a sample of PCRs, around 75% of interventions exiting during 1999 and 2000 reported satisfactory achievement. The findings from the very small number of independent, ex post evaluation reports give a less favourable picture of effectiveness, as do more up-to-date measures of performance obtained from the Performance Reporting System for Management (PRISM). Overall, it is not possible to say with any confidence whether performance has improved or deteriorated since 1990. 

14.  No comparative rating of DFID country programme performance is possible on the basis of the reviews available. Although improving, the annual review process is relatively new and is hampered by the limitations of Country Strategy Papers (CSPs) as frameworks for performance assessment. Many of the programmes are rapidly expanding and significantly changing. Contributions to improved governance, economic management, health and education in Asia and Africa are nevertheless identifiable. 

15. More detailed and independent country performance reviews have been completed for four country programmes : Brazil, Ukraine, Russia and Ghana. These suggest that performance has been variable, both within and between country programmes, but that the overall impact has been positive. There is evidence, especially in Africa and South Asia, that DFID programmes have been over-optimistic, particularly in expectations about the speed of institutional reform and the effective demand for improved governance.

16. The process for assessing multilateral programme performance is also relatively new and, as for country programmes, suffers from weaknesses in the strategy papers. This limits the extent to which it can yet provide a basis for assessing DFID’s effectiveness, including the quality of its contribution and partnership, as distinct from the effectiveness of the multilateral institution itself. Over time, and to the extent possible, it is desirable that the allocation of DFID’s resources should be based on a more objective and explicit measurement of the organisational and development effectiveness of the multilateral institutions themselves, as well as on the effectiveness of DFID’s contribution. 

17. The performance review of the United Nations Fund for Women (UNIFEM) found important progress in almost all areas, as well as the basis for a good partnership with DFID. This shows that, for small multilateral organisations, DFID can have a significant positive impact. At a central level, there have been organisational improvements in both the European Community and the World Bank, to which DFID has contributed. At a country level, DFID’s effectiveness in relation to multilateral institutions appears to be more mixed. Direct funding of multilateral programmes by DFID country offices is an example where policy consistency and monitoring needs to be improved.

Evaluation lessons
(Section 5)

18. Evaluation reports provide clear evidence of the positive evolution of DFID’s approach over the 1990’s, and of lessons that have been learnt. There has been a significant improvement in the understanding of poverty reduction with associated improvements in project design. There has also been a significant shift in project approaches towards a more holistic, and broader focus, both in the range of their outputs and in demonstrating a better understanding of institutional, social and economic factors.

19. Although much has changed, the lessons and criticisms contained in the 44 independent evaluation reports produced since 1997 remain relevant. Important lessons include :

· long-term engagement is key. Over-ambition and unrealistic expectations, coupled with insufficiently long programmes and the pressure to comply with the latest policy, are recurring criticisms (5.3-4)

· The need for an appropriate balance between support for social and other sectors, and between different approaches to poverty reduction (5.5-7)

· The benefits of sector programmes compared to project interventions need to be tempered by a critical appreciation of what is required for their success (5.10-14). 
20. Criticisms contained in the reports include insufficient interdisciplinary teamwork; weak monitoring and evaluation systems; and the observation that gender and environmental rhetoric has generally been significantly in advance of practice. 

DFID’s contribution to development progress
(Section 6)  

21. There is good evidence that substantial development progress has been made over the last decade, albeit unevenly, and that development assistance has, overall, made a positive contribution. This evidence is summarised in  Annex D. To what extent has DFID itself made a positive contribution to this progress, and is its contribution increasing?

22. These questions are extremely difficult to answer. Attribution is the major problem for DFID, as it is for all development agencies that have adopted the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) as the focus of their work. Demonstrating the causal link between DFID’s activities and changes in any of the MDG indicators is virtually impossible. It is also questionable whether such attribution is appropriate given the shared nature of the goals. The MDG’s are of limited use, by themselves, as performance measures for individual agencies such as DFID.  

23. Assessing DFID’s contribution to national development outcomes is more feasible, but still challenging. A consistent finding of evaluation reports is that impacts on poverty and other development outcomes are inherently hard to assess. In most cases it is not possible to attribute changes in development outcomes in a specific country to aid in general, or to sector programmes, let alone to an individual donor. This is not to deny the balance of evidence which suggests a strong positive link between aid and economic growth in developing countries. DFID programme reviews also report significant  contributions to improved governance, economic management, health and education in Asia and Africa (Table 3 and Annexes A and B). The general problem nevertheless remains: the evidence on development impacts is patchy, and generally lacks sufficient information on the links between DFID’s inputs and interventions on the one hand, and the positive outcomes observed on the other. 

24. The importance of aid and/or DFID’s assistance relative to the size of the country is an important consideration. DFID’s contribution to national development outcomes is, for example, likely to be far more significant in Uganda than in China. Logic suggests that DFID needs to match its assessment ambition and methods to the context, and to make greater use of intermediate performance measures in countries where DFID is a minor donor and/or aid a minor factor.

Assessing effectiveness better

(Section 7)

25. DFID’s performance assessment and evaluation systems have evolved significantly in recent years, and have a number of strengths. However, as a basis for corporate management, performance reporting and accountability, current systems are not yet adequate. The project and programme-level performance information is insufficiently reliable, while the country- and institutional-level systems are new and do not yet provide the basis for assessing DFID’s performance. Compared with some other agencies, DFID spends a much lower proportion of its budget on independent evaluation, and evaluates a much lower proportion of its activities. 

26. Quality and utility are concerns. Individual systems have been added and developed over time, but to a different timescale from policy and practice. The result is a complex historical accretion of systems, not all of which fully inform, nor fully connect with, current objectives and planning systems. This is consistent with the recent NAO report on performance management in DFID, which suggested that a sharper focus on performance measurement in medium term planning and review activity was required.

27. The way forward needs to start with a policy and strategic plan for performance assessment and evaluation within DFID, with systems designed or re-designed to meet clear, specific and consistent objectives. This will involve distinguishing between, for example, what is needed for internal management at different levels and what is needed for accountability to different external stakeholders. A clear derivation from an overall strategic framework, such as the new Public Service Agreement/Service Delivery Agreement, is essential.

28. An overall, reliable picture of corporate effectiveness can only be derived from linked systems and an appropriate range of methods. Multiple sources of evidence, and multiple methods, are required. DFID needs to ensure that there is a credible performance ‘ladder’, based on a solid foundation of individual activity and process assessment, which spans organisational and development effectiveness, and which links its work to higher order development impacts. Clear distinctions are required between DFID’s performance and that of its partners. Quality and credibility need to be enhanced by providing increased support and training for operational staff and a greater degree of independent verification. 

Conclusions

(Section 8)

29. It is not possible, on the basis of current performance assessment systems, to provide a complete and confident answer to the question: ‘how effective is DFID?’ Measures of organisational quality suggest DFID’s effectiveness is likely to be increasing. Better policy, better strategy, better process and better-directed resources should, other things being equal, be leading to better results. There are also many examples of positive impact, and of indications that that DFID has made a positive contribution to development progress. 

30. There is, nevertheless, a clear gap between what DFID aspires to achieve, and what it can confidently demonstrate that it has achieved. It is acknowledged that this gap is to some extent an inherent feature of development assistance. However, until DFID gives a higher priority to performance assessment and evaluation, this gap will remain larger than it need be. As DFID has already recognised, a new policy and strategic plan for performance assessment and evaluation should be the starting point. DFID needs to be more confident about independent verification and assessment by its partners and others, and to increase the resources allocated to evaluation. Equally important, but more difficult, will be to increase the incentives for openness, learning and accountability within the organisation.

31. Three other general conclusions are offered for discussion :

· DFID needs to be more realistic in what it sets out to achieve, and to recognise that a long-term approach to both design and implementation is essential for success. This applies as much to support for sector wide approaches and Poverty Reduction Strategies as to projects. 

· In many respects DFID is more strategic than it was. Whether DFID is a sufficiently strategic organisation may, however, be questioned. There is no single, overall strategic plan which guides the allocation and deployment of DFID resources, and some uncertainty about how the different objective statements should be operationalised.  Clarity at this level is required both for strategic resource allocation and performance assessment. 

· Partnership is an increasingly important theme across DFID. There is a need for greater clarity and consistency about what partnership means; about how partnership performance is assessed; and about how resources are to be allocated between partners. This in turn highlights the need for a systematic approach to assessing the relative effectiveness of all its partners - governments, multilateral institutions and NGOs – and for building up partners’ monitoring and evaluation capacity upon which DFID will become increasingly reliant for evidence of its ultimate impact.

1.
Introduction

1.1 The aim of this report is to provide a concise, independent assessment of DFID’s overall effectiveness. This, the first report of this type for DFID, is a prototype for what may become a regular part of DFID’s performance reporting, possibly commissioned every three to five years. It is a test of what can be said about DFID’s effectiveness based on existing performance assessment material. It follows, therefore, that it is also a test of DFID’s current performance assessment systems.

1.2 Assessing development effectiveness is becoming increasingly important for both external and internal reasons. Externally, development agencies are under pressure to account better for their expenditures. In part this reflects government-wide efforts in many donor countries towards improved performance measurement. For some bilateral and multilateral agencies it also represents a defensive response to declining aid budgets, and to the concern that aid has failed to deliver.
 ‘Aid fatigue’ needs to be countered. Internally, more accurate measures of development effectiveness are recognised as being crucial for the agency itself. Development agencies need to know what they have achieved, and to understand why, if performance is to be improved.  

1.3 In parallel with these external pressures, aid policy and practice is changing in ways that make accounting for development impacts more challenging. Increasing recognition of the value of partnerships and collective effort has made shared accountability and attribution more of a reality. Increasing use of sector and budgetary aid, a greater engagement with wider development issues such as trade and conflict, and an increasing emphasis on policy influence, are testing monitoring and evaluation systems which were mostly designed and developed in an era when development assistance was more project focused.

Scope of the report

1.4 This is not a review of all DFID’s activities. Rather, it limits itself to the areas of DFID’s work for which there is a significant quantity of review and evaluation material. The intention is to present an independent synthesis of the material, and to limit the conclusions to those that can be justified by the evidence available. 

1.5 This report is intended to complement DFID’s own annual Departmental Report, and the two recently completed external reviews of DFID : the Peer Review of UK Development Co-operation Policies and Programmes by the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC), and the review of Performance Management by the National Audit Office (NAO). The distinguishing feature of this report is its focus on the actual evidence available from DFID’s formal performance assessment systems.

Information sources

1.6 The report is largely based on a review of DFID performance assessment material produced since 1997. It also draws on all Project Completion Reports since 1990. A total of over 1400 reports have been consulted in preparing this report (Table 1).

Table 1 : Time period covered by the information sources used
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1.7 While the volume of material available is impressive, it has not provided as much evidence on DFID’s effectiveness as had been hoped. The work has raised doubts over the representativeness, utility and credibility of some parts of DFID’s performance assessment system. Much of the material provides a lagged picture of DFID performance, and most is self-assessment. Compared with some other agencies, DFID has a very limited amount of independent evaluation evidence on which to base an assessment of effectiveness (para 7.11). Furthermore, DFID’s systems for assessing the performance of its country and multilateral programmes are relatively new and are still being developed. Though improving, their value for corporate performance measurement is, at the moment, limited.  

1.8 These limitations should be borne in mind when reading this report. The issue of how DFID’s performance assessment systems can provide a better basis for any future effectiveness report is considered towards the end of the report. 

Report structure

1.9 The report begins with a discussion of effectiveness in Section 2 : what it is; how it can be assessed; and the difference between organisational and development effectiveness. 

1.10 Sections 3 and 4 – on organisational effectiveness – are the core of the report. DFID’s organisational effectiveness is assessed in two ways. First, by reference to general indicators of policy and process (section 3). And second, by reference to the performance of DFID’s bilateral and multilateral programmes as measured by the main performance assessment systems (section 4). The main lessons identified by the review and evaluation material are then summarised in Section 5.

1.11 Section 6 looks at what can be said about DFID’s contribution to development effectiveness. Section 7 presents a critique of the performance assessment systems, and a suggested way forward. The report ends with a statement of the main conclusions, and the implications for DFID.  

2.
What is effectiveness?

2.1 At its simplest, effectiveness may be defined as the extent to which a development activity or programme has achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives. 

2.2 DFID has different levels of objectives. At the highest level, DFID has a single aim – the elimination of poverty in poorer countries – and three specific objectives. DFID’s Public Service Agreement (PSA) is focused on contributing to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). It details time-bound, quantified targets detailing the outcomes to which DFID aims to contribute. The Service Delivery Agreement (SDA) details the processes and outputs that DFID will deliver, and be accountable for, as its contribution to the Public Service Agreement targets.

2.3 DFID also sets objectives for its work at country level, and in relation to its work with major partners, such as multilateral agencies and non-governmental organisations (NGOs). These are set out in Country Strategy Papers, Institutional Strategy Papers, and partnership agreements respectively.

2.4 Finally, all discrete activities costing more than £ 250,000 will have a statement of the outputs which will be produced, the immediate outcomes expected (the purpose), and the development impacts to which the outputs and immediate outcomes will contribute (the goal).  

Measuring corporate effectiveness

2.5 International development agencies face a much more difficult performance assessment challenge than do national government departments. They work in a very diverse range of countries, sectors and activities; in unstable and data-poor environments; and with the expectation that the full impact of their work will generally take many years to be realised. 

2.6 Development agencies have two basic options for measuring effectiveness at the corporate or country level. The first option is to measure the changes in selected high-level indicators, and then to assess the agency’s contribution to the changes observed. In DFID’s case these indicators will relate to desired development impacts, such as improved health outcomes.

2.7 The second option is to add up (aggregate) the outputs and/or immediate outcomes arising from the agency’s work at activity, country and institutional level, or to aggregate performance scores from the different levels. 

2.8 The first, top-down, approach faces a problem of attribution : to what extent have DFID activities contributed to observed changes in real-world outcomes, such as infant mortality rates? Would these changes have occurred anyway, or a lower level, or later? As will be shown in section 6, these are difficult questions to answer.

2.9 The second, bottom-up, approach faces problems of aggregation and relevance. Most development activities produce different, context-specific outputs and outcomes that are difficult to add together in a meaningful way. Scores or ratings are easier to add up, but are less meaningful. For example, the percentage of projects scored as ‘successful’ does not say anything about the contribution to development outcomes.  

2.10 DFID has evolved a mixture of these two approaches, with the relatively new MDG-led PSA and SDA top-down approach added to the older, more established reporting-up of information through reviews and reports. Partly in response to the recent report by the National Audit Office (NAO), DFID has also started to think about a balanced set of corporate indicators, including indications of the quality of processes, policies and resources.

Development effectiveness and organisational effectiveness

2.11 It is crucial, in view of the range of objectives set by DFID, as well as the inherent difficulties of measuring corporate effectiveness, to do two things : first, to distinguish between organisational and development effectiveness, and second, to recognise that the assessment of corporate effectiveness requires multiple systems and a combination of methods. 
2.12  Organisational effectiveness refers to the more direct, accountable and attributable measures of performance over which an agency has relatively more control or manageable interest: relevance, efficiency, and efficacy at the level of outputs and some intermediate outcomes. Organisational effectiveness can in turn be sub-divided into measures which relate to the quality of policy, process and resources - organisational quality – and those which relate to actual operational achievements : operational effectiveness. 
2.13 Development effectiveness refers to achievements in respect of less attributable, longer-term outcomes and impacts to which the agency efforts are ultimately aimed, and to which it contributes, but which are beyond the manageable, controllable interest of that agency alone. The overall hierarchy of organisational and development effectiveness is illustrated in Table 2 below.

Table 2 :  Organisational and Development Effectiveness


What is assessed
Accountability
Objective

statement

Development effectiveness
Development outcomes
All governments, international agencies, civil society organisations, and the corporate sector.
MDGs

PSA


Intermediate outcomes
DFID and partners


Organisational effectiveness
Outputs / deliverables

Process
DFID
SDA







Inputs



2.14 This distinction has important implications for performance reporting and accountability. DFID has strong interest in contributing to and assessing development outcomes: development effectiveness. However, it also needs to measure, and be accountable for, its own performance: organisational effectiveness. DFID cannot, as it sometimes shows signs of doing, seek to measure its performance primarily by reference to the performance of its partners or largely by reference to measures of development effectiveness. DFID’s organisational effectiveness is an essential part of the story. 

2.15 This leads on to the second point : the assessment of corporate effectiveness requires multiple systems and a combination of methods. No single system, measure or method can possibly provide a reliable, overall assessment of an international development agency like DFID. The process of compiling this report has revealed this very clearly. The assumption at the outset was that the formal performance systems were sufficiently developed to provide such an assessment. For reasons that are partly to do with the inherent difficulties of measuring effectiveness, and partly to do with the shortcomings of DFID’s performance measurement system, this assumption can now be seen to been overambitious or indeed incorrect. The implications for DFID’s systems are discussed in section 7.

3. Organisational effectiveness : policy and process
3.1 The last few years have seen a greater consensus on the goals of international development assistance, and on what works in what context, than at any time before. The eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) provide the framework for DFID’s work, and against which the collective effectiveness of the international community can be judged. Annex D provides a summary of overall development progress as measured against the MDGs. Data for the top twenty recipients of DFID bilateral assistance show substantial progress in many important aspects of development since 1990. This progress has been, and will continue to be, very uneven. While on current trends most of the MDG targets will be met in most regions, this is unlikely to be the case in most countries of Sub-Saharan Africa.

3.2 The consensus on development objectives has been matched by a growing consensus on the role and management of aid. There is good evidence that aid has contributed to economic growth and improved living standards in low-income countries, and could do more if better allocated and co-ordinated. It is also recognised that aid is only one, often minor, determinant of development progress (Annex D). The challenge for DFID, as for other development agencies, has been to adapt itself organisationally to meet the opportunity that this consensus offers.

3.3 Only tentative conclusions can be drawn in this report regarding the quality of DFID’s response. This study was not set up to answer these questions, and they are only partly addressed by DFID’s performance reporting systems. The limited evidence from these and other sources nevertheless suggests that DFID has become a more effective development agency since 1997.

3.4 This section asks three questions relating to organisational quality :

i. has DFID’s policy and strategy improved?

ii. has the process by which DFID provides and manages development assistance improved ? 

iii. has the quality (and quantity) of DFID’s inputs improved?

Policy and strategy

3.5 DFID’s policy and strategy has changed substantially in both quality and quantity. Since 1997 there has been an explosion in policy and strategy generation within DFID, as evidenced by the 2 White Papers, 9 Target Strategy Papers, 60 Country Strategy Papers, 20 Institutional Strategy Papers, and approximately 40 other policy documents. 

3.6 The result, according to the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) review, is that DFID now has an “ambitious and well-articulated policy framework, primarily focused on the achievement of the international development targets”. Positive changes highlighted by the review include :

· poverty reduction and a commitment to working to achieve the international development targets have become central to the UK’s development co-operation;

· a more comprehensive approach to promoting policy coherence;
· a commitment to working more closely with international partners;

· the decision to end the tying of all UK development assistance.

3.7 The overall conclusion of the DAC Review team was very positive :

“Since the last DAC Peer Review of the United Kingdom in 1997, a series of adjustments have been made which reinforce the United Kingdom’s reputation as a leading donor within the international community. Many of these changes constitute a significant departure from previous practices and bring the United Kingdom’s programme into line with good practices internationally”.

3.8 This, justifiably positive, picture of change needs to be qualified in three ways. First, in some respects the period since1997 represents more of an acceleration of existing trends than a step-change. DFID had already taken significant steps to becoming a more professional, poverty focused development agency, and to learning about poverty reduction, prior to 1997.
 The 1997 DAC review had concluded that DFID was already “one of the most professional and innovative aid agencies in either the bilateral and multilateral sectors”. What the 1997 White Paper did was to give DFID an even clearer sense of mission, and an even clearer focus on poverty reduction. Commercial considerations, such as the Aid and Trade Provision, have been removed.

3.9 Second, implementing some of the policy changes have presented challenges. The shift towards a more comprehensive approach to policy coherence within UK Government has been reflected in the wider and deeper engagement with ‘non-aid’ issues such as debt, conflict reduction, and trade policy. This reflects an understanding that these wider issues are at least as important as development assistance. The DAC review did, however, note that, for the UK, as for all DAC members, achieving policy coherence is difficult. It observed that, where domestic vested interests are strong, the outcomes “have not always been fully consistent with the objective of sustainable development”. Examples were cited in the areas of trade policy, arms exports, and export credits and guarantees. 

3.10 Third, the extent to which DFID is, overall and in practice, a more strategic organisation
 may be less than implied by the volume of strategies produced. The sheer volume of new strategy does suggest that DFID is more strategic than it was. Indeed, the number of new policies and strategies have led some to observe that DFID might even be ‘over-strategised’. The DAC review noted that there were signs of ‘initiative overload’ in overseas offices. It commented that ownership of the strategies outside the prime authoring department remained limited, and that the challenge of translating the many strategies into operational practice had received insufficient attention.

3.11 Furthermore, many of the strategies are more statements of intent, or well researched ‘how to’ guides, rather than long-range plans for allocating and deploying DFID resources to make the greatest contribution to specific goals. Little attention has been paid to the monitoring and evaluation of most of the strategies. More fundamentally, although there are many individual strategies and a clear overall vision, there is little or no guidance on relative priorities between the various strategies, and no long-term, strategic plan which guides resource allocation and which answers the key questions which DFID needs to answer.

3.12 It is helpful to recognise that the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) do not, on their own, provide sufficient guidance for policy. If the MDGs are the principal driver for DFID, are they to be met globally, regionally, or nationally? What priority is to be attached to each MDG? What balance is to be accorded between current need, likely progress towards the MDGs, and effectiveness? How are corporate objectives to be balanced against bottom-up (country,  regional or local) priorities? What is DFID’s comparative strength? What is an appropriate split between bilateral and multilateral contributions? 

3.13 This is linked to the issue of prioritisation. Despite recent moves DFID is still stretched thinly across a very large number of sectors, activities, countries and institutional partners (paras 3.24-25). This may, in part, reflect an inevitable lag between new policy and new practice. It is possible, however, that there is also a gap between rhetoric and reality. The number of DFID projects is a case in point. Far from decreasing in line with a policy shift towards budgetary support and sector wide assistance, the number of DFID bilateral projects increased by 10% between 1997/98 and 2000/01.
 

Process

3.14 In addition to the policy changes mentioned above, DFID has also sought to improve the process by which development assistance is provided.  Three key improvements can be identified :

· The greater prominence given to partnership and policy influence.
 This stems from a recognition that the international development targets cannot be achieved unilaterally: more can be achieved by working with others. This has greatly magnified the potential impact of DFID.

· Aid administration has been brought closer to local decisions, dialogues and needs with the opening of more country offices and further decentralisation. Country offices have improved the quality of DFID engagement with local development debates.
· DFID has placed increased emphasis on aid coordination and on reducing aid transaction costs for recipients.  The intended shift from projects to sector programmes and general budget support is key to this.
 As the DAC review observed, “DFID is delivering an increasing share of its aid in collaboration with other donors through development frameworks in support of partner country-led poverty reduction strategies”.    

3.15  In the initial period after 1997 DFID tended to pursue a relatively narrow bilateral approach to its influencing agenda with each of the major multilaterals. It is now recognized that this approach has its natural limits and can be counterproductive. The DAC Review raised the question of the appropriateness of a bilateral relationship with a multilateral institution and consistency of this with overall governance structures of the organisation and the interests of other members. DFID is aware of this, and is shifting to more collegiate approaches working with like-minded international stakeholders.

3.16 This raises the more general question of what partnership means for DFID. Partnership was a major theme of the first White Paper. DFID support, whether to countries, multilateral institutions, or Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs), is increasingly mediated through partnership agreements of different types. A large proportion, perhaps 75%, of DFIDs financial resources will be allocated and managed through large block grants to a relatively small number of partners (multilaterals, UK NGOs and budget support). 
3.17 This highlights the need for DFID to think across all its departments about how it relates to partners : how and in what circumstances a more collegiate, and less bilateral, approach might be preferable; how DFID’s performance in relation to partnerships can be assessed; how it selects which partners to work with; and how it allocates resources between partners.  DFID will also be increasingly reliant on mediated evidence of development impact. This suggests that greater attention will need to be paid to building monitoring and evaluation (M&E) capacity within partners, and to auditing the results of its partners’ M&E systems (para 7.14).
3.18 DFID is a strong proponent of sector programmes and general budget support. It accepts that the appropriate mix of aid instruments will vary from country to country, with the degree of concensus on policies and the capacity of the recipient to implement them as the most important variables, but the clear presumption is a shift from projects where possible. While the arguments for this shift of approach are strong, the assumption that this will lead to an improvement in aid effectiveness is as yet unproven. The evaluation of general budget support that has recently been commissioned by Evaluation Department is especially timely for this reason. 
Inputs 

3.19 There are reasons for believing that DFID’s financial resources are now better deployed than in the mid-1990’s. First, DFID’s resources are more clearly directed towards poverty reduction. DFID has begun to develop, and act upon, the implications of recent aid effectiveness research in respect of its bilateral aid allocations. There is general agreement that aid needs to be better targeted at poor countries with large numbers of poor people and, more contentiously, to those with ‘good ‘ policies and institutions (Annex E). Expenditure in Low Income Countries has increased from 65% of the country specific DFID programme in 1997/98 to 76% in 2000/01. This is the highest level for a decade.
 The percentage of UK total bilateral and imputed multilateral assistance directed at least-developed countries is above the DAC average, but well below that for many other DAC member countries and multilateral agencies (such the United Nations Development Programme and the International Development Association).

3.20 According to the latest Aid Framework, the percentage allocated to poorer countries is set to increase further by 2003/04. Allocations to Asia, and particularly India, are set to increase markedly. This is matched by a decline in the percentage allocated to Middle Income countries (Fig.1 below).
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3.21 The data suggests that that DFID is, overall, managing both to increase the proportion of its bilateral country aid going to poorer countries, and to increase the proportion going to countries with a favourable policy environment (see Annex E). This does not necessarily mean that the balance between ‘need’ and ‘performance’ is always clear or consistently applied. DFID is beginning, internally at least, to be more explicit about these judgements. Internal analysis acknowledges that there is scope for DFID to be more consistent in balancing need and likely performance in resource allocation. In Africa, some current poor performers with large numbers of poor people warrant more assistance, as do some good performers with which DFID has not been engaged for historical reasons (eg. in Francophone Africa). By implication, this should also mean reducing the priority accorded to some countries with which the UK has strong historical ties, particularly those that are likely to perform less well.  
3.22 While DFID has succeeded in directing more of its bilateral assistance towards the poorest countries, it has been less able to alter the proportion of total UK Official Development Assistance/Official Aid (oda/oa) going to these countries. While around three-quarters of UK bilateral aid went to low-income countries in 1999, around three-quarters of imputed UK multilateral aid went to middle and high-income countries. In total therefore, only around half of UK oda/oa went to low-income countries in 1999.
 The main reason for this is the high percentage of European Community (EC) aid going to middle and high-income countries.
3.23 DFID has less scope for changing the allocations to multilateral institutions, at least in the short to medium term. It is thus entirely right to concentrate, as it has done in the EC, on working to achieve a shift in agency allocations in favour of low-income countries. Short-term constraints should not, however, blind DFID to the potential and justification for changing its own allocations in the longer-term. The allocation of DFID’s resources should, as in the bilateral arena, be based on an explicit judgement of relative effectiveness (para 4.25).
Box 1 :

Changing Allocations : the case of the United Nations and the World Bank

Analysis of DFID’s contributions to multilateral institutions over the period 1989/90 – 2000/01 shows what can happen if relative effectiveness is not considered. The percentage allocation to different multilateral institutions has not changed dramatically over the decade, except in one respect. Whereas in 1989/90 DFID gave around three times more to the World Bank than to United Nations agencies
, by 2000/01 the World Bank received only 25% more. This change does not accord with DFID’s assessment of the actual and likely performance of the two institutions as outlined in the respective Institutional Strategy Papers.

3.24 DFID has started to rationalise and focus its programme in other ways. While the effect of the changes in policy since 1997 was initially to diversify and complicate country programmes, programme rationalisation is now beginning to occur. The number of activities and sectors which DFID supports has been reduced in some countries, and the average activity size has increased.
 Fifteen countries (out of a total of 137 in 2001/02) have also been identified for graduation from DFID bilateral aid. This will reduce the number of countries receiving country-specific bilateral aid by around 25% between 1997/98 and 2003/04. 
3.25 That said, programme rationalisation is not yet evident everywhere, nor in all the aggregate figures. A more pronounced dualistic pattern appears to be emerging: a small number of very large programmes, and a large number of very small programmes (Box 2). 
Box 2 :                           Bilateral programme trends

Activities

Since 1997, the number of active DFID projects of all sizes has increased by 10% (para XXX). The number of new commitments over £100,000 has remained fairly constant at around 600 per year. Around three-quarters of these are less than £1 m in size. The only significant change is the increased number of new commitments over £40 million. In 2000/01 just 9 new activities accounted for 43% of the total value of new PIMS commitments. This suggests that while an increasing proportion of DFID bilateral expenditure is being concentrated in a small number of activities (mainly budget and sector support), this has not been accompanied by any significant reduction in the number of other, relatively smaller, activities. 
Country programmes

A similar, if less pronounced, pattern is emerging in the country programmes. While the number of countries receiving aid is set to decrease, and the proportion of bilateral aid accounted for by the top 20 recipients is set to increase, there will continue to be a large number of very small country programmes (Table 4, Annex J). In 2003/04 around half of the 46 country programmes will spend less than £10 m per year, and around one-third less than £5 m.  At the other end of the scale, six country programmes will spend more than £70 m each, and together account for half of DFID bilateral country expenditure.

3.26 Substantial changes have also occurred within country programmes. The DFID programme in China, for example, has moved from Aid Trade Provision financed infrastructure projects on the relatively prosperous Eastern seaboard to health programmes in the impoverished central regions.  In Zambia, DFID’s support for education shifted significantly during the 1990’s from tertiary and secondary levels to the primary level.

3.27 Overall, it is fair to conclude that DFID resources are now better allocated than five years ago. Further work on strategic resource allocation is now in progress. In addition to these qualitative improvements, the volume of aid has increased from £2.2 bn in 1997/98 to £2.8 bn in 2000/01, and is set to rise further. Disbursement of increased aid might be expected to have been associated with some diminished returns and reduced ‘quality at entry’. The alternative view is that increases in DFID aid have merely partially offset cuts by other donors, particularly in Africa. This will have tended to increase the marginal value of DFID’s incremental investment.

4. 
Bilateral and multilateral performance 

4.1 Taken together, the three categories of quality indicators – policy, process and resources – reviewed in the previous section suggest that DFID’s organisational effectiveness should be increasing.  But by themselves, such indicators do not provide evidence that DFID’s effectiveness has actually increased. This judgement can only be made on the basis of DFID’s operational performance as measured by the performance assessment systems for its bilateral and multilateral programmes. To what extent is DFID delivering on the bilateral and multilateral programme objectives for which it is primarily accountable? Is it becoming more effective? 

Bilateral programme effectiveness

4.2 Bilateral aid is provided to developing countries
 on a country to country basis, and to institutions working in fields related to these countries. In 2000/01 the DFID bilateral programme cost £ 1,414 million, and accounted for almost exactly half of DFID expenditure.

4.3 This section concentrates on the bilateral country programme. This accounted for 71% (£ 1,008 million) of DFID bilateral expenditure in 2000/01.
 Within the bilateral country programme, organisational effectiveness can be assessed at two levels: the individual activity
, and the country programme as whole.

Activity performance

4.4 This report has used the extent of achievement of project purpose, as measured by Project Completion Reports (PCRs), as the main measure of activity effectiveness. Based on a simple count of a sample of PCRs, around 75% of interventions exiting during 1999 and 2000 reported satisfactory achievement.
 

4.5 The identification of trends in project performance depend crucially on the measure and time period used. A simple count of satisfactory ratings suggests that the trend since 1995 has been generally upwards (Fig.2). Average (mean) performance ratings have also improved, and variability reduced, since the mid-1990s. The proportion of interventions rated as poor or failed (score 4 or 5) has also declined over the same period, and the proportion rated as fully successful (score 1) has increased steadily. 
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4.6 Taking a longer view, however, gives a different picture. Including pre-1995 data suggests that any improvement over time has been marginal. The trend over the 1990s is basically flat. Moreover, weighting the analysis by expenditure paints a picture post-1996 that differs from the simple project count approach. The downward trend in weighted performance since 1993 is saved only by a marked improvement in the preliminary results for 2000. The results for this year are less reliable, and are more susceptible to variations in the scores of a few large projects.  

4.7 The findings from the extremely small number of independent, ex post evaluation reports give a less favourable picture of effectiveness
. Only 30% of the projects evaluated between 1993 and 1999 were rated as successful.

4.8 Both evaluation reports and PCRs necessarily represent a lagged performance indicator.
  More up-to-date measures of performance were obtained from the Performance Reporting Information System for Management (PRISM), based on the most recent scores for 247 on-going projects in DFID's ten largest recipient countries.  Results indicate that 57% of projects are currently rated as likely to achieve a satisfactory outcome, while 34% are scored "3". The reliability of these scores is not known. A detailed review of a small sub-sample (41) of PCRs undertaken for this analysis suggests that the proportion of successful outcomes can be expected to rise towards the end of the project, though by how much is less certain. 

Country performance

4.9 DFID country programmes have only recently been subject to a formal annual review process, the Annual Plan and Performance Review (APPR). The quality and usefulness of APPRs is improving (and further change is planned) but, for the purposes of this report, their value as instruments of performance assessment was limited. No comparative rating of DFID programme performance is possible on the basis of these reviews.

4.10 Measuring performance is made more difficult by the fact that in most cases DFID country programmes are both rapidly expanding and significantly changing in approach and focus as the policy directions set begin to influence the country strategy cycle. As a result, many activities reported on are in design or very early implementation phases. Significant areas of achievement were, nevertheless, identified by these reviews.
4.11 The Annual Plan and Performance Reviews (APPRs) and Country Strategy Performance Reviews (CSPRs) include many examples of claimed impacts. Table 3 below attempts to aggregate reporting on progress across selected countries and common themes in country strategies. The fact that impact areas are not defined in a common way across countries makes this exercise more difficult. The picture is inevitably fragmentary, but nevertheless suggests contributions to improved governance, economic management, health and education in Asia and Africa. 
4.12 Although the first round of APPRs are limited in terms of the information that they can provide about the impact and effectiveness of DFID programmes, there is evidence that they may in some cases be becoming more useful in providing a framework for performance measurement. The recent APPRs for Tanzania and Uganda are good examples. In both cases, significant contributions in a number of impact areas were identified (see Annex A and B).

Table 3 :
Selected impacts reported in annual country reviews

Objective
Impact Identified

Africa – Economic Management

Tanzania: Improved public resource and economic management
· Spending on social services increased from 3.6% to 4.1%

· Strengthening of PER and MTEF processes

· Enhanced donor cooperation on macroeconomic and public expenditure issues

· New Public Finance Act and Procurement Act

· Strengthened budget processes in health and education

Uganda: Improved governance and continued pro-poor policy reform
· Effective management of fiscal and monetary policy

Malawi: Better economic and financial management
· Pro-poor budget allocations fiscally sustainable

· Improved budget management

Kenya: Governance and Economic Policy Reform
· resumption of Kenya reform effort including retrenchment and improved budget preparation, expenditure and financial management (through joint influence and conditionality)

Africa – Education

Tanzania: 
· Contribution to increases in school enrolment in pilot districts from DFID programme.

Uganda: 
· Classroom construction pilot programme adopted as nationwide model.

· Increase in school enrolment.

Malawi: 
· SWAp process encourages devolution of decision making

· Increased enrolment

Mozambique: 
· Some increase in enrolment

Asia – Governance and Economic Management

China: 
· Potential impact from development of models for state-owned enterprise reform.

· Support to tax reform and budget administration may have major impact on inequality.

Nepal: 
· Improved donor coordination around decentralisation and governance.

· Contribution to establishment of Public Expenditure Commission.

· Some reform ideas filtered to government.

Bangladesh: 
· No progress possible in structural reform (state enterprises, power sector, privatisation).

· Improvement in timeliness and accuracy of financial statements and introduction of new budget and accounts classification 

India: 
· Privatisation progress slow though better in some states (Orissa, Madya Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh).

· Implementation of power tariff increases (AP).

· Evolving civil service reform programmes will provide improved anti-corruption environment.

Asia – Health

China: 
· Established pilot for rural health sector reform

Nepal: 
· Strengthened donor coordination around Medium Term Strategic Plan for Health

Bangladesh: 
· External review commended impact on development of Health and Population Sector Programme

India: 
· Contribution to expected eradication of polio by 2002

4.13 Country Strategy Performance Reviews (CSPRs) provide a more considered and independent view of DFID’s in-country performance. The findings of the four CSPRs completed to date are summarised in Annex H. These suggest that performance has been variable, both within and between country programmes, but that the overall impact has been positive. 

4.14 There is evidence, especially in Africa and South Asia, that DFID programmes have been over-optimistic, particularly in expectations about the speed of institutional reform and the effective demand from government or civil society for improved governance. Programmes in central and Eastern Europe generally report greater success in terms of impact, but they are less ambitious in their scope. A number of successful pilot activities were reported (Table 4). This points towards recognition of a need for a better understanding of change processes, of poverty causes and dynamics, of the local socio-political situation and history, and how effective demand for pro-poor policies can be fostered, particularly in low-income countries.

Table 4 :
Examples of Successful Pilot Activities 

Moldova 
Sustainable Rural Livelihoods Project: Demonstration of successful cash crops has helped to influence policies to a more pro-poor focus. Also establishment of Savings and Credit Associations, Cooperatives, Agri-shop.

Bulgaria
Models of community policing; Community based social services in two pilot municipalities.

Slovak Republic
Regional development project. Helped establish examples of public – private sector partnerships.



Hungary
Management development and consultant training now operating on commercial terms nationwide.

Tanzania
Demand-driven school facilities construction programme in four poor districts. Local impact on enrolment but no comprehensive sector plan; Support for NGOs supporting community driven and managed water and sanitation services. Pilot with three urban authorities. Social marketing of insecticide-treated nets. Kernel of national scaling up exercise.

Uganda
Demand driven classroom construction pilot project. Adopted nationwide as model for rapid and transparent decentralised classroom building.

South Africa
School transformation approach now being expanded to cover all primary schools in province.

China
Gansu Basic Education Project. Demonstrating ways to provide basic quality education and access for poor girls and minority groups.

Multilateral programme effectiveness

4.15 Multilateral aid covers aid channelled through international bodies for use in or on behalf of aid recipient countries. In 2000/01 the DFID multilateral programme cost £ 1,297 million, and accounted for just under half (46%) of total DFID expenditure. This percentage has remained more or less unchanged since the mid-1990s.

4.16 The findings in this section are based on a review of the Institutional Strategy Paper process in respect of five multilateral development institutions: the European Community (EC), the World Bank, United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), World Health Organisation (WHO) and the United Nations Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM). Together these multilateral institutions account for 85% of DFIDs multilateral contributions. Of the five agencies reviewed only UNIFEM has had an Institutional Performance Review (IPR) to date.
 
4.17 It is important to distinguish between two measures of effectiveness in respect of the multilaterals :

· DFID’s effectiveness in terms of the partnership and influencing objectives set out in the Institutional Strategy Papers (ISPs).

· The effectiveness of the multilaterals themselves in terms of their stated goals.

4.18 So far the principal method used by DFID for the assessment of multilateral performance is the review of the Institutional Strategy Paper implementation process which forms part of the annual preparation and revision of Action Plans. This assesses DFID’s effectiveness in terms of the partnership and influencing objectives as set out in the Institutional Strategy Papers.
4.19 Institutional Strategy Papers and Institutional Performance Reviews are a relatively new innovation. The Institutional Strategy Papers for the World Bank and UNDP were only produced in 2000. This limits the extent to which they can yet provide a basis for assessing effectiveness. Other problems relating to the assessment of DFID’s multilateral performance are mentioned in section 7. 

4.20  The UNIFEM Institutional Performance Review, and an internal review of progress against the first EC Institutional Strategy Paper (1998), provide the best information on effectiveness. The UNIFEM review found important progress in almost all key areas of UNIFEM’s work programme. It concluded that the Institutional Strategy Paper is providing a platform for building a strong and mutually beneficial partnership. 
4.21 Progress against the rather limited objectives contained in the first EC Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP) is reported to have been good (Table 5) Most of the changes sought have been realised, although many of these were in train before the ISP was finalised. The extent to which DFID can claim credit for these is therefore open to debate, although it probably contributed. The extent to which these changes led to any significant improvement in the performance of the EC aid programme over this period is unknown. 
4.22 There are also certain areas where it is plausible to maintain that recognised and persistent efforts by DFID have led to changes in how the World Bank does business. Summary findings are contained in Table 6 below.
Table 5

European Community : progress against selected 1998 ISP objectives


DFID objective
Achievement

1.1
Coherent statement of EC development policy 
Satisfactory statement of policy issued by the Commission

1.2
Affordable budgetary provision for EC external assistance, and an increasing proportion allocated to least developed and other low income countries 
Affordable budget settlement to 2006 and some rationalisation of the budget structure. Slow progress on increasing the proportion of EC oda allocated to poor countries

2.1
Establishment of a single Directorate General in the Commission responsible for external assistance programmes
Simplified structure, but responsibility for external programmes shared between two rather than one directorate. 

Table 6

World Bank : progress against selected 1998 ISP objectives



Objective
Achievement
Method of Influencing Used

Improve the overarching commitment to poverty of the World Bank Group (stronger PRSP focus)
Strong commitment to poverty reduction for MICs (MIC Task Force) and IDA countries
High level lobbying and working through the WB Board

Improve the quality of social analysis within the Bank to balance purist economic approaches
Strengthened the acceptance of social development methods and processes as central to the WB’s activities
Persistent advocacy at senior levels and through secondments of key technical staff to the WB

Improve the recognition of the importance gender plays in poverty reduction
Acceleration of mainstreaming of gender in the WB’s activities
Professional level contacts and secondment of staff/ financing of technical posts in the WB

Changing the way the WB does business with its borrowers
Some shift in favour of decentralisation by the WB in strengthening of country offices
High level advocacy of the case for decentralisation at WB Board level

Poverty & Social Impact Analysis 
Top level Bank commitment
High level of HMG advocacy including from HMT

4.23 The WHO Institutional Strategy Paper has had a two year gestation period. In this time there have been achievements in the area of defining and refining the WHO’s objectives and in working more with a ‘like-minded’ group of donors. The drafting of the Institutional Strategy Paper itself has been part of the process of institutional change.
4.24 DFID country programmes are also seeking to implement an influencing agenda in relation to international financial institutions and multilateral donors such as the EC. There are a number of successful and less-successful examples of DFID influence on multilateral programmes, as well as cases where a focus on potential points of influence within government might have been a better approach. Experience in Eastern Europe (Box 3) and Ghana (Annex C) provides a mixed picture of DFID effectiveness.
Box 3 :                  Regional case study : Eastern Europe

The CSPR for Russia noted that the bulk of DFID’s efforts had gone into the indirect approach, working through the leading multilateral organisations, rather than attempting a more direct policy influencing role on the Russian government. The ability to provide grant-based technical assistance provided an opening for influence through this channel, but the review concluded that institutional mechanisms for achieving flexibility and speed of response in the provision of technical assistance were under-developed (compared with the Japanese PHRD grant scheme, for example).

DFID’s regional department for Eastern Europe reaches more bullish conclusions on the effectiveness of its influencing agenda with the EC, World Bank and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD). The placing of detached national experts into the multilateral agencies, and active participation in the EC Management Committees, were considered to have been particularly effective.

4.25 The other important measure of the effectiveness of DFID’s contributions to multilateral institutions is the organisational and development effectiveness of the institutions themselves. Thus far DFID has relied to a large degree on the internal performance assessment systems of the multilaterals themselves and has not attempted to undertake any explicit measurement of relative effectiveness. Senior DFID managers have a clear and well-informed perception of both the absolute and relative effectiveness of the multilateral institutions, but this is subjective. Over time, and to the extent compatible with the UK’s wider political objectives, the allocation of DFID’s resources should be based on an explicit (preferably multidonor) assessment of the developmental impact of multilateral expenditure. It is recognized, of course, that this can only be achieved over a significant period, given the inherent problems in measurement of relative effectiveness and given the lengthy budgetary commitment periods for the major multilateral recipients. This should not preclude DFID from preparing for this. 

5.
Evaluation lessons 

5.1 This section is based on the 44 independent evaluation reports produced since 1997, as well as on recent country programme reviews. The first part draws out the recurring issues and lessons highlighted in the evaluation reports.
 Inevitably, because of the nature of ex post evaluation work, these reports present something of a lagged view of DFID. Nevertheless, while much clearly has changed since some of these reports were written, many of the issues identified remain directly relevant today.

Lessons from evaluation studies

5.2 The main conclusions of recent sector and thematic evaluations are summarised in Annex F. Although the experience and success within different sectors varies markedly, there are a number of common findings which emerge from this review of evaluation studies. 

5.3 Long term engagement is key. Over-ambition and unrealistic expectations, coupled with inadequate investment periods, is a recurring theme of DFID reviews and evaluations. These have often resulted in impacts and sustainability being less than anticipated. Many impacts, such as the impact of interventions on economic growth, governance or environmental improvement, may take a long time to appear.

5.4 Equally, there are numerous examples where long term engagement has been both beneficial and essential. Poorer groups and regions require sustained support over long periods. Building capacity in government and NGOs requires 5-10 years. Influence at sector level depends on a long and significant presence. Long term relations are the heart of co-operation between northern and southern institutions. And the process involved in producing a sector policy framework with real ownership from government takes time and cannot easily be accelerated.
 These findings should be a powerful challenge to the constant pressure for realignment with the latest development orthodoxy (Box 4). There is no quick fix. 

Box 4 :                 Project, strategy, policy and staffing cycles
“The different project, strategy, policy and staffing cycles within DFID can be problematic. Policy can be, and often is, quickly changed. The mid-1990s were a period of significant change. Strategies are intended to be longer term, but are often overtaken by policy change. Projects and programmes are and should be long-term commitments but, by being so, they inevitably outlive the policies and strategies under which they were designed. This creates a tension between the need for long-term engagement, and the desire for current policy/strategy relevance. The turnover of DFID staff every few years exacerbates this tension. New staff want new programmes. Given the priority attached to current (DFID) policy relevance, there is often pressure to re-engineer existing projects, or to terminate these prematurely. Yet the lesson from Bangladesh is that the most influence came from long-term continuity.”

DFID Sustainable Agriculture Evaluation, para 6.9 (2001)



5.5 Linked to this, two recent evaluations question the balance between activities and approaches. The first issue relates to the choice between sectors, and specifically the choice between the social and other sectors. The 1990’s saw strong growth in health spending relative to renewable natural resources and other productive sectors. The evaluation of revenue projects
 suggested that the balance between sectors which have an immediate but restricted pay-off in terms of poverty reduction – such as the social sectors - and those which lay the foundation for more fundamental poverty reduction through growth-based policies  - such as revenue – might have swung too far.  The evaluation of DFID support to poverty reduction
 came to a similar conclusion. Listening to people’s priorities might indicate a stronger emphasis on interventions in the productive sectors and water (such as renewable natural resources), rather than the social sectors, especially health, important though this is for poor people. It concluded that aid management considerations, rather than strategic analysis and people’s priorities, was too frequently the determining factor in deciding country sector aid priorities. 

5.6 The balance between enabling, inclusive and focused approaches to poverty reduction was also raised.
 At present, the relative importance of enabling activities is increasing, particularly in Africa. However, poverty reduction is necessarily multi-layered, intersectoral, and context-specific. No single agency has to work at all levels and in all sectors, but collective, inter-linked work is required. As the Poverty Synthesis observed : “enabling, inclusive and direct interventions are complementary, and under most conditions none will result in sustained poverty reduction without the others”. 
 Sector wide and policy based approaches should complement, not supplant, direct project interventions.

5.7 While the evaluation reports were right to raise the issue of balance between activities of different types, it does not make  sense for these judgements to be made at the individual donor level. These decisions need to be made collectively, and with an eye to comparative strength. If, for example, focussed activities, or support for agriculture, are priorities in a particular country, the important conclusion is that the most appropriate donor provides support. This may or may not be DFID.

5.8 Three of the evaluation studies concluded that gender rhetoric was significantly in advance of practice, except in the DFID India programme. While gender has increasingly been acknowledged as important in a general way, with more serious reference in project documents, this was rarely translated into design, logical frameworks, implementation, or monitoring and evaluation practice. Relevant analysis and solutions were often weak.
 

5.9 Another common finding was that 1997 represented more of an acceleration of trends than a sea-change. DFID had already become a more poverty focused development agency prior to 1997 (para 3.8). Other evaluations provide clear evidence of the evolutions of DFID’s approach over the 1990s, and of lessons that have been learnt.

Box 5:                          Lessons that have been well learnt

· There has been a significant improvement in the understanding of poverty reduction with associated improvements in project design, although this is less apparent in some areas (eg. revenue projects).

· There has been a significant shift in project approaches towards a more holistic, and broader focus, both in the range of their outputs and in demonstrating a better understanding of institutional, social and economic factors.   



5.10 Much the same comment applies to aid instruments. The preferred aid instrument has shifted from a rather narrow set of project interventions in the early to mid-1990s to a more integrated set of programme solutions in the late 1990's that seek to simultaneously impact at macro, meso and micro levels.
  The past few years have seen a shift towards sector wide approaches (SWAp) and direct budgetary support as instruments of development assistance. This shift is a significant one with implications for the way that DFID and its partners work, and for approaches to learning. Little evaluation material yet exists on these new aid instruments.

5.11 This shift is clearly evident in the primary education sector. The most recent change in the design of British educational aid has been a shift towards providing broad financial aid to the education sector as a whole. The Primary Education Synthesis observed that this reflected “both a dissatisfaction with the impact, ownership and sustainability of the project approach, and a recognition that sectoral programmes can quickly absorb relatively large amounts of financial resources, and can provide effective support to policy reform”.
    

5.12 This approach places great responsibility on the capacity of recipient government systems. Thus, while the potential benefits of sector wide approaches may be greater than those accruing from conventional project-based support, the associated risks may also be greater. According to the Primary Education Synthesis, such partnerships are desirable but more risky, as DFID’s Ghana experience shows (Box 6). Other experience, such as the health SWAps in Ghana and Bangladesh, has been much more positive (Annex G).

5.13 The Poverty Synthesis agreed that long term partnerships provide a better basis for influence than conditionality. It concluded that DFID’s choice of partner had become more strategic, but that developing partnerships represents a challenge for a strongly paper-based, rather than interactive, organisation. Staff attitudes and behaviour, paperwork requirements, and the implications of an unequal power relationship need to be addressed as partnership relationships move centre stage.
  

5.14 Furthermore, the reliance on high levels of institutional capacity and commitment may involve strengthening existing capacity at many different levels.  This focus on the system as a whole may have the effect of delaying impacts on beneficiaries. The pre-conditions for a successful SWAp are also very demanding, and may only exist in a limited number of countries. A shift to a partnership approach will therefore either result in a more selective aid programme, or in an aid programme that may in future be judged as less effective.
 

Box 6:                     GHANA EDUCATION SECTOR WIDE APPROACH 

The Education Sector Support Programme (ESSP) was approved in 1998 with a commitment of up to £52 million over five years.

High levels of institutional capacity are a requirement for the success of sector wide approaches (SWAps). DFID recognised that the provision of budgetary support for the education sector in Ghana was risky for this reason.

The sector policy framework was developed in London with key Ghanaian officials but with substantial input from DFID personnel. This was not helpful for achieving ownership of the final document by either the government or other donors. This provides further evidence of the limits of bilateralism. 

Implementation of ESSP has been difficult. Disbursements by DFID and other donors have been slow. A joint strategic review in July 2001 concluded that the poor performance of ESSP to date is partly because the conditions for a SWAp were not in place at the outset. Limited active coordination between partners, and slow progress with central civil service reforms, has also contributed.

Primary Education Synthesis (EV 634), 1999

Joint Strategic Review of ESSP, July 2001

5.15 Monitoring and evaluation weaknesses were, perhaps predictably, mentioned in the majority of project and programme evaluation reports. Many refer to problems in assessing  impacts on institutional development and poverty. The main reasons for this were :

· the absence of any adequately developed indicators with which to assess either institutional impacts or poverty;

· the absence of any baseline data with which to analyse changes over the implementation period; 

· and the absence of project monitoring data on behavioural changes among target groups including organisations.

5.16 Many evaluations also revealed weaknesses in the information systems, despite purpose-built monitoring systems being set up in many projects. Both the poverty and primary education evaluations concluded that evaluation had been insufficiently integrated into the design. Some lessons have been learned, but the identification of lessons has depended too much on serendipity, and not enough upon careful analysis of relevant evidence.  Project monitoring was least satisfactory within larger multi-donor enterprise development programmes where it is difficult to monitor discrete projects and their impacts.
 

5.17 Three final observations feature in a number of evaluations :

· a consistently high rating for the technical quality of project outputs contrasts with the judgement that the same projects were unable to understand and document the relevance of these outputs to (often unspecified) target audiences.

· a greater emphasis on local ownership and involving communities at the identification and design stage, together with a better understanding of the policy context, has contributed to improvements in project quality and relevance at entry.
· Interdisciplinary team work has often been lacking, and is not encouraged by the competitive sectoral culture within DFID.

Lessons from country programme reviews

5.18 A number of lessons emerge from the Annual Plan and Performance Reviews (APPRs) as a whole. Those which principally apply to DFID include:

· A recognition that DFID’s activities have in some cases been over-ambitious in relation in particular to the timescale required for bringing about institutional reform. This applies particularly in Africa, where problems of this kind are noted in Tanzania, Malawi and Kenya.

· A need to define objectives more clearly and thereby to operationalise Country Strategy Papers (for instance through the definition of impact areas).

5.19 Lessons that can be regarded as having a wider application include:

· A recognition that activities have achieved limited impact in cases where they have either : lacked either coherence with Government priorities; or have not been based on earlier interventions; or have involved too many isolated small scale activities; or where activities have taken place without a favourable broader enabling environment (Orissa, Tanzania, Bulgaria, Poland, South Africa).

· Several reviews note the need to effectively identify agents of change, and to understand change processes (including the broader political and institutional context) and to design activities that effectively support change (Bangladesh, Poland, Malawi, Kenya, Mozambique).

· The Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS) process has the potential to provide a framework for progress on broadening policy dialogue even in relatively unfavourable political conditions.
6.
DFID’s contribution to development progress

6.1 A key question for this report is the extent to which DFID itself has made an effective contribution to development progress. A key message of this report is that answering this question requires a combination of measures and methods at different levels. This section reviews the evidence available, and discusses the challenge faced by DFID – as for all other agencies – in assessing its overall contribution.

6.2 One evaluation approach is to identify the changes that have taken place in terms of development outcomes, and then to assess the extent to which DFID has made a significant contribution. This requires, among other things, comparing the current situation with what would have happened without DFID support (the counterfactual). Unfortunately, few of the evaluation studies are able to do this, and the information contained in recent reviews is patchy. 
6.3 An alternative approach is to assess the impacts of individual projects and programmes, and to work ‘upwards’ towards development outcomes. In some cases, as in primary school enrolment, it may be possible to determine the impact in terms of development outcomes. But in the majority of cases it will, at best, only be possible to identify intermediate impacts, such as changes in policy or practice. Making the link between these changes and desired development outcomes – such as reducing the number of people in poverty – is more difficult. 

Evaluation evidence

6.4 Health provides a good example of the limits of evaluation. As shown in Annex D, health outcomes have improved consistently in DFID’s top twenty recipient countries over the past ten years. However, linking these positive trends to DFID activities is problematic. The recent Health Synthesis evaluation report concluded that few of the individual DFID projects reviewed had been able to demonstrate a contribution to the improvement in health outcomes.
 This is consistent with the finding of many of the evaluation reports reviewed: impacts on poverty and other development outcomes are inherently difficult to assess.

6.5 Similar problems exist in the context of health sector wide approaches (SWAps).
 First, much of the evidence relating to improvements in health care and service coverage pre-date the SWAps. Second, the linkages between health outcomes, such as infant mortality, and the interventions intended to bring them about are very indirect.
 Simplistic associations of outcome trends to sector wide approaches, let alone to one donor’s contribution, are unhelpful. In situations such as Uganda, where infant and child mortality rates have worsened, outcome trends will be an especially poor measure of the performance and contribution of donor-supported health sector programmes. 

6.6 In DFID’s top twenty recipients, net primary school enrolment (weighted for population) has increased from 93% to 98% between 1990 and 1999, while youth illiteracy (15-24 years) has fallen from 19% to 15%. The contribution of DFID-supported education programmes to increased primary school enrolments is clearer than for health outcomes, in part because the more immediate nature of educational targets. For example, in Uganda the World Bank, DFID and other donors have provided support to developing the Universal Primary Education (UPE) programme. UPE has succeeded in increasing enrolments to 82% of the primary age group, eliminating both gender and wealth biases in enrolment.
 A DFID programme has also contributed to increased primary enrolment in pilot districts in Tanzania. 

Evidence from country reviews

6.7 Evidence from country reviews (CSPRs and APPRs) suggests that DFID programmes have had identifiable, positive impacts. However, in most cases the scale of the impact claimed, or the question of whether the benefits outweigh the costs, has not been evaluated. More fundamentally, the links between the impacts identified and the changes in sectoral and national development indicators have not been critically analysed. Where they have been, as in the Ghana review and some evaluation studies, the conclusion reached is that attribution is not possible. We can say with some confidence that ‘DFID has made a contribution’, but are generally much less able to say whether that contribution has made a significant difference to development outcomes.

Other evidence

6.8 DFID’s contribution to the Millennium Development Goals is not limited to its bilateral and multilateral programmes. A defining feature of DFID since 1997 has been its determination to engage, together with other UK government departments, in wider issues that have major development impacts, such as debt, conflict and trade. Of these, only an evaluation of DFID’s work on trade has been completed so far.
 This study concluded that the Secretary of State and DFID are perceived by other donors and international organisations as being amongst the leaders in linking trade and development issues. Key informants regard DFID as influential in shaping the multilateral trade environment – such as the agreement reached at the World Trade Organisation (WTO) meeting in Doha on an agenda for a development round – and in promoting trade related capacity building at a multilateral level.
 

Assessing DFID’s overall contribution 

6.9 The difficulty of assessing DFID’s overall contribution is, in part, unavoidable. Attribution is the major problem for DFID, as it is for all development agencies that have adopted the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) as the focus of their work. The MDGs are, by definition, collective outcome goals. They measure what the world wants to achieve by 2015. Whether they will be achieved by then will depend much more on the effectiveness of the international system as a whole – and on a complex mix of external forces, processes and events – than on the actions of a single agency. Demonstrating the causal link between DFID’s activities and changes in any of the MDG indicators is virtually impossible. The focus of the MDGs on measurable quantitative change, rather than on more qualitative changes (eg. governance, human rights, and social and political development) also means that they are at best partial measures of progress. For these and other reasons, the MDG’s are of limited use, by themselves, as performance measures for individual agencies such as DFID.

6.10 Assessing DFID’s contribution to national development targets is more feasible, but is still difficult. Relative scale is important. Table 7 below illustrates this in the context of country programmes. DFID is a much more significant donor in some countries than in others. Some countries are more aid dependent than others. Other things being equal it is reasonable to conclude the DFID contribution to national development outcomes is likely to be more significant, for example, in Uganda than in China. The general implication is that it will be less hard for DFID to assess its contribution to national development outcomes in some countries (ie. those in the bottom right) than in others (ie. those in the top left).

Table 7


TOTAL ODA AS % OF GNP

UK % OF AID
< 1 %
1 – 5 %
> 5 %

< 10 %
Russia

China

Mozambique

10 – 20 %
South Africa

India
Bangladesh
Tanzania

> 20 %

Kenya

Ghana
Uganda

Sierra Leone

Malawi

Source :  Table 18. Statistics on International Development 1996/97 – 2000/01. DFID.

6.11 It follows from this that DFID will need to match its assessment ambition and methods to the context. One approach will not suit all places. The other conclusion is that national development indicators are not, by themselves, very useful as measures of DFID’s performance in most countries in which it operates. Attribution is too difficult to establish. In countries where DFID is a minor donor and/or aid a minor factor, intermediate performance measures over which DFID has significant influence are the only option.

6.12 In smaller countries where DFID and other donors are a more significant factor – as in parts of Africa – assessing DFID’s contribution to development outcomes may be a more plausible ambition. A clear hierarchy of objectives and associated assessment methods will still be required if a credible link is to be established. This will mean, among other things, a broad framework for looking at national development progress as a whole - for which the Comprehensive Development Framework could provide an organising approach - and how aid fits into it. 

6.13 More generally, there is a need for development agencies to think more about intermediate performance measures. As already mentioned, outcome indicators may be a poor performance measure for sector-wide approaches (para 6.5). In the case of health, measures of service utilisation, quality, access and cost would provide a sound basis for monitoring and evaluation. . This will provide more immediate measures of progress towards beneficial health outcomes. A recent review of Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS) monitoring makes a similar observation, that there has been a relative over-emphasis on final outcome/impact monitoring, and a relative neglect of intermediate outputs/outcomes.
 Agencies need to recognise the difference between what can actually be assessed and what they are accountable for, to discuss this more explicitly with their country and other partners, and to achieve a clearer allocation of responsibility.

7.
Assessing effectiveness better

7.1 The purpose of this report was not to review DFID’s performance assessment and evaluation systems. It has, however, made extensive use of them. This has revealed some clear strengths and weaknesses, whether as systems for management, lesson learning or accountability.

7.2  Donor agencies face particular problems in assessing their own effectiveness. They work in a very diverse range of countries, sectors and activities; in unstable and data-poor environments; with the expectation that the full impact of their work will often take years to be realised; and are usually only one of many, more significant, influences on development outcomes. Two recent changes have added to the challenge of attribution
 : a shift of focus from outputs to outcomes (such as the Millennium Development Goals), and a trend from single- to multi-donor programmes. Aggregating results across a wide range of contexts and activities, in order to provide a collective picture of performance, presents a particular challenge for increasingly decentralised agencies such as DFID.

7.3  Looking at how other agencies report on their corporate performance is instructive.
 The experience of the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) confirms the conclusion the most attractive indicators – development outcomes – have limited value, by themselves, as corporate performance measures because of the attribution problem. The use of common indicators may work for agencies working with a limited mandate in one region (eg. the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development), but are much less easy to operationalise for diversified, global agencies such as DFID. Reporting against operational objectives is probably the most practical option, although the results will still be difficult to aggregate (except as ratings) and hard to relate to the indicators that matter: development outcomes at national and global level. This strengthens the case for building a ‘ladder’ of evidence covering inputs, processes, outputs, intermediate outcomes, and development outcomes. No single method or metric will be sufficient.  

System problems 

7.4 As noted by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Review, DFID’s monitoring and evaluation systems have evolved significantly in recent years. Many of the systems are new and not yet tried and tested. Compliance, ownership and use are problems. The recent National Audit Office (NAO) report concluded that DFID’s approach to performance management had a number of strengths: a clear focus on poverty reduction outcomes, strong leadership, strong qualitative coverage, strong connections to wider research and evaluation, and well qualified and committed staff. Nonetheless, the report concluded that a sharper focus on performance measurement in medium-term DFID planning and review activity was required.
 

7.5 The experience of the DER supports these conclusions. Some of DFID’s review processes – such as Output to Purpose Reviews, Annual Plan and Performance Reviews and Country Strategy Performance Reviews – are very important to the management of individual activities and country programmes. Country Strategy Papers and Institutional Strategy Papers  have improved, and are likely to evolve further so as to improve their ‘evaluability’. As in most organisations, informal lesson-learning within operational departments and advisory groups is at least as significant as formal lesson-learning via reviews and evaluations, if not more so.
 

7.6 The NAO report is quite right to point out that “measuring performance needs to be underpinned by data of appropriate quality”. Helping others to improve their data quality – as DFID is doing – is important. But improving the quality of DFID’s own data is equally important. As a basis for corporate management, performance reporting and accountability, DFID’s formal performance assessment and evaluation systems are not yet adequate. 

7.7 Part of the problem is that individual systems have been added and developed over time, but to a different timescale from policy and practice. The result is a complex historical accretion of systems, not all of which fully inform, nor fully connect with, current objectives and planning.
 

7.8 At activity level, there is reason to doubt the representativeness and reliability of Project Completion Reports (PCRs) as measures of activity performance. First, PCR coverage is limited, late and uncertainly representative. PCRs are optional for projects below £ 500,000, non-country bilateral aid, and multilateral aid. At least two-thirds of DFID activities by value and number are therefore excluded. Almost half of the rest are granted exemptions, with the result that only around 25% of bilateral expenditure is covered by a completion report. Coverage in the most recent year (2000) dropped to around 5% of bilateral expenditure due to delayed compliance.

7.9 Second, the quality of PCRs is mixed. PCRs are signed-off by more senior managers, which introduces an element of quality control. A detailed review of 41 PCRs nevertheless found that as many as one-quarter may have over-scored the project’s achievement at Purpose level on the basis of the evidence provided. There is no system of independent verification, although one has been mooted. Most significantly, PCRs are not used. In their current form they not particularly useful or credible for either internal management or external accountability. 

7.10 Output-to-Purpose Reviews (OPRs), and the activity scores on PRISM, proved to be less useful. 123 OPRs were reviewed as part of the DER process. These showed wide variations in format, style and the method of scoring. Though primarily aimed at helping project management, they do contain lessons of potentially wider value. The Brazil CSPR found that similar problems kept being noted on OPRs, suggesting that lesson learning across projects was limited. There is no regional, sectoral or DFID-wide system for analysing and disseminating lessons from OPRs.

7.11 Evaluation reports provide a much more detailed and reliable assessment, but cover an extremely small, purposively selected sample of projects. An average of 9 projects per year, out of a total of around 1,500 projects greater than £100,000 active each year, were covered by independent evaluations in the period 1993-99. This is less than 1% coverage. Compared with some other agencies, DFID spends a much lower proportion of its budget on independent evaluation, and evaluates a much lower proportion of its activities.
 Furthermore, like PCR’s, most of the evaluation reports refer to activities designed and implemented prior to 1997. As such they provide an inevitably lagged picture of DFID performance. Evaluation Department have recognised that a shorter reporting timetable can minimise this lag, but some lag is inevitable.

7.12 DFID country programmes have only recently been subject to a formal annual review process, the Annual Plan and Performance Review (APPR). Individually, APPRs have served to improve the analysis and focus of DFID country programmes. Collectively, they do not yet provide the basis for assessing performance either between programmes or over time. The quality and usefulness of APPRs is improving (and further change is planned) but, for the purposes of this report, their value as instruments of performance assessment was limited, for three main reasons :

· the inadequate articulation in DFID Country Strategy Papers of a framework of performance indicators and targets for the DFID programme. This is a fundamental weakness for the measurement of country programme performance. 

· the incomplete and questionable quality of the annual scoring at activity level that provides part of the link between activity performance and country strategy objectives. Weak activity-level performance also constrains Country Strategy Performance Reviews.

· the substantial variation in content and approach between Annual Plan and Performance Reviews, reflecting the discretion granted to Divisions in developing guidance to country teams. 

7.13 The assessment of DFID multilateral effectiveness faces a number of challenges : the difficulty in identifying quantifiable indicators for institutional reforms; the challenge of attribution for influencing objectives; and the reality that DFID is ultimately reliant on the quality of the multilateral institutions’ own performance assessment systems for reporting on the development effectiveness of its contributions. The general absence of measures of DFID’s own performance, together with insufficiently detailed performance measures or targets within ISPs, adds to the difficulty. 

7.14 Sector-wide approaches (SWAps) and other new instruments present new challenges for monitoring and evaluation. As the example of SHAPLA in Bangladesh demonstrates, clarity is required over what and who is being assessed at each level. There is a need to distinguish performance standards for the SWAp as a whole; DFID’s technical assistance component;  DFID’s management of that component; and the consultant’s delivery of outputs (Annex G). The appropriate unit of analysis for assessing effectiveness also needs thought. If it is the country, DFID can be held accountable for its effectiveness in influencing and building the capacity of governments, whilst governments take primary responsibility for the development outcomes. At a more general level, the balance between the pressure to achieve timely expenditure of increased resources, and being able to account for these adequately when using budgetary support and SWAps, needs to be considered. 

7.15 The core of both the bilateral and multilateral systems is self-assessment by operational staff. With the exception of the relatively small number of independent evaluation reports commissioned by Evaluation Department, Country Strategy Performance Reviews (CSPRs), and some Output to Purpose Reviews conducted by external consultants, all the material is self-assessment. This is not a problem per se. The problem with these systems, particularly those at activity level, lies with coverage, consistency, timeliness and quality. Operational staff need more support and training. A greater measure of independent verification would also serve both to support quality improvement and to enhance the credibility of these systems. Wider experience suggests that an element of over-scoring is to be expected where operational staff take the major role in reviews. Independent verification of a sample of reviews would indicate the extent to which this is true for DFID.  

The way forward

7.16 The way forward has to start with a clear policy and strategic plan for performance assessment and evaluation within DFID. If producing a periodic report on effectiveness is to be one of the major objectives, the systems need to be set up to provide the type and quality of information required. Performance assessment and evaluation systems need to be objective-led, not systems-led. A performance assessment and evaluation plan for DFID would also need to specify the overlapping but distinct requirements for corporate management, programme learning and external accountability. The policy for accountability would, for example, need to specify acceptable levels of verification and independent evaluation coverage.
 Different functions will require different instruments.

7.17 Without wishing to prejudge the outcome of planning and policy process within DFID, two general conclusions can be drawn from the experience of compiling this report. First, the assessment and evaluation of individual DFID activities and processes provides the foundation upon which sector, country, and corporate performance management and reporting is based. All higher level assessments will only be as good as the activity information on which they are based. Given the very wide variation in the size and scope of DFID activities,
 a variety of approaches (covering inputs, outputs and immediate outcomes) are likely to be required.

7.18  Second, there is no hard line between organisational and development effectiveness. Both are linked. Accountability is a continuum between those things over which DFID has complete control (eg. inputs), and those for which there is collective accountability (eg. the Millennium Development Goals). The assessment of shared or collective development performance is crucially important. DFID’s evaluation effort should be directed at least as much at improving collective and partner evaluation capacity as at improving its own. That said, a key message of this report is that DFID needs to get better at identifying and assessing its own performance, and distinguishing this from the performance of its partners. This is particularly important given the increasing prominence of Sector Wide Approaches and budget support, and the suggestion that DFID should move where possible to using national Poverty Reduction Strategies as its country strategy. Getting better at measuring DFID’s performance does not conflict with an outcome focus. Rather, it is a way of strengthening that focus by being clearer about how DFID is contributing to meaningful development progress.

7.19 The new Public Service Agreement (PSA) and Service Delivery Agreement (SDA) currently under discussion, and the new country planning proposals, provide an opportunity for DFID to improve the definition and assessment of its own performance. Previous versions of the PSA have rightly been criticised for a focus on ambitious outcome indicators that are well beyond DFID’s manageable interest (‘responsibility without power’), and for the partial coverage of DFID’s objectives and activities. However, if the PSA can be seen as only part of the objective hierarchy linking DFID to the Millennium Development Goals - to which DFID contributes significantly but is jointly accountable – emphasis can be placed on the SDA as the primary measure of DFID’s accountable effectiveness. The scope and coverage of the new PSA will, nevertheless, remain an important issue. If the new PSA is to be a significant driver of DFID activity, its design needs to be more carefully and widely thought through than previous versions. The tension at country level between the top-down influence of the PSA, and the bottom-up influence of national plans and experience also needs to be explored.

7.20 It is also clear that an overall, reliable picture of corporate effectiveness can only be derived from linked systems and an appropriate range of methods. DFID needs to ensure that there is a credible performance ‘ladder’, based on a solid foundation of individual activity and process assessment, which spans organisational and development effectiveness, and which links its work to higher order development impacts. Equally important is the recognition that multiple sources of evidence, and multiple methods, are required.

8.
Conclusions

8.1 It is not possible, on the basis of current performance assessment systems, to provide a complete and confident answer to the question: ‘how effective is DFID?’ Measures of organisational quality suggest DFID’s effectiveness is likely to be increasing. Evaluation reports provide clear evidence of the positive evolution of DFID’s approach over the 1990’s. Better policy, better strategy, better process and better-directed resources should, other things being equal, be leading to better results. There are also many examples of positive impact, and therefore of indications that that DFID has made a positive contribution to development effectiveness.

8.2 There is, nevertheless, a clear gap between what DFID aspires to achieve, and what it can confidently demonstrate that it has achieved. Measures of operational effectiveness present a mixed and inconclusive picture. The activity-level performance information is incomplete and insufficiently reliable, while the country- and institutional-level systems are new and do not yet provide the basis for assessing DFID’s performance. The evidence on development impacts is patchy, and generally lacks sufficient information on the links between DFID’s inputs and interventions on the one hand, and the positive outcomes observed on the other. 

8.3 DFID is not alone in facing these difficulties. All development agencies are, to a greater or lesser extent, struggling with the same issues. DFID deserves credit for being the only agency to have commissioned an independent report of this type. This report has major implications for performance assessment and evaluation within DFID. As a result of this and the NAO report, DFID should be able to take the necessary steps to ensure that it is in a better position to report on its effectiveness in the future.
8.4 DFID is, as the DAC review suggested, a relatively effective performer compared to many other bilateral agencies. It could perhaps be more absolutely effective if it were to address some of the issues identified below. Some of these issues are drawn directly from DFID review and evaluation material. Others derive from the process of this carrying out this study, are more speculative. 

8.5 The first conclusion is that performance assessment and evaluation needs to be taken more seriously if DFID is to be better able to assess and report on its effectiveness. This should, among other things, mean increased resources for independent evaluation. Compared with some other development agencies, DFID spends a much lower proportion of its budget on independent evaluation, and evaluates a much lower proportion of its activities.

8.6 Some of the performance assessment and evaluation systems need a radical overhaul - Project Completion Reports are a prime example - and more training and support is required for operational staff. DFID also needs to be more confident about allowing its self-assessments to be independently verified and evaluated by its partners and others. This, and an increased coverage of independent evaluation studies, would be give substance to the UK Government’s commitment to greater accountability and transparency in development programmes.
   

8.7 The starting point has to be a clear policy and strategic plan for performance assessment and evaluation within DFID. Equally important, but more difficult, will be to seek to increase the incentives for openness, learning and accountability within the organisation.
 The current ‘front-end loading’ of work - with its emphasis on design, appraisal and approval of new activities - needs to be balanced by a greater attention to lesson learning and dissemination during and after implementation. Because resources are limited, this will mean doing slightly less and evaluating more.

8.8 Second, DFID needs to be more realistic in what it sets out to achieve, and to recognise that a long-term approach to both design and implementation is key. This applies as much to sector wide approaches and Poverty Reduction Strategy processes as to projects. Over-ambition and unrealistic expectations, coupled with inadequate investment periods, are recurring themes of DFID reviews and evaluations. Equally, there are numerous examples where long term engagement with poorer groups, capacity building, building ownership, partnerships, and design processes have been essential to success. Such interventions may not be large spenders, and may not therefore be so attractive to departments facing pressure to spend more resources. 

8.9 In many respects DFID is more strategic than it was. There is evidence that resource allocation is improving, and that prioritisation is being taken more seriously. Whether DFID is a more strategic organisation may, however, be questioned. There is no single, overall strategic plan which guides the allocation and deployment of DFID resources in order to make the greatest contribution to specific objectives. There is also some uncertainty within DFID about what the specific objectives are, or rather how the different objective statements which exist should be operationalised and work together.  Clarity at this level is required both for strategic resource allocation and performance assessment. Any lack of clarity will make it harder to rationalise and focus DFID on areas where it can make the most difference.
8.10 Partnership was a major theme of the first White Paper, and is a common issue across DFID. DFID support, whether to countries, multilateral institutions, or Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs), is increasingly mediated through partnership agreements of different types. There is a need for DFID to agree across all its departments about what partnership means, and how partnership performance is assessed. Most importantly, as DFID shifts further to giving grants for partners to spend in line with their priorities, rather than attempting to influence those priorities or getting what DFID wants done, so allocation between partners becomes the more important question. Arguably, DFID needs to concentrate more on funding the right partners than funding the right things. This in turn highlights the need for a systematic approach to assessing the relative effectiveness of all its partners - governments, multilateral institutions and NGOs - and for building up partners’ monitoring and evaluation capacity upon which DFID will become increasingly reliant for evidence of its ultimate impact.
ANNEX A

DFID’s Contribution in Tanzania

Tanzania has made significant progress in improving macroeconomic management and economic growth, although growth rates have not yet been high enough to have a significant impact on poverty. Ongoing public sector reform programmes are contributing to improved financial management, expenditure control and civil service reform. Although public expenditure in social sectors has increased, HIV/AIDS has contributed to a sharp reduction in life expectancy, while net primary enrolment rates are only around 50%, down from 80% in the 1980s. While the trade and investment environment has improved, the business environment, particularly for small and medium sized firms and smallholder agriculture remains seriously constrained. The PRSP represents a crucial first step in developing a comprehensive poverty reduction strategy, but it requires ownership and implementation throughout government, and needs to become clearly embedded in the public expenditure process.

DFID has had a wide-ranging programme set out in the 1999 CSP which is now recognised to have been overambitious. The programme is becoming increasingly focused around budget support as a more poverty-focused framework for government policy has developed and budget management and donor coordination strengthens. 

DFID has made a sustained contribution to progress in a number of impact areas. These include the following:

Impact Area 1: Economic and social policy. Savings in debt repayments, through which programme aid has been channelled, increased resources for recurrent expenditure on priority sectors. DFID is taking a leading role in reworking the Multilateral Debt Fund into a Poverty Reduction Budget Support Facility (PRBS) which channels funds directly into the consolidated budget and increasingly focuses on improving public expenditure management outcomes. DFID technical assistance to the Ministry of Finance and dialogue through the PER working groups has helped Government improve the budget process. 

Technical and financial support for the development of national poverty monitoring activities resulted in the alignment of national surveys, co-ordination of multi-donor support for the Household Budget Survey 2000-1 (the first in 10 years), establishment of a national Poverty Baseline and the institutional framework for poverty monitoring with an agreed 10 year plan for the implementation of surveys and census.

Impact Area 1: Public Sector Reform and Governance. A new Public Finance Act and Procurement Act were passed in 2001, for which DFID helped preparation, provides a robust framework for public financial management. DFID supported the preparation of the Anti-Corruption Strategy, which has helped raised the profile of corruption.

Impact Area 2: Improved education status. After several years without progress in education donor co-ordination has now improved with DFID taking a lead role. The Education Sector Development Programme is showing some progress. A DFID led demand-driven school facilities construction programme clearly demonstrated the benefits of, and capacity for, district-level financing for educational inputs.

Impact Area 3: Improved health status. The Health Sector Development Programme has achieved the development of a comprehensive sector plan and budget, institutional strengthening, a real increase in domestic resources devoted to the sector and improved dialogue among key donors. Social marketing of insecticide treated nets (ITNs) has achieved dramatic increases in accessibility of ITNs and now forms the kernel of a national scaling up exercise. The national malaria treatment policy has been changed following findings from research on resistance rates. National contraceptive supply security has been assured and contraceptive utilisation rates increased. Polio immunisation coverage is over 90% and eradication will be achieved by 2001. 

Impact Area 4: Improved productive opportunities. DFID support has enhanced dialogue between the private sector and Government and facilitated the establishment of a forum in which legal and regulatory constraints are discussed and solutions agreed. In the interim, the restructured Tanzania Investment Centre effectively facilitates investors through the regulatory maze. In addition support to develop a Micro-Finance Policy, and to service providers, has contributed to the rapid growth of a locally-driven sector (including commercial banks) which provides financial services to the working poor. Significant improvements made in practice, policy and legislation at local and central levels in Animal Health Services, water catchment and Natural Resources Management and land reform. The creation of TanRoads has formed a workable institutional structure with a reliable source of funds to ensure maintenance of the road network.

Impact Area 5: Enhanced participation and awareness of rights by the poor. Civil society organisations are for the first time part of national policy making (PRS, education and health sectors). There is an active coalition of NGOs involved in the PRSP and gender mainstreaming. Civil society is increasingly popularising and disseminating policies to rural areas. DFID, and others, provided support to election preparation and voter education activities for the national elections in October 2000. This helped to raise levels of awareness and understanding amongst the electorate of the polls. Capacity‑building support to the National Electoral Commission also contributed to a well‑organised election in Mainland Tanzania.

ANNEX B

DFID’s Contribution in Uganda

Uganda has achieved significant success in poverty reduction (from 1992-7, 56% to 44%). This reduction appears to be continuing despite high regional and gender disparities. A significant factor has been the Ugandan government’s strong commitment to the 1997 Poverty Eradication Action Plan, which was accepted as Uganda’s PRSP in 2000. Uganda was the first country to reach the completion point under the enhanced HIPC initiative. Progress has been most marked in economic growth, education, and HIV/AIDS control. There are continuing concerns about corruption, tensions within the Great Lakes region, and slow progress in improving agricultural services.

The DFID country strategy focuses on contributing to the following measurable impacts by 2002:

· Governance will be improved and there will be a record of continued pro-poor economic and social policy reform.

· Sustainable productive opportunities and access to essential resources for the poor will have been improved.

· Education will have been improved, especially for the poor.

· Health outcomes will have been improved, especially for the poor and

· Civil society’s contribution to pro-poor policies, social progress and democratisation will have been strengthened.

The DFID programme has moved towards a focus on strategic policy dialogue and towards provision of budget support (from 64% of support provided in 1999/2000 to 78% in 2000/1). DFID’s main contributions to Uganda’s development performance were identified under each of the Impact Areas although it was recognised that attribution of impact is often difficult. 

Impact Area 1: Improved governance and continued pro-poor economic and social policy reform

Economic and social policy

· Contribution to effective management of fiscal and monetary policy and structural and budget reforms through the provision of £20m per year in support of the first two years of the third Enhanced Structural Adjustment Facility (ESAF/PRGF), and long-term technical assistance to the Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development (MFPED) and analytical work to strengthen the MTEF process.

· The development of Uganda’s PEAP through an inclusive dialogue and technical assistance.  Active participation in strengthening of the poverty focus of the budget.  Assistance with international dissemination of lessons from Uganda’s experience.


· Strengthening of the Poverty Monitoring and Analysis Unit in MFPED to deepen the understanding of poverty in Uganda, utilise quantitative and participatory research for policy development and monitoring.  The consultations with the poor have increased the sensitivity of senior policy makers to the needs of the poor.

· Strategic dialogue with the Ministry of Gender (MGLSD) to assist them in mainstreaming gender into the PEAP and budget process, and support to the National Environmental Management Agency (NEMA) to integrate environmental issues into the PEAP to the extent that it is now recognised as a national strategy for sustainable development (NSSD).

Governance
· Support to development of second Anti-Corruption Action Plan and development of an instrument to support its implementation.  Jointly with other donors, HMG has maintained pressure on Government for greater strategic action to tackle corruption.  

· With the World Bank DFID has helped to move forward the Government policy debate on development of a realistic pay reform strategy, despite generally slow progress with public sector reform.  

Impact Area 2: Improved sustainable productive opportunities and access to essential resources for the poor

· Assistance with the development of Government’s strategic rural development framework - the Plan for the Modernisation of Agriculture (PMA).  Refocusing of policies and implementation strategies in the areas of innovative demand driven extension, forestry, livestock, and fisheries sectors, and in agricultural research and natural resource management.

· Support for Government to develop an affordable and pro-poor Land Act implementation plan.  Increased awareness, especially amongst the poor, of individual rights under Land Act 1998.

· Development of the Government’s Medium Term Competitiveness strategy for the Private Sector, and analysis of the constraints to growth caused by a poor regulatory environment and weak enforcement of commercial contracts - leading to major interventions.

Impact Area 3:  Improved education, particularly for the poor

· The £67m five year grant for education is the largest current UK commitment in Uganda.  Major impacts to date have been in the areas of primary enrolments (90% NER with gender parity at lower levels), primary classroom construction, basic learning materials development, quality assurance, monitoring and evaluation, education sector strengthening.  


· A DFID led demand driven classroom construction pilot project has been adopted nation wide as an extremely effective model for decentralised, rapid and transparent classroom building.  

Impact Area 4: Improved health outcomes, especially for the poor

· Support for the development of the new Health Policy and the Health Sector Strategic Plan (HSSP) and the development of a sector wide approach (SWAp).  The Government has taken a strong lead in the SWAp and DFID is one of the four partners planning budgetary support. Support to a Demographic and Health Survey this year to provide a baseline for improving the health status of the poor.

· Financial support to the expanded programme on immunisation (EPI) and polio eradication has continued. DFID is assisting the Ministry of Health to implement its comprehensive plan for the revitalisation of immunisation and there are early indications of increased coverage.  


· Support to a number of key organisations working in the area of HIV/AIDS, including information to adolescents, counselling and testing and support to those affected.  Incidence rates have fallen from 14% in 1995 to an expected 7% in 2000.

· Assistance with the design of a national water and sanitation programme with strategic interventions to unite the sector to effectively improve access to services. DFID has supported several NGOs to improve delivery of services, with success in increasing local capacity to manage services, improving access to safe water and environmental sanitation.  Coverage rates are estimated to have increased from 41% to 47% between 1997 and 2000.

Impact Area 5:  Strengthened contribution by civil society to pro-poor policies, social progress and democratisation


· HMG played an important role in bringing together donors to support civil society initiatives in civic education and monitoring the 2000 Referendum.  


· Support to the involvement of civil society in key policy processes.  Initiatives include: engagement in the PEAP, consultations with the poor on poverty and citizen’s involvement in the budget process.  Several are joint Government/civil society initiatives which have strengthened relationships.  

· HMG has developed a Conflict Reduction Strategy for Acholi land and helped strengthen donor cohesiveness on issues concerning conflict in the north. 

ANNEX C

Case Study :  DFID’s Working Relations with the World Bank in Ghana

Ghana provides an illustration of the strengths and weaknesses of DFID’s working relations and influencing with the World Bank at country level. This case study draws on the recently completed Country Strategy Paper Review (CSPR).

The DFID Country Strategy Paper (CSP) for Ghana (1998-2001) built heavily on a close collaborative relationship with other donors, and the World Bank in particular. Major programme elements required a close collaboration for effective implementation. These included the comprehensive approach to public sector reform under the PUFMARP programme for which DFID, as the major bilateral donor, picked up important component sub-projects (MTEF, subvented agencies, civil service reform) and a strong orientation to use of sector wide approaches (SWAps) in Health, Education and Agriculture.

The most successful area of collaboration was in the Health SWAp, where effective close donor collaboration combined with Government commitment and capability have created a good model of a largely successful sector-wide approach.

The Education SWAp has been more problematic, with the donors diverging in their response to poor Government commitment and capability in the sector. In 1999 DFID took an essentially unilateral initiative to restart the process, based on a week-long intensive meeting with Government representatives held in London. Differences rapidly emerged with World Bank financed technical staff in the field and these differences have probably contributed both to the effective withdrawal of the World Bank (WB) from the SWAp and possibly to the continued poor performance of the sector programme as a whole.

In the Agriculture sector DFID has pursued the ideal of a sector-wide approach and has made progress in laying the groundwork for this. The World Bank, however, abruptly broke off from the common approach and developed a large cross-cutting sector programme outside the SWAp process, responding, it would seem, primarily to its own programme requirements to meet targets set in the World Bank’s Country Assistance Strategy document.

The collaboration over PUFMARP provides a better model of close co-ordination at the planning stage between DFID and the World Bank. PUFMARP implementation has, however, been marred by the failure of the World Bank (and, of course the Government) to deliver on key elements of the wider PUFMARP, notably the critical budgetary management systems and MIS, which has undermined DFID’s bilateral efforts.

The experience in Ghana suggests that, although there is much goodwill for collaboration with the World Bank and a serious attempt has been made in DFID’s 1998-2001 CSP, there remains much room for improvement and development of field level collaboration. This is in spite of the monthly in-country donor co-ordination meetings and quarterly mini-Consultative Group meetings. Part of the solution may lie in the proposed opening of the DFID office in Accra in 2002, but there will also need to be better mutual understanding and coordination between DFID and WB staff if the shortcomings of collaboration of the past three years are not to be repeated.

ANNEX D

Development progress and aid effectiveness

The eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) represent global objectives for reductions in poverty, and improvements in health, education and the environment, to be achieved by 2015. They were incorporated in the Millennium Declaration signed by 147 heads of state in September 2000. As such, they represent an unprecedented level of international agreement on development progress and how to measure it.

This annex presents a summary of overall development progress as measured against the MDGs, and the evidence relating to overall aid effectiveness. This provides the context within which DFID works, and against which the collective effectiveness of the international community can be judged. 

Development progress 

The 8 Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), and the supporting 18 targets in the United Nations Roadmap, provide the internationally agreed yardstick against which development progress should be assessed. In the ten years since the 1990 baseline adopted for the MDGs there has been very substantial progress. However, progress has been, and is likely to continue to be, far from uniform. The quality of the statistical data used to judge this progress is also far from ideal.

MILLENNIUM DEVELOPMENT GOALS

Goal 1 
Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger

Goal 2
Achieve universal primary education

Goal 3
Promote gender equality and empower women

Goal 4
Reduce child mortality

Goal 5
Improve maternal health

Goal 6
Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases

Goal 7
Ensure environmental sustainability

Goal 8
Develop a global partnership for development
Most reports present global and regional analyses of development trends. The following analyses focus on the top twenty recipients of DFID bilateral assistance in 2000/01.
 These countries have a combined population of 3.2 billion people in 1999, which represents over half the total world population, and almost three quarters of the population of the developing world. In expenditure terms they account for over two-thirds of the DFID bilateral programme. 

It is important to emphasise that, in presenting the data in this way, no implicit claim is made for the success or otherwise of the DFID programme in these twenty countries. As discussed in the main report, this would require an informed assessment of contribution which takes into account the counterfactual : what would have happened without DFID. Except for small countries where DFID is the major donor, it is simply unrealistic to seek to attribute changes in development indicators to DFID assistance (see section 7). 

There has been substantial progress in many important aspects of development in these twenty countries. For example, the Gross National Income (GNI) per capita has increased by over 50%. This progress is illustrated in the chart below. However, the overall average masks substantial differences. The GNI per capita for the Russian Federation has actually fallen by over 40%, whilst the corresponding figure for China shows an increase of over 140%. Incomes in Asia have grown much faster than those in Africa (Fig.D1 below).
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Infant mortality figures show a similar positive trend (Fig.D2). The weighted infant mortality rate declined from 59 per thousand in 1990 to 53 per thousand in 1999, albeit with much more marked decline in Asia than in Africa. Under five mortality rates show a similar trend. Attendance at birth by skilled health staff is a key factor in reducing both infant and maternal mortality. Data coverage is poor, but that available suggests a substantial increase in births attended from 40% to 63% in this group of countries.
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By contrast, life expectancy at birth in these key countries has barely changed over 10 years, moving from 63 in 1990 to 64 in 1999. Once again, the variation within this group is enormous, with China having a life expectancy of 70, compared a figure of 37 for Sierra Leone. Even the low figure for Sierra Leone is an improvement over 10 years, as in 1990 life expectancy at birth was only 35 years . 
Education indicators have improved. Net primary enrolment has increased from 93% to 98%, whilst youth illiteracy has fallen by a quarter from 19 % of youth (15-24) population to 15%. This means that fewer children are missing out on schooling, and suggests that schooling overall is becoming more effective. 

HIV/AIDS poses a significant threat to development progress, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa. Progress on life expectancy has been reversed, and key services undermined. For example, Zambia lost 1,300 teachers to HIV/AIDS in the first ten months of 1998, equivalent to two-thirds of the new teachers trained each year. The MDGs reinforce the emphasis on tackling the spread of HIV/AIDS, with a commitment to begin reversing the spread of HIV/AIDS by 2015. 

Some progress on the environment has been achieved through the development of guidance on sustainable development strategies. Approved by OECD-DAC members in April 2001, the guidance sets out a number of key principles which underlie sustainable development strategies;  the co-ordinated system of mechanisms and processes which needs to be active in a country to implement these;  and suggests steps which can help to strengthen a country’s strategic planning process in line with a sustainable development strategy. 

This picture of overall and marked progress since 1990 needs to be qualified in two ways. First, the scale of poverty in low-income countries remains enormous. Over a fifth of the world’s population lives on less than one US dollar a day, and about half on less than two dollars a day. Infant mortality rates in low-income countries are over 100 per 1,000 live births, compared with a rate of 6 per 1,000 in high-income countries
. Second, development progress has been much greater in some regions and countries than in others. As is shown in Table D1 below, on current trends most countries in South Asia will meet the MDG targets for child malnutrition, gender equality in school, and HIV/AIDS prevalence, but not other targets. Only the target for gender equality in school is likely to be met in most countries of Sub-Saharan Africa.

Table D1 :  
Regions where achievement of MDGs is likely or 

possible in most countries
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Evidence on aid effectiveness

Robust conclusions about the way in which, and the conditions under which, different forms of development assistance impact on development performance would be invaluable as a guide to aid policy. The reality, however, is that the relationships between development assistance and development outcomes is extremely complex. Policy, institutions and the level and composition of public expenditure will vary between countries, and over time, as will the balance and effectiveness of different forms of assistance. General claims about simple relationships between aid and development objectives are likely to be of doubtful plausibility. This conclusion is borne out by the large body of theoretical and empirical analysis. 

There is, nevertheless, good evidence to support the view that development assistance has made an important contribution to development progress. Specifically, the balance of evidence suggests that there is a strong positive link between aid, private investment, and economic growth in developing countries. Recent work suggests that the overall impact of aid has improved since the 1980’s.

The World Bank’s influential ‘Assessing Aid’ work  (World Bank, 1998) is the most ambitious attempt to identify and quantify the effectiveness of aid on the basis of econometric analysis and statistical evidence. Some of the conclusions of the study would, if valid, have important implications both for development assistance policy, and for the appropriate method of evaluation of aid. ‘Assessing Aid’ strongly conveys the message that aid works best in a good policy environment, and that aid should be reallocated to poor countries with ‘good’ policies.

‘Assessing Aid’ has had considerable influence among the donor community in spite of doubts expressed by the academic community as to the validity of some of the empirical evidence behind it. There is general agreement that aid does need to be better targeted at poor countries with large numbers of poor people. There is less agreement that the selective allocation of aid towards ‘good ‘ policy countries is as strongly justified by the empirical results, despite the well-accepted importance of policies and institutions
. The emphasis on aid and growth in this debate also needs to tempered by the recognition that “growth is not the only route to poverty reduction, nor is growth the only benefit of aid …Investments in health, education and environmental quality are development targets in their own right”.
  

Although aid has definitely contributed to economic growth and improved living standards in low-income countries – and could do more if better allocated and coordinated – it is important to emphasise that aid is only one of many determinants of development. As the Zedillo report has stressed, the primary responsibility for achieving growth and equitable development lies with developing countries themselves. Sound governance and financial management, and supportive economic and social economic policies, are key. At the international level, further and fundamental reform is required to reduce the trade impediments faced by developing countries in rich country markets.
ANNEX E

Changing Bilateral Aid Allocations - balancing need and performance

Recent changes in DFID allocations are broadly consistent with the findings of ‘Assessing Aid’. DFID is, overall, managing both to increase the proportion of its bilateral country aid going to poorer countries, and to increase the proportion going to countries with a favourable policy environment.

Analysis of DFID’s allocations showed that Nigeria, Vietnam, India and Bangladesh were relatively ‘under-aided’ by both DFID and other donors.
 DFID allocations to these four countries are due to increase substantially by 2003/04. 

Some of the allocations appear less consistent. For example, China and Russia were both relatively ‘over-funded’ by DFID and other donors, but DFID aid to China is set to increase and aid to Russia is being held constant.  Other DFID work indicates that there is further scope to improve the fit between bilateral allocations and the number of people living on less than US$1 per day within Africa. Although this a very crude indicator of relative ‘need’, the analysis does suggest that some countries are significantly ‘under-aided’, while some receive a much higher level of aid than justified by the incidence of poverty alone. 

Two factors explain some of this variation. First, the presence or absence of a policy and institutional environment conducive to poverty eradication, and second, DFID’s historic comparative strength. The latter explains, for example, DFID’s relatively low allocations to Francophone West Africa. The small amount of DFID aid to Sahelian countries – which are among the poorest in the world and which represent a major challenge in terms of the achievement of the MDG's’- was highlighted by the DAC review. 

The extent to which aid allocations should be guided by the policy and institutional environment is controversial. The consensus view is that poverty should take precedence over policy, not least because ‘the impact of reallocating aid on the basis of poverty criteria is bigger than re-allocating aid according to policy criteria’.
 DFID also believes that it is right to have substantial and ongoing programmes in countries with poor policy environments and governance concerns, but large numbers of poor people, in order to support the forces for positive change and protect the poorest people. On the other hand, one of DFID’s PSA targets is to increase the percentage of bilateral country specific aid spent in low-income countries pursuing ‘sustainable pro-poor policies’
 - which means spending less on those that do not - and DFID has set up sizeable regional Performance Funds for ‘good performers’. 

The limited data available suggest that DFID is increasing its focus on likely ‘good performers’. The percentage of total bilateral country specific aid spent in low income countries pursuing ‘sustainable pro-poor policies’ increased from 50% in 1998/99 to 56% in 2000/01.
 

Limited analysis using the World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA)
 ratings confirms this trend. In 1997/98, 34% of DFID bilateral country specific aid went to low-income countries in the top two quintiles (ie. those with the best policy and institutional context), and 20% to countries in the bottom two quintiles. In 2000/01, 60% went to countries in the top two quintiles, and 14% to those in the bottom two quintiles. While much of this change is accounted for by the improved policy and institutional environment in certain countries – rather than by a major shift in DFID allocations – this does not detract from the positive picture implied : a greater proportion of DFID bilateral aid is now being spent in countries with favourable policy and institutional environments. 

ANNEX F

Thematic and sectoral evaluations : recent conclusions 

Population (1998)

Over the past thirty years, family planning programmes, with considerable support from aid donor, have succeeded in bringing about major changes in fertility patterns, cutting half the time required for the transition from high to low fertility. The DFID projects evaluated were all judged to have made a useful contribution to this process of declining fertility, to have achieved some of their objectives and to have generated some significant benefits in relation to costs. However, only one of the projects was judged to be sustainable without further donor support. 

Enterprise development (1998)

The majority of DFID activities covered have largely achieved their objectives, and appear to have benefited the individuals, groups and organisations targeted for support. Early experience of sustainability is positive, except in transitional economies.

Primary Education (1999)

Trends in the design and scope of educational project represent a strongly positive set of developments. The new emphasis on primary schooling, and the shift from mainly TC to mainly financial aid, has probably resulted in British educational aid having a greater impact upon poverty alleviation and gender equality than earlier generations of aid projects. 

Revenue (2000)

All the revenue projects studied have been broadly successful. In the short term DFID projects have supported governments to achieve macroeconomic stabilisation targets which are considered critical for economic normalisation and the resumption of economic growth.

An important contribution has been made to building sustainable revenue collection capacity. By creating the capacity for recipient countries to address poverty reduction seriously, DFID projects have substantively supported the building of capacity for future revenue collection. There are, however, a range of threats to the sustainability of the capacity improvements achieved.

Health (2001)

With two exceptions, health outcomes have improved consistently in DFID priority countries during the 1990s. Few DFID projects can demonstrate a contribution to this improvement.

Health policy and systems development projects have been considerably less successful than projects in other sectors. Around 40% of projects by number (25% by value) were judged successful, and almost 80% were at least partly successful. By the late 1990's there was an improvement in the way projects researched and demonstrated a better understanding of the demand for health-related services.

Sustainable agriculture (2001)

Around two-thirds of the projects reviewed had satisfactory outcomes at purpose level. Positive impacts on natural resource productivity, the environment, and poor people’s livelihoods were evident in two of the four countries reviewed. Larger, focused and long-running country programmes with a strong TA presence were the most influential.

Environment (2000)

DFID had, in the main, successfully managed a large portfolio of environmental projects. There was, however, a gap between the high policy priority attached by DFID to environmental issues, and what had actually been delivered in terms of positive environmental impact.

Around 30% of the projects had satisfactory outcomes at purpose level, and 45% were judged to be at least partially successful. Some positive environmental impact was likely in almost 90% of the projects, but in most cases the magnitude of the likely impact was limited.  

Poverty (2001)

ODA took significant steps during 1990-97 to become a more focused poverty-reducing professional development agency with a much clearer idea of its mission. British aid performed comparatively well over the period in terms of contributing to, and learning about, poverty reduction. Direct project interventions often showed significant positive impacts.

Trade (2002 draft)

DFID generally follows best practice approaches to influencing and negotiating when working with other Government Departments. DFID and the Secretary of State are perceived by other donors and international organisations as being amongst the leaders in linking trade and development issues.

ANNEX G

Case Study of a Sector Wide Approach:

The Health and Population Sector Programme in Bangladesh

A Sector-Wide Approach (SWAp), valued at U.S. $3.3 billion, in the health sector for the period 1998-2003 was formulated in 1997 by the Government of Bangladesh (GoB) and developed in consultation with various stakeholders including development partners (ie, donor agencies). Defined as the Health and Population Sector Programme (HPSP), the reasons for the adoption of this approach by the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare (MOHFW) was based, among others, on the following three factors
:

· An analysis that the project approach was inefficient and had limited impact;

· The demand among a few senior managers within MOHFW for a SWAp coupled with an increasing international recognition of the potential value of this approach to health funding; and

· The recognition that fundamental reform of the MOHFW's operational structure was needed in order to deliver integrated, higher quality services to the poor as well as to implement the SWAp.
  

Notable achievements by the HPSP to date have included:
, 

· Efficiency gains made by 2000 through the saving of approximately U.S.$10 million on administrative costs previously spent on some 130 discrete projects and a reduction in the number of cost centres within MOHFW from 140 to 28;

· Enhanced opportunities for the GoB to take a leading role in defining its own strategies and management reporting systems for the sector as opposed to significant amounts of time spent previously negotiating the detail and results of discrete projects with development partners; and

· Indications that service delivery is proving more effective by the functional integration of health and family planning fieldworkers at sub-district level as evidenced through a 5% increase in Contraceptive Prevalence Rates since 1998.

DFID's contribution to supporting the HPSP is provided through a diverse range of eight components collectively called Strengthening Health and population for the Less Advantaged (SHAPLA). SHAPLA has two broad delivery mechanisms:

1. £25 million of time slice financing of the programme implementation plan provided through the pool along with contributions from other development partners; and 

2. £30 million of technical co-operation funds providing parallel financing under which Technical Assistance is provided to support the changes planned under the HPSP. £24 million of this is in 3 contracts held by UK companies and remaining £6million is provided to the Bangladesh Population and Health Consortium (BPHC).

A first review of SHAPLA
 found that the support to the SWAp process provided through its eight components was highly significant for the ongoing HPSP reform process. Further that SHAPLA had made significant contributions to the achievements made by the HPSP listed above. For example:

· enhancing the planning and management capacity of the MOHFW cost centres. This contribution has been largely made by SHAPLA managers, Consultants and DFID managers in developing close working relations with relevant line Directors in the MOHFW. 

· Establishing key organisations within the MOHFW which are providing essential technical and political inputs to the reform process that underpins the HPSP. For example, supporting the BPHC in the development of innovative approaches to NGO participation and contribution particularly in developing models of private and public partnerships

· Excellent cross-co-ordination across SHAPLA’s eight components resulting in important synergies.

The review goes onto mention how although DFID has deliberately relinquished stringent bilateral accountability in favour of a shared accountability with other development partners through the HPSP’s annual performance review, SHAPLA’s inputs to the HPSP could be better defined. This illustrates the importance of taking into account differences between the nature of and the reasons for establishing performance standards of the HPSP, on the one hand, with that of SHAPLA on the other. Understandably, much of the recent thinking on developing performance management frameworks (and indicators) have tended to focus on issues pertinent to assessing SWAps themselves at country level.
  

SWAps have obvious implications for the roles and responsibilities of DFID Bangladesh. The 2000 review of SHAPLA implied that, when assessing the performance of any one development partner in contributing to a SWAp process, it is important to distinguish and set appropriate standards between different levels, eg: 

· the performance of DFID in contributing to the effectiveness of the development partners; 

· the performance of DFID in managing SHAPLA; and

· the relative performance of the consultants contracted to deliver the eight components of SHAPLA       

Despite raising this as a potential issue resulting from the move to supporting SWAps
 and the presence of eight separate (project) LogFrames that make up SHAPLA, opportunities exist with which to develop a more consistently understood approach in order to facilitate the assessment of  SHAPLA's performance in supporting the HPSP.  

ANNEX H

Country Strategy Paper Reviews : main findings 

This annex summarises the main findings from the four Country Strategy Performance Reviews (CSPRs) have been carried out to date.
The review of the DFID programme in Russia identified a number of examples of strategic impact. For example, DFID has assisted finance departments in St. Petersburg and Moscow with establishing new, more accountable working practices in Russian institutions. Many individual projects were also found to be very effective within their original design parameters. However, despite attempts to narrow the sector and geographical focus, overall strategic impact was still diluted by narrow sectoral approaches, and preoccupation with the pipeline of DFID projects and maintaining the annual programme spend.

The review of the Brazil programme found that a significant degree of confusion had resulted from DFID’s attempts to recast its largely environmentally driven agenda into a poverty eradication framework. However, the review noted strengths and achievements in carrying out research and building research capacity, skills development and transfer, and fostering collaboration between institutions. Consistent weaknesses were noted in failure to disseminate project lessons, learn from past mistakes, and in support to income generating activities. A common problem was overestimation of the commitment of partner organisations. 

The review of DFID’s country strategy in Ukraine concluded that “DFID activities have had significant positive strategic impact on the country’s gradual transition to a market economy.” Despite a generally unfavourable political environment, the review concluded that DFID had provided important contributions to several major reform decisions, and to the development of promising pilot approaches that may now be expanded as the political environment improves. While the direct impact was assessed as having not “benefited to date more than tiny fractions of the poor population”, DFID supported activities have demonstrated the feasibility of approaches that may be picked up and developed in more propitious circumstances. 

The impact of the DFID programme on Ghana’s development goals during the CSP lifetime is judged to have been positive but limited. The impact is currently not measurable nor is any specific attribution to DFID assessable at this stage. The limited impact can be traced to : slow implementation by Government of key reform actions; lack of capacity in Government institutions; a participatory partnership with the Government anticipated in the CSP that was not reflected in actual DFID-GoG working processes; and an under-estimation of the difficulties in launching new sector-wide approaches. The CSP programme has nevertheless made important achievements, including laying the groundwork for prospective programmes to have greater impact.

ANNEX J
Selected Statistics

Table 1:  DFID Aid Expenditure by Type
£ million

1997/98
1999/00
2001/02

Bilateral

1043
1324
1508

of which Humanitarian Assistance

95
226
162

Multilateral

958
1180
1314

of which
EC
543
739
724


UN Agencies
115
152
214


World Bank Group
190
171
245

Administrative Costs

61
77
90

Total DFID aid expenditure

2062
2581
2912







2001/02 figures are provisional





Table 2:  DFID Bilateral Aid - Top Twenty Recipients, 2000/01
Rank
Country
£ million

1
India
105

2
Uganda
86

3
Ghana
73

4
Bangladesh
70

5
Tanzania
67

6
Malawi
57

7
Zambia
56

8
Kenya
48

9
Sierra Leone
35

10
Rwanda
33

11
Mozambique
33

12
South Africa
30

13
China
30

14
Russian Federation
22

15
Indonesia
20

16
Montserrat
19

17
Nepal
18

18
Nigeria
17

19
Guyana
14

20
Pakistan
14

Source : Statistics on International Development, 1996/97- 2000/01, DFID

Table 3:  Percentage of DFID Bilateral Aid Allocated to the Top Twenty Recipients 

£m

1997/98
1998/99
1999/00
2000/01

Top 20 Countries

562
641
697
845

% of total bilateral programme

59%
62%
64%
68%

Total bilateral programme

951
1,038
1,097
1,235

(excludes humanitarian assistance)






Table 4:  Number of DFID Bilateral Aid Recipients


1997/98
1998/99
1999/00
2000/01
2001/02

Large
> £10m
19
21
26
25
28

Medium
£1m-£10m
57
49
51
56
46

Small
<£1m
75
78
69
62
63

Total Number

151
148
146
143
137

Table 5:  Ratio of Official Development Assistance (oda) to Gross National

                Income (gni) 2001

Net oda UK£ million
oda/gni ratio


Australia
592
0.25

Austria
317
0.25

Belgium
601
0.37

Canada
1,091
0.23

Denmark
1,110
1.01

Finland
270
0.33

France
2,981
0.34

Germany
3,387
0.27

Greece
135
0.19

Ireland
198
0.33

Italy
1,037
0.14

Japan
6,719
0.23

Luxembourg
99
0.80

Netherlands
2,191
0.82

New Zealand
77
0.25

Norway
935
0.83

Portugal
185
0.25

Spain
1,214
0.30

Sweden
1,094
0.76

Switzerland
630
0.34

United Kingdom
3,235
0.32

United States
7,557
0.11

DAC Average

0.22

UN Target

0.70
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� A discussion of the overall effectiveness of aid is contained in Annex D. 


� PRISM - Performance Reporting Information System for Management


� DFID: Performance Management - Helping to Eliminate World Poverty. NAO report. 2001. p.10


� No valid analysis of the administrative cost of DFID’s programme was possible. The definition of these has changed over time and varies between donors.


� Evaluation of DFID Support to Poverty Reduction. Shepherd, A. et al. DFID, 2000.


� A strategic organisation may be defined as one which explicitly allocates and deploys its resources in line with a clear, published strategic plan which sets out how the organisation intends to make the greatest contribution to specific objectives.


� The number of projects by fiscal year have increased from around 1,500 in the early 1990’s to 2,000 and 2,200 in 1997/98 and 2000/01 respectively. This includes some activities – such as programme aid, sector wide programmes, and budgetary support – that are not projects, although recorded as such. Source : DFID Statistics Database


� Influencing involves “encouraging changes in position, behaviour or approach in areas where DFID’s direct control is limited”. Influencing Scoping Study by Emma Spicer. Evaluation Department Draft 2001.


� The impact so far on transaction costs is not known. Many sector programmes are still projectised, and it is not clear that DFID’s closer working relationship with governments will, in the short term at least, reduce transaction costs.  


� 72% of country specific aid went to Low Income countries in 1992/93 (British Aid Statistics 1992/93-1996/97). It is recognised that this measure fails to consider the distribution within the poorest group of countries, and that other measures could be used (see White, H. and  McGillivray, M. ‘How Well is Aid Allocated?’ , Development and Change Vol.26, 1995, 163-183).


� Review of the Development Co-operation Policies and Programmes of the United Kingdom. OECD DAC, 2001


� Source : Table 18, DFID Statistics on International Development, 1996/97- 2000/01


� This analysis uses the total DFID contribution to all UN agencies as listed in Table 8, Statistics on International Development, 1996/97-2000/01. In 2000/01 DFID provided support to more than 15 UN agencies. The three largest recipients were the World Health Organisation (WHO), the UN Development Programme (UNDP), and the UN Population Fund. 


� The average (mean) size of  new ‘projects’, as monitored by PIMS commitments over £100,000, almost doubled from £ 1.2 m in 1993/94 to £2.1 m in 2000/01.   


� Evaluation of DFID Support to Poverty Reduction. Synthesis Report. Draft March 2000.


� Some of this assistance (2%) is provided as official aid to countries on Part II of the DAC list that are not classified as ‘developing’, such as Ukraine and Russia. 


� The major categories of bilateral aid not covered by this report are Humanitarian Aid; Grants and Other Aid in Kind (mainly grants to UK NGOs); Training and Scholarships; and Knowledge and Research.  


� The term activity is used to cover all initiatives: projects, programme aid, sector wide programmes, and budgetary support. In practice, most DFID activities, apart from some of the very largest, are still projects of one form or another.


� This section is based on DER Working Paper 4 : A Synthesis of Project Performance. Henderson, S. and Ticehurst, D. Natural Resources Institute (2001) 


� An intervention is considered to have achieved a satisfactory outcome if it is scored 1 (fully achieved) or 2 (largely achieved) on a five-point scale.


� This is not unexpected. Achievements can be expected to degrade between project completion and ex post evaluation if the achievements are not sustainable.


� The equivalent figure for 1974-90 was 55%. However, these figures are not directly comparable. Projects are purposively selected for evaluation and are not intended to be representative of the portfolio as a whole.  


� This problem is exacerbated by the tardy completion/submission of PCRs.


� This section is based on DER Working Paper 5 : Country Performance Synthesis Study. Jones, S. Oxford Policy Management (2001)


� These issues are highlighted in some internal DFID papers. See, for example, Unsworth, S. ‘Understanding Incentives and Capacity for Poverty Reduction : What Should Donors Do Differently?’ paper for the DFID Development Committee, 2002.


� This section is based on DER Working Paper 3 : Review of DFID Performance in Relation to the Multilaterals. 


� Institutional Performance Reviews were carried out by DFID in 2001 for four humanitarian agencies. These reviews, and humanitarian aid in general, are not considered in this report. 


� This section draws on DER Working Paper No. 4 – A Synthesis of project Performance – by Simon Henderson and Daniel Ticehurst.


� Sources : Population, Education, Enterprise Development, Higher Education, Environment, Poverty, Primary Education, Revenue, Sustainable Agriculture evaluations.


� DFID Evaluation of Revenue Projects. Synthesis Report. Draft July 2000.


� Evaluation of DFID Support to Poverty Reduction. Synthesis Report. Draft March 2000.


� Enabling actions support the policies and context for poverty reduction and elimination. Inclusive actions improve opportunities and services generally, and also address issues of equity and barriers to participation of poor people. Focused actions focus predominantly on the rights, interests and needs of poor people.


� Evaluation of DFID Support to Poverty Reduction (2000). Summary paraxlv


� Poverty, Primary Education, Enterprise Development evaluations.


� Poverty, Education and Health evaluations.


� DFID’s Evaluation Department has begun an evaluation of general budget support. 


� Primary Education Synthesis (1999). EV 634


� Evaluation of DFID Support to Poverty Reduction (2000).


� Primary Education Synthesis (1999). EV 634


� Population, Enterprise Development, Poverty, Primary Education, Sustainable Agriculture evaluations (see References, Annex J)


� DFID Poverty and Sustainable Agriculture evaluation studies.





� ODA/DFID Support to Health Sector Reform and Health Management: Synthesis Study. Andrew Cassels and Julia Watson. EV 594. January 2001


� ‘The defining characteristics of a SWAp are that all significant public funding for the sector supports a single sector policy and expenditure programme, under Government leadership, adopting common approaches across the sector, and progressing towards relying on Government procedures to disburse and account for all Government expenditure, however funded’. The Choice of Financial Aid Instruments. Mick Foster and Jennifer Leavy. ODI. October 2001. page.5


� Sector Wide Programmes and Poverty Reduction. Mick Foster and Sadie Mackintosh-Walker. CAPE, ODI. November 2001


� Foster and Mackintosh-Walker (2001) op.cit.


� HIPC has been the subject of an internal DFID review, and joint evaluation work is in progress with the World Bank.


� Trade Scoping Study. David Pedley. DFID Evaluation Dept. Draft January 2002


� The NAO report came to a similar conclusion (NAO, 2002, p.64).


� Desk Study of Good Practice in the Development of PRSP Indicators and Monitoring Systems. David Booth and Henry Lucas. ODI. May 2001.


� Attribution is a test of causation linking DFID’s activities to outcomes or impacts. A key question is : if there had been no DFID activity, how would the result have been different?


� Assessing Development Effectiveness. DER Working Paper 1. Section 4.


� DFID: Helping to Eliminate World Poverty. NAO report. 2002


� The large number of networks listed on the DFID intranet is testimony to this.


� DFID: Helping to Eliminate World Poverty. NAO report. 2002. p.7


� For example, the World Bank Operations and Evaluation Department reviews 100% of all implementation completion reports, and carries out a field-level performance audit on 25% of its operations. The Project Evaluation Department of the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) has carried out independent ex post field-level evaluations of 36% of its completed investments. The World Bank and DANIDA spend around 0.12% and 0.14% respectively of their total expenditure on independent evaluation. DFID spends less than half that (0.05%). NGOs typically spend much higher proportions than any of these agencies on evaluation and learning. 


� Independent evaluations can be of three main types: (1) those carried by external teams consisting of independent consultants and/or other stakeholders but reporting to the operational department responsible for the programme being evaluated; (2) those carried out by agency staff from an evaluation unit independent of the operational department; and (3) those carried by external teams consisting of independent consultants and/or other stakeholders reporting to an independent evaluation unit or direct to the management board. 


� In 2000/01, just 12 activities (2%) accounted for 49% (£600 million) of the value of new commitments over £100,000. Conversely, 389 activities (65%) accounted for only 7% of the value of new commitments.


� The recent Ghana CSPR identified the example of the poorly performing education SWAp in Ghana, to which DFID have a commitment under the Public Service Agreement.


� DFID White Paper on International Development, 2000, paras. 318-319.


� This is a challenge for all donors as discussed in the OECD DAC Evaluation & Effectiveness Report No.5 2001: ‘Evaluation feedback for effective learning and accountability’. 


� This sub-section is based on DER Working Paper No. 2 – The Millennium Development Goals – and other work by Matthew Sudders.


� The list of countries is based upon Bilateral receipts excluding Humanitarian Assistance. See Table 2, Annex J.


� Report of the High-level Panel on Financing for Development, E.Zedillo et al. United Nations, 2001. 


� Boxes are shaded if achievement is unlikely or very unlikely in more than 50% of countries for which data exists. Estimates are based on trends between 1990 and 1999, except for maternal mortality and HIV/AIDS prevalence which are based on current trends. Source : World Bank (http://sima/mdg)


� This sub-section is based on the annex to DER Working Paper No. 1 – Assessing Development Effectiveness – and other work by Stephen Jones and George Mavrotas.


� ‘Aid effectiveness disputed’. Hansen, H. and Tarp, F., Journal of International Development, Vol.12, pp.375-398, 2000. 


� The extent to which the proxies for good policy performance that are used provide an accurate basis for allocations is also debated.


� ‘Policy Implications for Aid Allocations of Recent Research on Aid Effectiveness and Selectivity: A Summary’. Jonathan Beynon, DFID, June 2001.


� ‘”Assessing Aid” and the Collier/Dollar Poverty Efficient Aid Allocations : a critique.’ Jonathan Beynon. DFID Economic Policy and Research Department Discussion Paper. December 1999.


� ‘Policy implications for aid allocations of recent research on aid effectiveness and selectivity’. Jonathan Beynon, DFID, June 2001.


� DFID Public Service Agreement 2001-04 :  Technical Note


� Reported performance by DFID to December 2001 in the NAO report, p.4 (2002)


� The World Bank’s CPIA consists of a set of 20 criteria that capture a broad range of policy dimensions of an effective poverty reduction and growth strategy. The annual ratings focus on the quality of each country’s current policies and institutions, which are the main determinants of aid effectiveness.


� Development of Administrative and Financial Management Capacity for SWAPs: The Experience of the Bangladesh Health Sector. Health Systems Resource Centre, DFID (2001) 


� These have to be assessed in the light of the managing the loss to individuals within the MOHFW  through the consequent loss of project dedicated resources and responsibilities. 


� Case Study presented by Mr. M.A. Muktadir Mazumder, Joint Chief (Planning) MOHFW to a UNFPA Workshop on SWAPs, New York October, 2000. 


� Strengthening Health and Population for the Less Advantaged (SHAPLA). First Annual Review. 2000


� Op cit


� For example, Measuring Performance of the Health Sector at Country Level  - Country Examples of Sector Performance Frameworks. Institute for Health Sector Development. Second Draft, September 2001.


� Sector Wide Approaches in Health: Concerns and Prospects. Institute for Health Sector Development. Issues Note, 2000
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Education

		1990		1990

		1999		1999



Youth Illiteracy

Out of School

% of Population

Education in Top 20 DFID Bilateral Aid Recipients

19

7

15

2



Literacy

										Illiteracy rate, youth total (% of people ages 15-24)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1999		1990		1990 Illiteracy Rate		1999 Illiteracy Rate

		1				India		116,930		India		36		35		34		33		32		32		31		30		29		28				997,515,200		849,515,008		10.93		8.723

		2				Uganda		86,201		Uganda		30		29		28		27		26		25		24		23		23		22				21,479,330		16,330,000		0.18		0.148

		3				Ghana		73,335		Ghana		18		17		16		15		14		13		12		11		11		10				18,784,530		14,870,000		0.10		0.059

		4				Bangladesh		72,516		Bangladesh		56		56		55		54		54		53		52		51		50		50				127,668,808		110,368,000		2.21		1.994

		5				Tanzania		68,687		Tanzania		16		15		15		14		13		12		12		11		10		9				32,922,570		25,470,000		0.15		0.093

		6				Malawi		56,941		Malawi		37		36		35		34		34		33		32		31		31		30				10,787,810		8,507,000		0.11		0.101

		7				Zambia		55,934		Zambia		19		18		17		17		16		15		14		14		13		13				9,881,210		7,784,000		0.05		0.040

		8				Kenya		51,923		Kenya		10		10		9		8		8		7		7		6		6		5				29,410,000		23,552,000		0.08		0.046

		9				Mozambique		41,281		Mozambique		51		51		49		48		47		45		44		43		42		41				17,299,000		14,151,000		0.26		0.222

		10				Sierra Leone		35,022		Sierra Leone		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				4,949,340		3,999,000

		11				Rwanda		32,878		Rwanda		27		26		26		25		24		22		21		20		19		17				8,310,000		6,954,000		0.07		0.044

		12				South Africa, Republic of		30,115		South Africa		12		11		11		11		10		10		10		10		9		9				42,106,232		35,200,000		0.15		0.118

		13				China		29,746		China		5		5		5		4		4		4		3		3		3		3				1,253,595,008		1,135,185,024		2.03		1.175

		14				Russian Federation		26,114		Russian Federation		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				146,200,000		148,292,000		0.00		0.000

		15				Yugoslavia		21,127		Guyana		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				795,000		855,290

		16				Montserrat		20,811

		17				Indonesia		20,127		Indonesia		5		5		4		4		4		3		3		3		3		3				207,021,616		178,232,000		0.32		0.194

		18				Nepal		17,695		Nigeria		27		25		23		22		21		19		18		17		15		14				23,384,180		18,772,000		0.18		0.102

		19				Nigeria		17,123		Nepal		54		53		51		50		48		46		45		44		43		42				123,896,520		96,203,000		1.86		1.625

		20				Ethiopia		16,194		Pakistan		51		49		47		46		44		42		41		40		39		37				131,582,000		107,975,056

																																		3,207,588,354		2,802,214,378		19		15

				1990		1999																												3,201,844,014		2,797,360,088

		Youth Illiteracy		19		15																												100%		100%

		Out of School		7		2





Births Attended Chart
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Infant Mortality Chart
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Infant Mortality

		Mortality rate, infant (per 1,000 live births)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				Population, total		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		India		80		80		79		74		74		74		72		71		72		71				India		849,515,008		866,530,432		882,300,032		898,200,000		913,600,000		929,358,016		945,611,776		962,377,664		979,672,896		997,515,200		24.2531989697		24.3178938126		24.065749502		22.5981123952		22.6531703652		22.7028794289		22.146354896		21.896908176		22.2810137105		22.0575295493

		Uganda		104		..		97		..		..		98		..		99		..		88				Uganda		16,330,000		16,894,460		17,461,530		18,030,200		18,599,390		19,168,000		19,740,950		20,317,610		20,897,300		21,479,330		0.606076592		0		0.5848035958		0		0		0.6201104501		0		0.6445946965		0		0.5886842294

		Ghana		66		..		62		..		..		57		..		55		..		57				Ghana		14,870,000		15,314,820		15,758,580		16,200,450		16,639,550		17,075,000		17,507,980		17,937,750		18,363,520		18,784,530		0.350237699		0		0.3373376195		0		0		0.3212933537		0		0.3161619271		0		0.3334680176

		Bangladesh		91		..		85		82		..		74		..		66		..		61				Bangladesh		110,368,000		112,426,784		114,311,552		116,106,928		117,897,536		119,768,000		121,679,344		123,632,560		125,628,704		127,668,808		3.5842026115		0		3.3547877806		3.2369752647		0		2.9257599511		0		2.6149037702		0		2.4254573229

		Tanzania		115		..		118		..		..		107		..		99		..		95				Tanzania		25,470,000		26,277,690		27,103,520		27,943,580		28,793,000		29,646,000		30,487,820		31,316,100		32,128,480		32,922,570		1.0452851299		0		1.1042405984		0		0		1.0471672607		0		0.9935318167		0		0.9740838297

		Malawi		135		..		134		..		..		133		..		133		..		132				Malawi		8,507,000		8,743,480		8,986,540		9,236,350		9,493,110		9,757,000		10,016,000		10,276,090		10,533,530		10,787,810		0.4098436288		0		0.4157701591		0		0		0.428384866		0		0.43798421		0		0.4434924378

		Zambia		107		..		108		..		109		110		..		113		..		114				Zambia		7,784,000		8,022,380		8,261,540		8,501,110		8,740,720		8,980,000		9,214,400		9,443,210		9,665,710		9,881,210		0.2972313348		0		0.3080638729		0		0.3192382245		0.3260882842		0		0.3419613358		0		0.3508277833

		Kenya		62		..		61		..		..		74		..		74		..		76				Kenya		23,552,000		24,279,310		24,983,040		25,659,890		26,306,600		26,920,000		27,538,480		28,161,750		28,789,480		29,410,000		0.5211076744		0		0.5261761076		0		0		0.657616875		0		0.6678366858		0		0.6961256167

		Mozambique		150		..		160		..		..		135		..		135		..		131				Mozambique		14,151,000		14,420,000		14,690,000		15,005,000		15,420,000		15,820,000		16,230,000		16,630,000		16,965,000		17,299,000		0.757506523		0		0.8115173027		0		0		0.7050280912		0		0.7194571473		0		0.7057831621

		Sierra Leone		189		..		195		..		..		180		..		170		..		168				Sierra Leone		3,999,000		4,093,000		4,191,000		4,293,000		4,399,000		4,510,000		4,630,000		4,748,000		4,854,740		4,949,340		0.2697249959		0		0.2821683365		0		0		0.2679879217		0		0.2586655224		0		0.2589617193

		Rwanda		132		..		144		..		..		132		..		124		..		123				Rwanda		6,954,000		7,150,000		7,350,000		7,540,000		6,230,000		6,400,000		6,727,000		7,895,180		8,105,000		8,310,000		0.3275794161		0		0.365431379		0		0		0.2788817397		0		0.3137347571		0		0.3183355449

		South Africa		55		..		53		..		..		57		..		59		..		62				South Africa		35,200,000		35,933,112		36,690,740		37,473,800		38,283,220		39,120,000		39,912,000		40,670,328		41,402,392		42,106,232		0.6908970525		0		0.671410836		0		0		0.7361051828		0		0.7689685894		0		0.8130496504

		China		33		..		38		..		..		34		..		32		..		30				China		1,135,185,024		1,150,780,032		1,164,969,984		1,178,439,936		1,191,835,008		1,204,855,040		1,217,549,952		1,230,075,008		1,242,179,968		1,253,595,008		13.3686815984		0		15.2846091591		0		0		13.5232130293		0		12.6142224886		0		11.7127131575

		Russian Federation		17		18		18		20		19		18		17		17		16		16				Russian Federation		148,292,000		148,624,000		148,688,992		148,520,000		148,336,000		148,140,992		147,739,008		147,304,000		146,800,000		146,200,000		0.8996521679		0.9384553228		0.9240752277		1.0099092037		0.9443681797		0.8802659993		0.8169603643		0.8024950739		0.7419376238		0.7285281781

		Indonesia		60		..		55		..		..		46		..		44		..		42				Indonesia		178,232,000		181,397,024		184,556,192		187,707,264		190,847,968		193,976,000		197,156,480		200,390,288		203,678,368		207,021,616		3.8163211815		0		3.5046714909		0		0		2.9455880202		0		2.8255842398		0		2.7079708408

		Nepal		101		..		96		..		79		79		..		79		..		75				Nepal		18,772,000		19,253,590		19,744,320		20,244,250		20,753,450		21,272,000		21,794,680		22,321,160		22,851,110		23,384,180		0.6766123277		0		0.6544393728		0		0.5493619486		0.5547554651		0		0.5650966926		0		0.5462134721

		Nigeria		86		..		86		..		..		83		..		81		..		83				Nigeria		96,203,000		98,983,000		101,883,520		104,891,872		108,012,568		111,270,000		114,495,512		117,680,752		120,817,264		123,896,520		2.9525349928		0		3.0252299963		0		0		3.0487537967		0		3.0547056448		0		3.2026995542

		Pakistan		111		..		105		..		..		99		..		95		..		90				Pakistan		107,975,056		110,750,016		113,561,960		116,444,160		119,401,848		122,374,952		125,409,848		128,457,312		131,582,000		134,790,000		4.2771492358		0		4.1169745678		0		0		3.9993913485		0		3.9107616613		0		3.7781498724

		Guyana		64		..		63		..		..		60		..		58		..		57				Guyana		795,000		802,800		809,960		816,720		823,320		830,000		836,600		842,960		849,320		855,920		0.0181574597		0		0.0176181428		0		0		0.0164397616		0		0.0156680112		0		0.0151945215

																												2,802,154,088		2,850,675,930		2,896,303,002		2,941,254,510		2,984,412,288		3,029,241,000		3,074,277,830		3,120,477,722		3,165,764,782		3,210,857,274		59				60						56				54				53

																																																1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

																																																Year		Infant Mortality Rate

																																																1990		59				1990		1992		1995		1997		1999

																																																1992		60		Infant Mortality Rate		59		60		56		54		53

																																																1995		56

																																																1997		54

																																																1999		53





Reproductive Health

		Births attended by health staff (% of total)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1998				1990 Rate		1998

		India		44		..		34		49		..		..		..		..		..		..				849,515,008		979,672,896				27.215078634

		Uganda		..		..		..		..		..		38		..		..		..		..				16,330,000		20,897,300

		Ghana		55		..		45		44		..		..		..		..		44		..				14,870,000		18,363,520				0.5954694965		9.12

		Bangladesh		7		..		..		..		..		14		..		14		..		..				110,368,000		125,628,704				0.5625058895

		Tanzania		..		44		..		..		..		..		38		..		..		35				25,470,000		32,128,480

		Malawi		50		..		55		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				8,507,000		10,533,530				0.3096936484

		Zambia		41		38		51		..		..		..		47		..		..		..				7,784,000		9,665,710				0.2323659803

		Kenya		..		..		..		45		..		..		..		..		44		..				23,552,000		28,789,480						14.30

		Mozambique		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		44		..		..				14,151,000		16,965,000

		Sierra Leone		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				3,999,000		4,854,740

		Rwanda		..		..		26		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				6,954,000		8,105,000

		South Africa		..		..		..		..		..		82		..		..		84		..				35,200,000		41,402,392						39.27

		China		..		..		..		..		85		..		..		..		..		..				1,135,185,024		1,242,179,968

		Russian Federation		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		99		..		..				148,292,000		146,800,000

		Guyana		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				10,529,000		10,616,000

		Indonesia		47		32		29		..		36		47		..		43		..		..				178,232,000		203,678,368				6.0991511981

		Nepal		..		8		..		..		..		32		10		..		..		..				18,772,000		22,851,110

		Nigeria		31		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				96,203,000		120,817,264				2.1713816852

		Pakistan		40		18		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				107,975,056		131,582,000				3.1446280973

																										2,811,888,088		3,175,531,462		0		40		63

																										1,373,454,064		88,555,392				0

																										49%		3%

																																1990		1998

																														Births attended by health staff (% of total)		40		63
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Life Expectancy

		Life expectancy at birth, total (years)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1999				Life 1990		Life 1999

		India		60		..		61		..		..		62		..		63		..		63				849,515,008		997,515,200				18.1898992273		19.5917484213

		Uganda		47		..		46		..		..		44		..		42		..		42				16,330,000		21,479,330				0.2738999983		0.2812439213

		Ghana		57		..		58		..		..		59		..		60		..		58				14,870,000		18,784,530				0.3024780128		0.3396576891

		Bangladesh		55		..		56		..		..		58		..		60		..		61				110,368,000		127,668,808				2.1662763036		2.4278830454

		Tanzania		50		..		49		..		..		49		..		48		..		45				25,470,000		32,922,570				0.4544717956		0.4618695884

		Malawi		45		..		44		..		..		43		..		43		..		39				8,507,000		10,787,810				0.1366145429		0.1311629028

		Zambia		49		..		49		..		..		45		..		43		..		38				7,784,000		9,881,210				0.1361152842		0.1170595498

		Kenya		57		..		57		..		..		53		..		50		..		48				23,552,000		29,410,000				0.4790828619		0.4400979906

		Mozambique		43		..		43		..		..		45		..		45		..		43				14,151,000		17,299,000				0.2171518699		0.2319009768

		Sierra Leone		35		..		34		..		..		36		..		37		..		37				3,999,000		4,949,340				0.0499490733		0.0570902753

		Rwanda		40		..		35		..		..		38		..		40		..		40				6,954,000		8,310,000				0.0992664897		0.1036272895

		South Africa		62		..		63		..		..		58		..		55		..		48				35,200,000		42,106,232				0.7788294046		0.6300873205

		China		69		..		69		..		..		69		..		70		..		70				1,135,185,024		1,253,595,008				27.9526978875		27.3569966864

		Russian Federation		69		69		68		65		64		65		66		67		67		66				148,292,000		146,200,000				3.6515293873		3.008184242

		Guyana		63		..		63		..		..		64		..		64		..		64				795,000		855,920				0.0178737494		0.0170775778

		Indonesia		62		..		63		..		..		64		..		65		..		66				178,232,000		207,021,616				3.9435318876		4.2596385979

		Nepal		54		..		55		..		..		56		..		57		..		58				18,772,000		23,384,180				0.3617531257		0.4228275363

		Nigeria		49		..		50		..		..		50		..		50		..		47				96,203,000		123,896,520				1.6822583098		1.8153906311

		Pakistan		59		..		60		..		..		61		..		62		..		63				107,975,056		131,582,000				2.2734396839		2.5843430163

																										2,802,154,088		3,207,649,274				63		64





Enrolment

		School enrollment, primary (% gross)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1996				1990 Enrolment		1996 Enrolment

		India		97		98		100		101		101		100		100		..		..		..				849,515,008		945,611,776				30		38

		Uganda		75		75		74		74		73		74		..		..		..		..				16,330,000		19,740,950				0

		Ghana		75		75		80		81		79		..		..		..		..		..				14,870,000		17,507,980				0

		Bangladesh		72		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				110,368,000		121,679,344				3

		Tanzania		70		70		69		69		68		67		66		67		..		..				25,470,000		30,487,820				1		1

		Malawi		68		79		84		89		134		134		..		..		..		..				8,507,000		10,016,000				0

		Zambia		99		99		100		..		91		89		..		..		..		..				7,784,000		9,214,400				0

		Kenya		95		93		92		91		87		85		..		..		..		..				23,552,000		27,538,480				1

		Mozambique		67		62		59		57		58		60		..		..		..		..				14,151,000		16,230,000				0

		Sierra Leone		50		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				3,999,000		4,630,000				0

		Rwanda		70		81		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				6,954,000		6,727,000				0

		South Africa		122		124		127		129		132		133		..		..		..		..				35,200,000		39,912,000				2

		China		125		122		119		117		117		118		120		123		..		..				1,135,185,024		1,217,549,952				52		59

		Russian Federation		109		109		108		106		107		..		..		..		..		..				148,292,000		147,739,008				6

		Yugoslavia, FR (Serbia/Montenegro)		72		72		73		71		69		70		69		..		..		..				10,529,000		10,574,000				0		0

		Indonesia		115		114		114		115		115		113		113		..		..		..				178,232,000		197,156,480				7		9

		Nepal		108		108		110		109		109		109		113		..		..		..				18,772,000		21,794,680				1		1

		Nigeria		91		90		94		98		98		..		..		..		..		..				96,203,000		114,495,512				3

		Ethiopia		33		26		23		27		31		38		43		..		..		..				51,180,000		58,234,000				1		1

																										2,755,093,032		3,016,839,382		2,481,408,708		107		109

		School enrollment, primary (% net)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1996				1990		1996

		India		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				849,515,008		945,611,776

		Uganda		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				16,330,000		19,740,950

		Ghana		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				14,870,000		17,507,980

		Bangladesh		64		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				110,368,000		121,679,344				4.7737604165

		Tanzania		51		51		50		49		48		48		48		48		..		..				25,470,000		30,487,820				0.8778829077		1.0126080684

		Malawi		50		..		55		68		103		..		..		..		..		..				8,507,000		10,016,000				0.2874642946

		Zambia		..		..		..		..		77		75		..		..		..		..				7,784,000		9,214,400

		Kenya		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				23,552,000		27,538,480

		Mozambique		47		44		41		39		39		40		..		..		..		..				14,151,000		16,230,000				0.4494925119

		Sierra Leone		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				3,999,000		4,630,000

		Rwanda		66		75		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				6,954,000		6,727,000				0.3101816446

		South Africa		..		103		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				35,200,000		39,912,000

		China		97		96		95		95		96		98		100		..		..		..				1,135,185,024		1,217,549,952				74.4176342583		84.2481867275

		Russian Federation		..		..		..		95		93		..		..		..		..		..				148,292,000		147,739,008

		Guyana		93		90		89		..		90		87		..		..		..		..				795,000		836,600				0.0499674918

		Indonesia		98		97		97		97		97		95		95		..		..		..				178,232,000		197,156,480				11.8045443599		12.9601024735

		Nepal		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				18,772,000		21,794,680

		Nigeria		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				96,203,000		114,495,512

		Pakistan		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				107,975,056		125,409,848

																										2,802,154,088		3,074,277,830		0		93		98

																										1,479,662,024		1,445,194,252

		Persistence to grade 5, total (% of cohort)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				53%		47%

		India		..		..		..		59		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Uganda		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Ghana		80		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Bangladesh		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Tanzania		79		81		83		..		..		..		81		..		..		..

		Malawi		64		42		37		94		34		..		..		..		..		..

		Zambia		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Kenya		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Mozambique		33		34		35		43		46		..		..		..		..		..

		Sierra Leone		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Rwanda		60		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		South Africa		75		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		China		86		88		88		91		92		94		..		..		..		..

		Russian Federation		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Yugoslavia, FR (Serbia/Montenegro)		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Indonesia		84		86		93		89		91		88		..		..		..		..

		Nepal		..		52		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Nigeria		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Ethiopia		..		..		58		51		55		51		..		..		..		..

		School enrollment, tertiary (% gross)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		India		6		..		..		..		6		7		7		..		..		..

		Uganda		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		..		..		..

		Ghana		1		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Bangladesh		4		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Tanzania		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		..		..

		Malawi		1		1		1		1		1		1		..		..		..		..

		Zambia		2		..		..		..		3		..		..		..		..		..

		Kenya		2		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Mozambique		..		..		0		0		0		0		1		..		..		..

		Sierra Leone		1		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Rwanda		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		South Africa		13		14		14		16		17		19		..		..		..		..

		China		3		3		3		4		5		5		6		6		..		..

		Russian Federation		52		50		47		45		43		..		..		..		..		..

		Yugoslavia, FR (Serbia/Montenegro)		..		18		19		19		19		21		22		..		..		..

		Indonesia		9		9		9		10		11		11		11		..		..		..

		Nepal		5		6		5		5		5		4		5		..		..		..

		Nigeria		..		..		..		4		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Ethiopia		1		1		..		1		1		1		1		..		..		..





Population

		Population, total		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		1990

		India		849,515,008		866,530,432		882,300,032		898,200,000		913,600,000		929,358,016		945,611,776		962,377,664		979,672,896		997,515,200		849,515,008

		Uganda		16,330,000		16,894,460		17,461,530		18,030,200		18,599,390		19,168,000		19,740,950		20,317,610		20,897,300		21,479,330		16,330,000

		Ghana		14,870,000		15,314,820		15,758,580		16,200,450		16,639,550		17,075,000		17,507,980		17,937,750		18,363,520		18,784,530		14,870,000

		Bangladesh		110,368,000		112,426,784		114,311,552		116,106,928		117,897,536		119,768,000		121,679,344		123,632,560		125,628,704		127,668,808		110,368,000

		Tanzania		25,470,000		26,277,690		27,103,520		27,943,580		28,793,000		29,646,000		30,487,820		31,316,100		32,128,480		32,922,570		25,470,000

		Malawi		8,507,000		8,743,480		8,986,540		9,236,350		9,493,110		9,757,000		10,016,000		10,276,090		10,533,530		10,787,810		8,507,000

		Zambia		7,784,000		8,022,380		8,261,540		8,501,110		8,740,720		8,980,000		9,214,400		9,443,210		9,665,710		9,881,210		7,784,000

		Kenya		23,552,000		24,279,310		24,983,040		25,659,890		26,306,600		26,920,000		27,538,480		28,161,750		28,789,480		29,410,000		23,552,000

		Mozambique		14,151,000		14,420,000		14,690,000		15,005,000		15,420,000		15,820,000		16,230,000		16,630,000		16,965,000		17,299,000		14,151,000

		Sierra Leone		3,999,000		4,093,000		4,191,000		4,293,000		4,399,000		4,510,000		4,630,000		4,748,000		4,854,740		4,949,340		3,999,000

		Rwanda		6,954,000		7,150,000		7,350,000		7,540,000		6,230,000		6,400,000		6,727,000		7,895,180		8,105,000		8,310,000		6,954,000

		South Africa		35,200,000		35,933,112		36,690,740		37,473,800		38,283,220		39,120,000		39,912,000		40,670,328		41,402,392		42,106,232		35,200,000

		China		1,135,185,024		1,150,780,032		1,164,969,984		1,178,439,936		1,191,835,008		1,204,855,040		1,217,549,952		1,230,075,008		1,242,179,968		1,253,595,008		1,135,185,024

		Russian Federation		148,292,000		148,624,000		148,688,992		148,520,000		148,336,000		148,140,992		147,739,008		147,304,000		146,800,000		146,200,000		148,292,000

		Guyana		795,000		802,800		809,960		816,720		823,320		830,000		836,600		842,960		849,320		855,920		795,000

		Indonesia		178,232,000		181,397,024		184,556,192		187,707,264		190,847,968		193,976,000		197,156,480		200,390,288		203,678,368		207,021,616		178,232,000

		Nepal		18,772,000		19,253,590		19,744,320		20,244,250		20,753,450		21,272,000		21,794,680		22,321,160		22,851,110		23,384,180		18,772,000

		Nigeria		96,203,000		98,983,000		101,883,520		104,891,872		108,012,568		111,270,000		114,495,512		117,680,752		120,817,264		123,896,520		96,203,000

		Pakistan		107,975,056		110,750,016		113,561,960		116,444,160		119,401,848		122,374,952		125,409,848		128,457,312		131,582,000		134,790,000		107,975,056

																						3,210,857,274		2,802,154,088

		Population ages 0-14, total		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		1990

		India		309,451,936		313,865,504		317,760,288		321,636,768		325,269,760		328,966,336		331,801,856		334,715,456		337,708,256		340,921,280		309451936

		Uganda		7,910,359		8,187,792		8,466,757		8,746,764		9,027,290		9,308,357		9,606,297		9,907,166		10,210,641		10,500,902		7910359

		Ghana		6,740,763		6,932,911		7,124,028		7,313,742		7,501,659		7,687,388		7,807,896		7,930,052		8,053,853		8,179,123		6740763

		Bangladesh		48,926,136		49,625,808		50,240,876		50,809,348		51,368,580		51,955,296		51,425,404		50,869,900		50,287,784		49,605,328		48926136

		Tanzania		11,833,691		12,192,229		12,558,142		12,929,587		13,304,285		13,679,525		14,028,453		14,368,983		14,700,088		14,985,143		11833691

		Malawi		4,020,414		4,122,363		4,226,862		4,333,967		4,443,747		4,556,245		4,662,341		4,768,162		4,871,972		4,965,890		4020414

		Zambia		3,829,221		3,910,458		3,989,924		4,067,429		4,142,794		4,215,842		4,296,236		4,372,524		4,444,427		4,500,042		3829221

		Kenya		11,571,684		11,793,194		12,001,954		12,197,086		12,377,765		12,544,014		12,721,897		12,888,564		13,043,469		13,158,886		11571684

		Mozambique		6,267,690		6,465,428		6,666,583		6,891,381		7,166,122		7,430,766		7,496,413		7,551,088		7,562,450		7,541,764		6267690

		Sierra Leone		1,755,299		1,818,367		1,884,235		1,952,965		2,024,621		2,099,781		2,141,705		2,181,986		2,216,415		2,231,782		1755299

		Rwanda		3,307,657		3,394,633		3,483,161		3,566,609		2,941,498		3,016,154		3,122,877		3,609,568		3,648,400		3,559,469		3307657

		South Africa		13,163,926		13,263,103		13,364,043		13,466,712		13,571,068		13,660,953		13,732,892		13,785,292		13,821,141		13,761,874		13163926

		China		314,216,224		314,663,072		314,626,560		314,296,032		313,628,736		312,848,608		314,623,648		316,286,976		317,836,608		318,992,992		314216224

		Russian Federation		34,063,452		33,635,788		33,146,332		32,605,042		32,061,634		31,495,578		30,488,862		29,480,528		28,485,346		27,476,438		34063452

		Yugoslavia, FR (Serbia/Montenegro)		2,464,974		2,420,965		2,374,684		2,346,158		2,317,175		2,287,963		2,264,696		2,243,005		2,217,395		2,197,337		2464974

		Indonesia		63,607,992		63,901,180		64,163,164		64,393,252		64,590,800		64,755,168		64,703,284		64,632,656		64,542,676		64,384,456		63607992

		Nepal		8,093,259		8,283,946		8,477,706		8,674,543		8,874,460		9,075,246		9,223,749		9,370,249		9,514,569		9,647,844		8093259

		Nigeria		43,747,076		44,956,192		46,216,948		47,523,396		48,877,412		50,289,820		51,485,080		52,647,508		53,773,620		55,122,852		43747076

		Ethiopia		23,269,208		24,107,962		24,977,148		24,328,958		25,089,530		25,873,526		26,770,502		27,587,526		28,410,646		29,184,940		23269208

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0

																								0





GNI per Capita

		





GNI per Capita

		1990		1990		1990

		1991		1991		1991

		1992		1992		1992

		1993		1993		1993

		1994		1994		1994

		1995		1995		1995

		1996		1996		1996

		1997		1997		1997

		1998		1998		1998

		1999		1999		1999



Africa

Asia

Top 20

PPP US$

GNI per Capita

1519.9428984997

1414.4957243939

1516.3571756111

1532.9612865087

1498.5090261747

1543.9359400519

1559.5907886373

1689.748769938

1647.3352508308

1588.6951948539

1855.1045884156

1720.9333891528

1617.2857774894

2038.4248641137

1817.58979063

1690.1979267152

2257.6374095807

1958.4436548588

1749.8579006814

2441.1014221318

2071.1409567414

1764.1357748384

2565.9480346632

2107.7864805513

1745.2204158693

2626.6456083802

2080.1148083988

1787.9021271618

2806.6486127789

2177.2901274075



Poverty

		GNI per capita, PPP (current international $)

				1990		1999		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		1990 GNI		1991 GNI		1992 GNI		1993 GNI		1994 GNI		1995 GNI		1996 GNI		1997 GNI		1998 GNI		1999 GNI

		India		1,400		2,230		1,400		1,510		1,590		1,700		1,850		1,970		2,020		2,090		2,230				849,515,008		866,530,432		882,300,032		898,200,000		913,600,000		929,358,016		945,611,776		962,377,664		979,672,896		997,515,200		844.9798418497		843.6070294938		907.8382345826		953.7636768566		1018.0919085486		1105.207264223		1174.2117802268		1201.02250387		1240.6883162857		1322.0857459407		56%

		Pakistan		1,420		1860

		Bangladesh		1,020		1,530

		China		1,400		3,550

		Indonesia		1,870		2,660

		Nepal		910		1,280

		Uganda		730		1,160		760		790		850		890		990		1,060		1,080		1,090		1,160				16,330,000		16,894,460		17,461,530		18,030,200		18,599,390		19,168,000		19,740,950		20,317,610		20,897,300		21,479,330		8.4694713217		8.9286591048		9.3999298603		10.2350524736		10.8510229293		12.1983460196		13.1898922806		13.5565948155		13.8023167195		14.8085984635		75%

		Ghana		1,380		1,850		1,440		1,510		1,570		1,610		1,670		1,730		1,760		1,770		1,850				14,870,000		15,314,820		15,758,580		16,200,450		16,639,550		17,075,000		17,507,980		17,937,750		18,363,520		18,784,530		14.579321461		15.3356689058		16.214712601		16.98624306		17.5610074297		18.3301549687		19.0919144623		19.5045024173		19.6953866984		20.6541486981		42%

		Tanzania		440		500		440		450		450		450		460		470		480		480		500				25,470,000		26,277,690		27,103,520		27,943,580		28,793,000		29,646,000		30,487,820		31,316,100		32,128,480		32,922,570		7.9621229277		8.0402248859		8.3110029888		8.3977929461		8.4933966115		8.7662305655		9.0321588003		9.2867370588		9.3447294124		9.7836063851		23%

		Malawi		460		570		500		470		510		450		530		560		560		550		570				8,507,000		8,743,480		8,986,540		9,236,350		9,493,110		9,757,000		10,016,000		10,276,090		10,533,530		10,787,810		2.7802350968		3.0400635346		2.8780981278		3.1458728216		2.8002899422		3.3241539413		3.5354905262		3.5552501789		3.5105239432		3.6546297251		31%

		Zambia		770		720		760		750		800		720		700		740		740		700		720				7,784,000		8,022,380		8,261,540		8,501,110		8,740,720		8,980,000		9,214,400		9,443,210		9,665,710		9,881,210		4.2583446612		4.2397979118		4.2221873538		4.5418859695		4.1253583374		4.040762544		4.2979970778		4.3172341938		4.0998419451		4.2284175178		-1%

		Kenya		920		1,010		930		930		920		940		990		1,020		1,010		1,000		1,010				23,552,000		24,279,310		24,983,040		25,659,890		26,306,600		26,920,000		27,538,480		28,161,750		28,789,480		29,410,000		15.3944039027		15.7017342815		15.8322798992		15.765698659		16.2096839944		17.131650399		17.7054705061		17.5725688384		17.4449261037		17.6543460869		15%

		Mozambique		510		810		540		500		550		580		610		640		690		750		810				14,151,000		14,420,000		14,690,000		15,005,000		15,420,000		15,820,000		16,230,000		16,630,000		16,965,000		17,299,000		5.1274869535		5.4148615268		5.0050339466		5.511493416		5.8626550384		6.2033354601		6.5473540895		7.0891730963		7.7099301034		8.3280103317		62%

		Sierra Leone		770		440		710		650		640		660		600		620		500		470		440				3,999,000		4,093,000		4,191,000		4,293,000		4,399,000		4,510,000		4,630,000		4,748,000		4,854,740		4,949,340		2.1877081578		2.0208237071		1.8562917938		1.8348960517		1.9031800259		1.7394692084		1.8094226211		1.4666785999		1.3826082604		1.2943007516		-41%

		Rwanda		950		880		920		990		900		550		740		830		790		830		880				6,954,000		7,150,000		7,350,000		7,540,000		6,230,000		6,400,000		6,727,000		7,895,180		8,105,000		8,310,000		4.6935943086		4.5742743005		4.9583566389		4.5319432094		2.2461187317		3.0443925244		3.5193856186		3.853393565		4.0763026855		4.3462923322		-7%

		South Africa		7,990		8,710		7,900		7,870		7,950		8,150		8,470		8,760		8,800		8,590		8,710				35,200,000		35,933,112		36,690,740		37,473,800		38,283,220		39,120,000		39,912,000		40,670,328		41,402,392		42,106,232		199.8189625194		197.4014130435		196.7643569658		198.9598601302		204.52577238		212.9958832665		220.3813971673		221.113158224		215.5032927423		217.9715295719		9%

		Nigeria		690		770

		Guyana		1,910		3330		2040		2270		2480		2710		2910		3150		3320		3190		3330				795,000		802,800		809,960		816,720		823,320		830,000		836,600		842,960		849,320		855,920		1.078816929		1.138848269		1.252866094		1.3526812661		1.4625810084		1.5526016183		1.6610998882		1.7290171118		1.6417134174		1.6939970346		57%

		Russian Federation		10,100		6,990		2,040		2,240		2,400		2,580		2,830		3,040		3,120		2,640		2,660				178,232,000		181,397,024		184,556,192		187,707,264		190,847,968		193,976,000		197,156,480		200,390,288		203,678,368		207,021,616		236.7960992538		257.3289571227		281.7032557498		300.8589426826		322.767069974		352.8770288453		377.791318955		386.2651300671		325.8248071075		327.2898738501		38%

								960		1,010		1,050		1,120		1,160		1,210		1,240		1,230		1,280				18,772,000		19,253,590		19,744,320		20,244,250		20,753,450		21,272,000		21,794,680		22,321,160		22,851,110		23,384,180		12.1366602558		12.8532006465		13.5887272664		14.1958563045		15.236678339		15.8619021588		16.6227625873		17.0998651833		17.0312971323		17.7896479122		47%

								720		740		750		740		760		780		780		760		770				96,203,000		98,983,000		101,883,520		104,891,872		108,012,568		111,270,000		114,495,512		117,680,752		120,817,264		123,896,520		47.161212593		49.5588754977		51.3748880039		52.5380202287		52.3947756205		54.3601483753		56.2924824599		56.7092989278		55.6388189132		56.7002626957		20%

								1490		1630		1650		1700		1790		1840		1810		1790		1860				107,975,056		110,750,016		113,561,960		116,444,160		119,401,848		122,374,952		125,409,848		128,457,312		131,582,000		134,790,000		108.9328934194		114.7515078197		126.1350289581		128.3134730773		133.0582917191		140.8103307408		145.4510294744		143.6453744033		142.7199969286		149.0067201104		37%

																												1,408,309,064		1,438,845,114		1,468,332,474		1,498,187,646		1,526,343,744		1,556,476,968		1,587,309,526		1,619,466,154		1,651,156,110		1,683,393,458		1,516		1,544		1,647		1,721		1,818		1,958		2,071		2,108		2,080		2,177

																												1,407,514,064		1,438,042,314		1,467,522,514		1,497,370,926		1,525,520,424		1,555,646,968		1,586,472,926		1,618,623,194		1,650,306,790		1,682,537,538

																																																1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

																																														GNI per Capita (PPP US$)		1,516		1,544		1,647		1,721		1,818		1,958		2,071		2,108		2,080		2,177

																																																																		0.4358689116

		Asia

		India		1,400				1,400		1,510		1,590		1,700		1,850		1,970		2,020		2,090		2,230				849,515,008		866,530,432		882,300,032		898,200,000		913,600,000		929,358,016		945,611,776		962,377,664		979,672,896		997,515,200		495.5406988248		496.9578391016		537.327330977		567.3647711403		608.0328177367		663.416295195		708.524922025		728.8405555342		756.7717383319		810.6703043599		64%

		Bangladesh		1,020				1,060		1,140		1,190		1,240		1,320		1,380		1,430		1,460		1,530				110,368,000		112,426,784		114,311,552		116,106,928		117,897,536		119,768,000		121,679,344		123,632,560		125,628,704		127,668,808		46.9054797145		48.8183777385		52.5582215923		54.8905126484		57.2332518174		61.0022825679		63.8663326784		66.2833615885		67.7921271683		71.1862497373		52%

		China		1,400				1,540		1,810		2,070		2,340		2,640		2,900		3,120		3,280		3,550				1,135,185,024		1,150,780,032		1,164,969,984		1,178,439,936		1,191,835,008		1,204,855,040		1,217,549,952		1,230,075,008		1,242,179,968		1,253,595,008		662.1782720623		725.9734344592		850.4308373259		969.103112237		1091.8274362367		1227.3546791027		1342.9530151596		1438.8708523714		1505.8991599138		1621.8305863953		145%

		Indonesia		1,870				2,040		2,240		2,400		2,580		2,830		3,040		3,120		2,640		2,660				178,232,000		181,397,024		184,556,192		187,707,264		190,847,968		193,976,000		197,156,480		200,390,288		203,678,368		207,021,616		138.8697087096		151.5891143614		166.7332931942		178.971761352		192.7654756717		211.8194285491		227.9610623159		234.4050099598		198.7404914109		200.6860617495		45%

		Nepal		910				960		1,010		1,050		1,120		1,160		1,210		1,240		1,230		1,280				18,772,000		19,253,590		19,744,320		20,244,250		20,753,450		21,272,000		21,794,680		22,321,160		22,851,110		23,384,180		7.1175770198		7.5716519606		8.0428365707		8.4446797029		9.0997682877		9.5213311616		10.0302532851		10.377053885		10.3884304927		10.9081724326		53%

		Pakistan		1,420				1490		1630		1650		1700		1790		1840		1810		1790		1860				107,975,056		110,750,016		113,561,960		116,444,160		119,401,848		122,374,952		125,409,848		128,457,312		131,582,000		134,790,000		63.8839880628		67.5986085535		74.6562502778		76.3297513349		79.4661143634		84.5233930044		87.7658366678		87.1712013244		87.0536610627		91.3672381042		43%

																												2,400,047,088		2,441,137,878		2,479,444,040		2,517,142,538		2,554,335,810		2,591,604,008		2,629,202,080		2,667,253,992		2,705,593,046		2,743,974,812		1,414		1,499		1,690		1,855		2,038		2,258		2,441		2,566		2,627		2,807

		Africa

		Uganda		730				760		790		850		890		990		1,060		1,080		1,090		1,160				16,330,000		16,894,460		17,461,530		18,030,200		18,599,390		19,168,000		19,740,950		20,317,610		20,897,300		21,479,330		32.8048807335		34.4657145291		36.1426159909		39.2079014705		41.5066379174		46.4611663084		50.0392958061		51.183907754		51.986759728		55.6788418025		70%

		Ghana		1,380				1,440		1,510		1,570		1,610		1,670		1,730		1,760		1,770		1,850				14,870,000		15,314,820		15,758,580		16,200,450		16,639,550		17,075,000		17,507,980		17,937,750		18,363,520		18,784,530		56.4702191597		59.1975547968		62.3453727475		65.0700077962		67.1732408636		69.8160535117		72.4301559833		73.6406646433		74.1831503249		77.6575231452		38%

		Bangladesh		1,020				1,060		1,140		1,190		1,240		1,320		1,380		1,430		1,460		1,530				110,368,000		112,426,784		114,311,552		116,106,928		117,897,536		119,768,000		121,679,344		123,632,560		125,628,704		127,668,808		309.7938291853		319.8932176687		341.4327454661		353.4754240267		366.5686015069		387.0729665013		401.5440745938		412.3879477967		418.6179139289		436.5034770529		41%

		Tanzania		440				440		450		450		450		460		470		480		480		500				25,470,000		26,277,690		27,103,520		27,943,580		28,793,000		29,646,000		30,487,820		31,316,100		32,128,480		32,922,570		30.8397635585		31.0362499468		31.9557054135		32.1698241654		32.4883967289		33.3888951458		34.2658496644		35.062749859		35.1971493306		36.7853766525		19%

		Malawi		460				500		470		510		450		530		560		560		550		570				8,507,000		8,743,480		8,986,540		9,236,350		9,493,110		9,757,000		10,016,000		10,276,090		10,533,530		10,787,810		10.7687100289		11.7350165018		11.0662522978		12.0510443838		10.7114897326		12.6610664146		13.4128052374		13.4231051141		13.2224733329		13.7410404376		28%

		Zambia		770				760		750		800		720		700		740		740		700		720				7,784,000		8,022,380		8,261,540		8,501,110		8,740,720		8,980,000		9,214,400		9,443,210		9,665,710		9,881,210		16.4938853237		16.3661377116		16.234259025		17.3988182321		15.7800564891		15.390491487		16.3055726746		16.3000310723		15.4421538395		15.8984248663		-4%

		Kenya		920				930		930		920		940		990		1,020		1,010		1,000		1,010				23,552,000		24,279,310		24,983,040		25,659,890		26,306,600		26,920,000		27,538,480		28,161,750		28,789,480		29,410,000		59.627285436		60.6106118517		60.8749236601		60.3944104078		62.0042450091		65.251178893		67.1703193016		66.3465091837		65.7067360686		66.3785668387		11%

		Mozambique		510				540		500		550		580		610		640		690		750		810				14,151,000		14,420,000		14,690,000		15,005,000		15,420,000		15,820,000		16,230,000		16,630,000		16,965,000		17,299,000		19.8603421137		20.9020267665		19.2442946535		21.1131395143		22.4254525587		23.627318		24.8390950483		26.7656876047		29.0396381961		31.3124817945		58%

		Sierra Leone		770				710		650		640		660		600		620		500		470		440				3,999,000		4,093,000		4,191,000		4,293,000		4,399,000		4,510,000		4,630,000		4,748,000		4,854,740		4,949,340		8.4736700166		7.8006262963		7.1374193711		7.0290234259		7.2799223391		6.6253054349		6.864516544		5.5375515154		5.2076274505		4.8664407351		-43%

		Rwanda		950				920		990		900		550		740		830		790		830		880				6,954,000		7,150,000		7,350,000		7,540,000		6,230,000		6,400,000		6,727,000		7,895,180		8,105,000		8,310,000		18.1797417636		17.6572574189		19.064820973		17.3607300287		8.5917095121		11.5955086991		13.3517070706		14.5487671099		15.3534926488		16.3416223208		-10%

		South Africa		7,990				7,900		7,870		7,950		8,150		8,470		8,760		8,800		8,590		8,710				35,200,000		35,933,112		36,690,740		37,473,800		38,283,220		39,120,000		39,912,000		40,670,328		41,402,392		42,106,232		773.9606151001		761.9935613769		756.556559485		762.1649828089		782.3388849359		811.2605708633		836.0742975326		834.8287787439		811.69836398		819.5510427539		6%

		Nigeria		690				720		740		750		740		760		780		780		760		770				96,203,000		98,983,000		101,883,520		104,891,872		108,012,568		111,270,000		114,495,512		117,680,752		120,817,264		123,896,520		182.66995608		191.3033116436		197.5358195537		201.2598885935		200.4171398961		207.047405456		213.5602112247		214.1100744413		209.5649570404		213.1872887618		17%

																												363,388,000		372,538,036		381,671,562		390,882,180		398,814,694		408,434,000		418,179,486		428,709,330		438,151,120		447,495,350		1,520		1,533		1,560		1,589		1,617		1,690		1,750		1,764		1,745		1,788

																																																1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

																																														Africa		1,520		1,533		1,560		1,589		1,617		1,690		1,750		1,764		1,745		1,788

																																														Asia		1,414		1,499		1,690		1,855		2,038		2,258		2,441		2,566		2,627		2,807

																																														Top 20		1,516		1,544		1,647		1,721		1,818		1,958		2,071		2,108		2,080		2,177



GNI per Capita (PPP US$)

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998
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										Illiteracy rate, youth total (% of people ages 15-24)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1999		1990		1990 Illiteracy Rate		1999 Illiteracy Rate

		1				India		116,930		India		36		35		34		33		32		32		31		30		29		28				997,515,200		849,515,008		10.93		8.723

		2				Uganda		86,201		Uganda		30		29		28		27		26		25		24		23		23		22				21,479,330		16,330,000		0.18		0.148

		3				Ghana		73,335		Ghana		18		17		16		15		14		13		12		11		11		10				18,784,530		14,870,000		0.10		0.059

		4				Bangladesh		72,516		Bangladesh		56		56		55		54		54		53		52		51		50		50				127,668,808		110,368,000		2.21		1.994

		5				Tanzania		68,687		Tanzania		16		15		15		14		13		12		12		11		10		9				32,922,570		25,470,000		0.15		0.093

		6				Malawi		56,941		Malawi		37		36		35		34		34		33		32		31		31		30				10,787,810		8,507,000		0.11		0.101

		7				Zambia		55,934		Zambia		19		18		17		17		16		15		14		14		13		13				9,881,210		7,784,000		0.05		0.040

		8				Kenya		51,923		Kenya		10		10		9		8		8		7		7		6		6		5				29,410,000		23,552,000		0.08		0.046

		9				Mozambique		41,281		Mozambique		51		51		49		48		47		45		44		43		42		41				17,299,000		14,151,000		0.26		0.222

		10				Sierra Leone		35,022		Sierra Leone		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				4,949,340		3,999,000

		11				Rwanda		32,878		Rwanda		27		26		26		25		24		22		21		20		19		17				8,310,000		6,954,000		0.07		0.044

		12				South Africa, Republic of		30,115		South Africa		12		11		11		11		10		10		10		10		9		9				42,106,232		35,200,000		0.15		0.118

		13				China		29,746		China		5		5		5		4		4		4		3		3		3		3				1,253,595,008		1,135,185,024		2.03		1.175

		14				Russian Federation		26,114		Russian Federation		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				146,200,000		148,292,000		0.00		0.000

		15				Yugoslavia		21,127		Guyana		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				795,000		855,290

		16				Montserrat		20,811

		17				Indonesia		20,127		Indonesia		5		5		4		4		4		3		3		3		3		3				207,021,616		178,232,000		0.32		0.194

		18				Nepal		17,695		Nigeria		27		25		23		22		21		19		18		17		15		14				23,384,180		18,772,000		0.18		0.102

		19				Nigeria		17,123		Nepal		54		53		51		50		48		46		45		44		43		42				123,896,520		96,203,000		1.86		1.625

		20				Ethiopia		16,194		Pakistan		51		49		47		46		44		42		41		40		39		37				131,582,000		107,975,056

																																		3,207,588,354		2,802,214,378		19		15
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Infant Mortality

		Mortality rate, infant (per 1,000 live births)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				Population, total		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		India		80		80		79		74		74		74		72		71		72		71				India		849,515,008		866,530,432		882,300,032		898,200,000		913,600,000		929,358,016		945,611,776		962,377,664		979,672,896		997,515,200		24.2531989697		24.3178938126		24.065749502		22.5981123952		22.6531703652		22.7028794289		22.146354896		21.896908176		22.2810137105		22.0575295493

		Bangladesh		91		..		85		82		..		74		..		66		..		61				Bangladesh		110,368,000		112,426,784		114,311,552		116,106,928		117,897,536		119,768,000		121,679,344		123,632,560		125,628,704		127,668,808		3.5842026115		0		3.3547877806		3.2369752647		0		2.9257599511		0		2.6149037702		0		2.4254573229

		China		33		..		38		..		..		34		..		32		..		30				China		1,135,185,024		1,150,780,032		1,164,969,984		1,178,439,936		1,191,835,008		1,204,855,040		1,217,549,952		1,230,075,008		1,242,179,968		1,253,595,008		13.3686815984		0		15.2846091591		0		0		13.5232130293		0		12.6142224886		0		11.7127131575

		Indonesia		60		..		55		..		..		46		..		44		..		42				Indonesia		178,232,000		181,397,024		184,556,192		187,707,264		190,847,968		193,976,000		197,156,480		200,390,288		203,678,368		207,021,616		3.8163211815		0		3.5046714909		0		0		2.9455880202		0		2.8255842398		0		2.7079708408

		Nepal		101		..		96		..		79		79		..		79		..		75				Nepal		18,772,000		19,253,590		19,744,320		20,244,250		20,753,450		21,272,000		21,794,680		22,321,160		22,851,110		23,384,180		0.6766123277		0		0.6544393728		0		0.5493619486		0.5547554651		0		0.5650966926		0		0.5462134721

		Pakistan		111		..		105		..		..		99		..		95		..		90				Pakistan		107,975,056		110,750,016		113,561,960		116,444,160		119,401,848		122,374,952		125,409,848		128,457,312		131,582,000		134,790,000		4.2771492358		0		4.1169745678		0		0		3.9993913485		0		3.9107616613		0		3.7781498724

		Uganda		104		..		97		..		..		98		..		99		..		88				Uganda		16,330,000		16,894,460		17,461,530		18,030,200		18,599,390		19,168,000		19,740,950		20,317,610		20,897,300		21,479,330		0.606076592		0		0.5848035958		0		0		0.6201104501		0		0.6445946965		0		0.5886842294

		Ghana		66		..		62		..		..		57		..		55		..		57				Ghana		14,870,000		15,314,820		15,758,580		16,200,450		16,639,550		17,075,000		17,507,980		17,937,750		18,363,520		18,784,530		0.350237699		0		0.3373376195		0		0		0.3212933537		0		0.3161619271		0		0.3334680176

		Tanzania		115		..		118		..		..		107		..		99		..		95				Tanzania		25,470,000		26,277,690		27,103,520		27,943,580		28,793,000		29,646,000		30,487,820		31,316,100		32,128,480		32,922,570		1.0452851299		0		1.1042405984		0		0		1.0471672607		0		0.9935318167		0		0.9740838297

		Malawi		135		..		134		..		..		133		..		133		..		132				Malawi		8,507,000		8,743,480		8,986,540		9,236,350		9,493,110		9,757,000		10,016,000		10,276,090		10,533,530		10,787,810		0.4098436288		0		0.4157701591		0		0		0.428384866		0		0.43798421		0		0.4434924378

		Zambia		107		..		108		..		109		110		..		113		..		114				Zambia		7,784,000		8,022,380		8,261,540		8,501,110		8,740,720		8,980,000		9,214,400		9,443,210		9,665,710		9,881,210		0.2972313348		0		0.3080638729		0		0.3192382245		0.3260882842		0		0.3419613358		0		0.3508277833

		Kenya		62		..		61		..		..		74		..		74		..		76				Kenya		23,552,000		24,279,310		24,983,040		25,659,890		26,306,600		26,920,000		27,538,480		28,161,750		28,789,480		29,410,000		0.5211076744		0		0.5261761076		0		0		0.657616875		0		0.6678366858		0		0.6961256167

		Mozambique		150		..		160		..		..		135		..		135		..		131				Mozambique		14,151,000		14,420,000		14,690,000		15,005,000		15,420,000		15,820,000		16,230,000		16,630,000		16,965,000		17,299,000		0.757506523		0		0.8115173027		0		0		0.7050280912		0		0.7194571473		0		0.7057831621

		Sierra Leone		189		..		195		..		..		180		..		170		..		168				Sierra Leone		3,999,000		4,093,000		4,191,000		4,293,000		4,399,000		4,510,000		4,630,000		4,748,000		4,854,740		4,949,340		0.2697249959		0		0.2821683365		0		0		0.2679879217		0		0.2586655224		0		0.2589617193

		Rwanda		132		..		144		..		..		132		..		124		..		123				Rwanda		6,954,000		7,150,000		7,350,000		7,540,000		6,230,000		6,400,000		6,727,000		7,895,180		8,105,000		8,310,000		0.3275794161		0		0.365431379		0		0		0.2788817397		0		0.3137347571		0		0.3183355449

		South Africa		55		..		53		..		..		57		..		59		..		62				South Africa		35,200,000		35,933,112		36,690,740		37,473,800		38,283,220		39,120,000		39,912,000		40,670,328		41,402,392		42,106,232		0.6908970525		0		0.671410836		0		0		0.7361051828		0		0.7689685894		0		0.8130496504

		Nigeria		86		..		86		..		..		83		..		81		..		83				Nigeria		96,203,000		98,983,000		101,883,520		104,891,872		108,012,568		111,270,000		114,495,512		117,680,752		120,817,264		123,896,520		2.9525349928		0		3.0252299963		0		0		3.0487537967		0		3.0547056448		0		3.2026995542

		Russian Federation		17		18		18		20		19		18		17		17		16		16				Russian Federation		148,292,000		148,624,000		148,688,992		148,520,000		148,336,000		148,140,992		147,739,008		147,304,000		146,800,000		146,200,000		0.8996521679		0.9384553228		0.9240752277		1.0099092037		0.9443681797		0.8802659993		0.8169603643		0.8024950739		0.7419376238		0.7285281781

		Guyana		64		..		63		..		..		60		..		58		..		57				Guyana		795,000		802,800		809,960		816,720		823,320		830,000		836,600		842,960		849,320		855,920		0.0181574597		0		0.0176181428		0		0		0.0164397616		0		0.0156680112		0		0.0151945215
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Reproductive Health

		Births attended by health staff (% of total)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1998				1990 Rate		1998

		India		44		..		34		49		..		..		..		..		..		..				849,515,008		979,672,896				27.215078634

		Uganda		..		..		..		..		..		38		..		..		..		..				16,330,000		20,897,300

		Ghana		55		..		45		44		..		..		..		..		44		..				14,870,000		18,363,520				0.5954694965		9.12

		Bangladesh		7		..		..		..		..		14		..		14		..		..				110,368,000		125,628,704				0.5625058895

		Tanzania		..		44		..		..		..		..		38		..		..		35				25,470,000		32,128,480

		Malawi		50		..		55		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				8,507,000		10,533,530				0.3096936484

		Zambia		41		38		51		..		..		..		47		..		..		..				7,784,000		9,665,710				0.2323659803

		Kenya		..		..		..		45		..		..		..		..		44		..				23,552,000		28,789,480						14.30

		Mozambique		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		44		..		..				14,151,000		16,965,000

		Sierra Leone		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				3,999,000		4,854,740

		Rwanda		..		..		26		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				6,954,000		8,105,000

		South Africa		..		..		..		..		..		82		..		..		84		..				35,200,000		41,402,392						39.27

		China		..		..		..		..		85		..		..		..		..		..				1,135,185,024		1,242,179,968

		Russian Federation		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		99		..		..				148,292,000		146,800,000

		Guyana		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				10,529,000		10,616,000

		Indonesia		47		32		29		..		36		47		..		43		..		..				178,232,000		203,678,368				6.0991511981

		Nepal		..		8		..		..		..		32		10		..		..		..				18,772,000		22,851,110

		Nigeria		31		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				96,203,000		120,817,264				2.1713816852

		Pakistan		40		18		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				107,975,056		131,582,000				3.1446280973

																										2,811,888,088		3,175,531,462		0		40		63

																										1,373,454,064		88,555,392				0

																										49%		3%
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Life Expectancy

		Life expectancy at birth, total (years)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1999				Life 1990		Life 1999

		India		60		..		61		..		..		62		..		63		..		63				849,515,008		997,515,200				18.1898992273		19.5917484213

		Uganda		47		..		46		..		..		44		..		42		..		42				16,330,000		21,479,330				0.2738999983		0.2812439213

		Ghana		57		..		58		..		..		59		..		60		..		58				14,870,000		18,784,530				0.3024780128		0.3396576891

		Bangladesh		55		..		56		..		..		58		..		60		..		61				110,368,000		127,668,808				2.1662763036		2.4278830454

		Tanzania		50		..		49		..		..		49		..		48		..		45				25,470,000		32,922,570				0.4544717956		0.4618695884

		Malawi		45		..		44		..		..		43		..		43		..		39				8,507,000		10,787,810				0.1366145429		0.1311629028

		Zambia		49		..		49		..		..		45		..		43		..		38				7,784,000		9,881,210				0.1361152842		0.1170595498

		Kenya		57		..		57		..		..		53		..		50		..		48				23,552,000		29,410,000				0.4790828619		0.4400979906

		Mozambique		43		..		43		..		..		45		..		45		..		43				14,151,000		17,299,000				0.2171518699		0.2319009768

		Sierra Leone		35		..		34		..		..		36		..		37		..		37				3,999,000		4,949,340				0.0499490733		0.0570902753

		Rwanda		40		..		35		..		..		38		..		40		..		40				6,954,000		8,310,000				0.0992664897		0.1036272895

		South Africa		62		..		63		..		..		58		..		55		..		48				35,200,000		42,106,232				0.7788294046		0.6300873205

		China		69		..		69		..		..		69		..		70		..		70				1,135,185,024		1,253,595,008				27.9526978875		27.3569966864

		Russian Federation		69		69		68		65		64		65		66		67		67		66				148,292,000		146,200,000				3.6515293873		3.008184242

		Guyana		63		..		63		..		..		64		..		64		..		64				795,000		855,920				0.0178737494		0.0170775778

		Indonesia		62		..		63		..		..		64		..		65		..		66				178,232,000		207,021,616				3.9435318876		4.2596385979

		Nepal		54		..		55		..		..		56		..		57		..		58				18,772,000		23,384,180				0.3617531257		0.4228275363

		Nigeria		49		..		50		..		..		50		..		50		..		47				96,203,000		123,896,520				1.6822583098		1.8153906311

		Pakistan		59		..		60		..		..		61		..		62		..		63				107,975,056		131,582,000				2.2734396839		2.5843430163

																										2,802,154,088		3,207,649,274				63		64





Enrolment

		School enrollment, primary (% gross)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1996				1990 Enrolment		1996 Enrolment

		India		97		98		100		101		101		100		100		..		..		..				849,515,008		945,611,776				30		38

		Uganda		75		75		74		74		73		74		..		..		..		..				16,330,000		19,740,950				0

		Ghana		75		75		80		81		79		..		..		..		..		..				14,870,000		17,507,980				0

		Bangladesh		72		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				110,368,000		121,679,344				3

		Tanzania		70		70		69		69		68		67		66		67		..		..				25,470,000		30,487,820				1		1

		Malawi		68		79		84		89		134		134		..		..		..		..				8,507,000		10,016,000				0

		Zambia		99		99		100		..		91		89		..		..		..		..				7,784,000		9,214,400				0

		Kenya		95		93		92		91		87		85		..		..		..		..				23,552,000		27,538,480				1

		Mozambique		67		62		59		57		58		60		..		..		..		..				14,151,000		16,230,000				0

		Sierra Leone		50		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				3,999,000		4,630,000				0

		Rwanda		70		81		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				6,954,000		6,727,000				0

		South Africa		122		124		127		129		132		133		..		..		..		..				35,200,000		39,912,000				2

		China		125		122		119		117		117		118		120		123		..		..				1,135,185,024		1,217,549,952				52		59

		Russian Federation		109		109		108		106		107		..		..		..		..		..				148,292,000		147,739,008				6

		Yugoslavia, FR (Serbia/Montenegro)		72		72		73		71		69		70		69		..		..		..				10,529,000		10,574,000				0		0

		Indonesia		115		114		114		115		115		113		113		..		..		..				178,232,000		197,156,480				7		9

		Nepal		108		108		110		109		109		109		113		..		..		..				18,772,000		21,794,680				1		1

		Nigeria		91		90		94		98		98		..		..		..		..		..				96,203,000		114,495,512				3

		Ethiopia		33		26		23		27		31		38		43		..		..		..				51,180,000		58,234,000				1		1

																										2,755,093,032		3,016,839,382		2,481,408,708		107		109

		School enrollment, primary (% net)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1996				1990		1996

		India		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				849,515,008		945,611,776

		Uganda		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				16,330,000		19,740,950

		Ghana		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				14,870,000		17,507,980

		Bangladesh		64		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				110,368,000		121,679,344				4.7737604165

		Tanzania		51		51		50		49		48		48		48		48		..		..				25,470,000		30,487,820				0.8778829077		1.0126080684

		Malawi		50		..		55		68		103		..		..		..		..		..				8,507,000		10,016,000				0.2874642946

		Zambia		..		..		..		..		77		75		..		..		..		..				7,784,000		9,214,400

		Kenya		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				23,552,000		27,538,480

		Mozambique		47		44		41		39		39		40		..		..		..		..				14,151,000		16,230,000				0.4494925119

		Sierra Leone		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				3,999,000		4,630,000

		Rwanda		66		75		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				6,954,000		6,727,000				0.3101816446

		South Africa		..		103		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				35,200,000		39,912,000

		China		97		96		95		95		96		98		100		..		..		..				1,135,185,024		1,217,549,952				74.4176342583		84.2481867275

		Russian Federation		..		..		..		95		93		..		..		..		..		..				148,292,000		147,739,008

		Guyana		93		90		89		..		90		87		..		..		..		..				795,000		836,600				0.0499674918

		Indonesia		98		97		97		97		97		95		95		..		..		..				178,232,000		197,156,480				11.8045443599		12.9601024735

		Nepal		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				18,772,000		21,794,680

		Nigeria		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				96,203,000		114,495,512

		Pakistan		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..				107,975,056		125,409,848

																										2,802,154,088		3,074,277,830		0		93		98

																										1,479,662,024		1,445,194,252

		Persistence to grade 5, total (% of cohort)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				53%		47%

		India		..		..		..		59		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Uganda		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Ghana		80		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Bangladesh		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Tanzania		79		81		83		..		..		..		81		..		..		..

		Malawi		64		42		37		94		34		..		..		..		..		..

		Zambia		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Kenya		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Mozambique		33		34		35		43		46		..		..		..		..		..

		Sierra Leone		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Rwanda		60		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		South Africa		75		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		China		86		88		88		91		92		94		..		..		..		..

		Russian Federation		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Yugoslavia, FR (Serbia/Montenegro)		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Indonesia		84		86		93		89		91		88		..		..		..		..

		Nepal		..		52		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Nigeria		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Ethiopia		..		..		58		51		55		51		..		..		..		..

		School enrollment, tertiary (% gross)		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

		India		6		..		..		..		6		7		7		..		..		..

		Uganda		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		..		..		..

		Ghana		1		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Bangladesh		4		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Tanzania		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		..		..

		Malawi		1		1		1		1		1		1		..		..		..		..

		Zambia		2		..		..		..		3		..		..		..		..		..

		Kenya		2		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Mozambique		..		..		0		0		0		0		1		..		..		..

		Sierra Leone		1		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Rwanda		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..		..

		South Africa		13		14		14		16		17		19		..		..		..		..

		China		3		3		3		4		5		5		6		6		..		..

		Russian Federation		52		50		47		45		43		..		..		..		..		..

		Yugoslavia, FR (Serbia/Montenegro)		..		18		19		19		19		21		22		..		..		..

		Indonesia		9		9		9		10		11		11		11		..		..		..

		Nepal		5		6		5		5		5		4		5		..		..		..

		Nigeria		..		..		..		4		..		..		..		..		..		..

		Ethiopia		1		1		..		1		1		1		1		..		..		..





Population

		Population, total		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		1990

		India		849,515,008		866,530,432		882,300,032		898,200,000		913,600,000		929,358,016		945,611,776		962,377,664		979,672,896		997,515,200		849,515,008

		Uganda		16,330,000		16,894,460		17,461,530		18,030,200		18,599,390		19,168,000		19,740,950		20,317,610		20,897,300		21,479,330		16,330,000

		Ghana		14,870,000		15,314,820		15,758,580		16,200,450		16,639,550		17,075,000		17,507,980		17,937,750		18,363,520		18,784,530		14,870,000

		Bangladesh		110,368,000		112,426,784		114,311,552		116,106,928		117,897,536		119,768,000		121,679,344		123,632,560		125,628,704		127,668,808		110,368,000

		Tanzania		25,470,000		26,277,690		27,103,520		27,943,580		28,793,000		29,646,000		30,487,820		31,316,100		32,128,480		32,922,570		25,470,000

		Malawi		8,507,000		8,743,480		8,986,540		9,236,350		9,493,110		9,757,000		10,016,000		10,276,090		10,533,530		10,787,810		8,507,000

		Zambia		7,784,000		8,022,380		8,261,540		8,501,110		8,740,720		8,980,000		9,214,400		9,443,210		9,665,710		9,881,210		7,784,000

		Kenya		23,552,000		24,279,310		24,983,040		25,659,890		26,306,600		26,920,000		27,538,480		28,161,750		28,789,480		29,410,000		23,552,000

		Mozambique		14,151,000		14,420,000		14,690,000		15,005,000		15,420,000		15,820,000		16,230,000		16,630,000		16,965,000		17,299,000		14,151,000

		Sierra Leone		3,999,000		4,093,000		4,191,000		4,293,000		4,399,000		4,510,000		4,630,000		4,748,000		4,854,740		4,949,340		3,999,000

		Rwanda		6,954,000		7,150,000		7,350,000		7,540,000		6,230,000		6,400,000		6,727,000		7,895,180		8,105,000		8,310,000		6,954,000

		South Africa		35,200,000		35,933,112		36,690,740		37,473,800		38,283,220		39,120,000		39,912,000		40,670,328		41,402,392		42,106,232		35,200,000

		China		1,135,185,024		1,150,780,032		1,164,969,984		1,178,439,936		1,191,835,008		1,204,855,040		1,217,549,952		1,230,075,008		1,242,179,968		1,253,595,008		1,135,185,024

		Russian Federation		148,292,000		148,624,000		148,688,992		148,520,000		148,336,000		148,140,992		147,739,008		147,304,000		146,800,000		146,200,000		148,292,000

		Guyana		795,000		802,800		809,960		816,720		823,320		830,000		836,600		842,960		849,320		855,920		795,000

		Indonesia		178,232,000		181,397,024		184,556,192		187,707,264		190,847,968		193,976,000		197,156,480		200,390,288		203,678,368		207,021,616		178,232,000

		Nepal		18,772,000		19,253,590		19,744,320		20,244,250		20,753,450		21,272,000		21,794,680		22,321,160		22,851,110		23,384,180		18,772,000

		Nigeria		96,203,000		98,983,000		101,883,520		104,891,872		108,012,568		111,270,000		114,495,512		117,680,752		120,817,264		123,896,520		96,203,000

		Pakistan		107,975,056		110,750,016		113,561,960		116,444,160		119,401,848		122,374,952		125,409,848		128,457,312		131,582,000		134,790,000		107,975,056

																						3,210,857,274		2,802,154,088

		Population ages 0-14, total		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		1990

		India		309,451,936		313,865,504		317,760,288		321,636,768		325,269,760		328,966,336		331,801,856		334,715,456		337,708,256		340,921,280		309451936

		Uganda		7,910,359		8,187,792		8,466,757		8,746,764		9,027,290		9,308,357		9,606,297		9,907,166		10,210,641		10,500,902		7910359

		Ghana		6,740,763		6,932,911		7,124,028		7,313,742		7,501,659		7,687,388		7,807,896		7,930,052		8,053,853		8,179,123		6740763

		Bangladesh		48,926,136		49,625,808		50,240,876		50,809,348		51,368,580		51,955,296		51,425,404		50,869,900		50,287,784		49,605,328		48926136

		Tanzania		11,833,691		12,192,229		12,558,142		12,929,587		13,304,285		13,679,525		14,028,453		14,368,983		14,700,088		14,985,143		11833691

		Malawi		4,020,414		4,122,363		4,226,862		4,333,967		4,443,747		4,556,245		4,662,341		4,768,162		4,871,972		4,965,890		4020414

		Zambia		3,829,221		3,910,458		3,989,924		4,067,429		4,142,794		4,215,842		4,296,236		4,372,524		4,444,427		4,500,042		3829221

		Kenya		11,571,684		11,793,194		12,001,954		12,197,086		12,377,765		12,544,014		12,721,897		12,888,564		13,043,469		13,158,886		11571684

		Mozambique		6,267,690		6,465,428		6,666,583		6,891,381		7,166,122		7,430,766		7,496,413		7,551,088		7,562,450		7,541,764		6267690

		Sierra Leone		1,755,299		1,818,367		1,884,235		1,952,965		2,024,621		2,099,781		2,141,705		2,181,986		2,216,415		2,231,782		1755299

		Rwanda		3,307,657		3,394,633		3,483,161		3,566,609		2,941,498		3,016,154		3,122,877		3,609,568		3,648,400		3,559,469		3307657

		South Africa		13,163,926		13,263,103		13,364,043		13,466,712		13,571,068		13,660,953		13,732,892		13,785,292		13,821,141		13,761,874		13163926

		China		314,216,224		314,663,072		314,626,560		314,296,032		313,628,736		312,848,608		314,623,648		316,286,976		317,836,608		318,992,992		314216224

		Russian Federation		34,063,452		33,635,788		33,146,332		32,605,042		32,061,634		31,495,578		30,488,862		29,480,528		28,485,346		27,476,438		34063452

		Yugoslavia, FR (Serbia/Montenegro)		2,464,974		2,420,965		2,374,684		2,346,158		2,317,175		2,287,963		2,264,696		2,243,005		2,217,395		2,197,337		2464974

		Indonesia		63,607,992		63,901,180		64,163,164		64,393,252		64,590,800		64,755,168		64,703,284		64,632,656		64,542,676		64,384,456		63607992

		Nepal		8,093,259		8,283,946		8,477,706		8,674,543		8,874,460		9,075,246		9,223,749		9,370,249		9,514,569		9,647,844		8093259

		Nigeria		43,747,076		44,956,192		46,216,948		47,523,396		48,877,412		50,289,820		51,485,080		52,647,508		53,773,620		55,122,852		43747076

		Ethiopia		23,269,208		24,107,962		24,977,148		24,328,958		25,089,530		25,873,526		26,770,502		27,587,526		28,410,646		29,184,940		23269208
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GNI per Capita

		





GNI per Capita

		1990		1990		1990

		1991		1991		1991

		1992		1992		1992

		1993		1993		1993

		1994		1994		1994

		1995		1995		1995

		1996		1996		1996

		1997		1997		1997

		1998		1998		1998

		1999		1999		1999



Africa

Asia

Top 20

PPP US$

GNI per Capita

1519.9428984997

1414.4957243939

1516.3571756111

1532.9612865087

1498.5090261747

1543.9359400519

1559.5907886373

1689.748769938

1647.3352508308

1588.6951948539

1855.1045884156

1720.9333891528

1617.2857774894

2038.4248641137

1817.58979063

1690.1979267152

2257.6374095807

1958.4436548588

1749.8579006814

2441.1014221318

2071.1409567414

1764.1357748384

2565.9480346632

2107.7864805513

1745.2204158693

2626.6456083802

2080.1148083988

1787.9021271618

2806.6486127789

2177.2901274075



Poverty

		GNI per capita, PPP (current international $)

				1990		1999		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		1990 GNI		1991 GNI		1992 GNI		1993 GNI		1994 GNI		1995 GNI		1996 GNI		1997 GNI		1998 GNI		1999 GNI

		India		1,400		2,230		1,400		1,510		1,590		1,700		1,850		1,970		2,020		2,090		2,230				849,515,008		866,530,432		882,300,032		898,200,000		913,600,000		929,358,016		945,611,776		962,377,664		979,672,896		997,515,200		844.9798418497		843.6070294938		907.8382345826		953.7636768566		1018.0919085486		1105.207264223		1174.2117802268		1201.02250387		1240.6883162857		1322.0857459407		56%

		Pakistan		1,420		1860

		Bangladesh		1,020		1,530

		China		1,400		3,550

		Indonesia		1,870		2,660

		Nepal		910		1,280

		Uganda		730		1,160		760		790		850		890		990		1,060		1,080		1,090		1,160				16,330,000		16,894,460		17,461,530		18,030,200		18,599,390		19,168,000		19,740,950		20,317,610		20,897,300		21,479,330		8.4694713217		8.9286591048		9.3999298603		10.2350524736		10.8510229293		12.1983460196		13.1898922806		13.5565948155		13.8023167195		14.8085984635		75%

		Ghana		1,380		1,850		1,440		1,510		1,570		1,610		1,670		1,730		1,760		1,770		1,850				14,870,000		15,314,820		15,758,580		16,200,450		16,639,550		17,075,000		17,507,980		17,937,750		18,363,520		18,784,530		14.579321461		15.3356689058		16.214712601		16.98624306		17.5610074297		18.3301549687		19.0919144623		19.5045024173		19.6953866984		20.6541486981		42%

		Tanzania		440		500		440		450		450		450		460		470		480		480		500				25,470,000		26,277,690		27,103,520		27,943,580		28,793,000		29,646,000		30,487,820		31,316,100		32,128,480		32,922,570		7.9621229277		8.0402248859		8.3110029888		8.3977929461		8.4933966115		8.7662305655		9.0321588003		9.2867370588		9.3447294124		9.7836063851		23%

		Malawi		460		570		500		470		510		450		530		560		560		550		570				8,507,000		8,743,480		8,986,540		9,236,350		9,493,110		9,757,000		10,016,000		10,276,090		10,533,530		10,787,810		2.7802350968		3.0400635346		2.8780981278		3.1458728216		2.8002899422		3.3241539413		3.5354905262		3.5552501789		3.5105239432		3.6546297251		31%

		Zambia		770		720		760		750		800		720		700		740		740		700		720				7,784,000		8,022,380		8,261,540		8,501,110		8,740,720		8,980,000		9,214,400		9,443,210		9,665,710		9,881,210		4.2583446612		4.2397979118		4.2221873538		4.5418859695		4.1253583374		4.040762544		4.2979970778		4.3172341938		4.0998419451		4.2284175178		-1%

		Kenya		920		1,010		930		930		920		940		990		1,020		1,010		1,000		1,010				23,552,000		24,279,310		24,983,040		25,659,890		26,306,600		26,920,000		27,538,480		28,161,750		28,789,480		29,410,000		15.3944039027		15.7017342815		15.8322798992		15.765698659		16.2096839944		17.131650399		17.7054705061		17.5725688384		17.4449261037		17.6543460869		15%

		Mozambique		510		810		540		500		550		580		610		640		690		750		810				14,151,000		14,420,000		14,690,000		15,005,000		15,420,000		15,820,000		16,230,000		16,630,000		16,965,000		17,299,000		5.1274869535		5.4148615268		5.0050339466		5.511493416		5.8626550384		6.2033354601		6.5473540895		7.0891730963		7.7099301034		8.3280103317		62%

		Sierra Leone		770		440		710		650		640		660		600		620		500		470		440				3,999,000		4,093,000		4,191,000		4,293,000		4,399,000		4,510,000		4,630,000		4,748,000		4,854,740		4,949,340		2.1877081578		2.0208237071		1.8562917938		1.8348960517		1.9031800259		1.7394692084		1.8094226211		1.4666785999		1.3826082604		1.2943007516		-41%

		Rwanda		950		880		920		990		900		550		740		830		790		830		880				6,954,000		7,150,000		7,350,000		7,540,000		6,230,000		6,400,000		6,727,000		7,895,180		8,105,000		8,310,000		4.6935943086		4.5742743005		4.9583566389		4.5319432094		2.2461187317		3.0443925244		3.5193856186		3.853393565		4.0763026855		4.3462923322		-7%

		South Africa		7,990		8,710		7,900		7,870		7,950		8,150		8,470		8,760		8,800		8,590		8,710				35,200,000		35,933,112		36,690,740		37,473,800		38,283,220		39,120,000		39,912,000		40,670,328		41,402,392		42,106,232		199.8189625194		197.4014130435		196.7643569658		198.9598601302		204.52577238		212.9958832665		220.3813971673		221.113158224		215.5032927423		217.9715295719		9%

		Nigeria		690		770

		Guyana		1,910		3330		2040		2270		2480		2710		2910		3150		3320		3190		3330				795,000		802,800		809,960		816,720		823,320		830,000		836,600		842,960		849,320		855,920		1.078816929		1.138848269		1.252866094		1.3526812661		1.4625810084		1.5526016183		1.6610998882		1.7290171118		1.6417134174		1.6939970346		57%

		Russian Federation		10,100		6,990		2,040		2,240		2,400		2,580		2,830		3,040		3,120		2,640		2,660				178,232,000		181,397,024		184,556,192		187,707,264		190,847,968		193,976,000		197,156,480		200,390,288		203,678,368		207,021,616		236.7960992538		257.3289571227		281.7032557498		300.8589426826		322.767069974		352.8770288453		377.791318955		386.2651300671		325.8248071075		327.2898738501		38%

								960		1,010		1,050		1,120		1,160		1,210		1,240		1,230		1,280				18,772,000		19,253,590		19,744,320		20,244,250		20,753,450		21,272,000		21,794,680		22,321,160		22,851,110		23,384,180		12.1366602558		12.8532006465		13.5887272664		14.1958563045		15.236678339		15.8619021588		16.6227625873		17.0998651833		17.0312971323		17.7896479122		47%

								720		740		750		740		760		780		780		760		770				96,203,000		98,983,000		101,883,520		104,891,872		108,012,568		111,270,000		114,495,512		117,680,752		120,817,264		123,896,520		47.161212593		49.5588754977		51.3748880039		52.5380202287		52.3947756205		54.3601483753		56.2924824599		56.7092989278		55.6388189132		56.7002626957		20%

								1490		1630		1650		1700		1790		1840		1810		1790		1860				107,975,056		110,750,016		113,561,960		116,444,160		119,401,848		122,374,952		125,409,848		128,457,312		131,582,000		134,790,000		108.9328934194		114.7515078197		126.1350289581		128.3134730773		133.0582917191		140.8103307408		145.4510294744		143.6453744033		142.7199969286		149.0067201104		37%

																												1,408,309,064		1,438,845,114		1,468,332,474		1,498,187,646		1,526,343,744		1,556,476,968		1,587,309,526		1,619,466,154		1,651,156,110		1,683,393,458		1,516		1,544		1,647		1,721		1,818		1,958		2,071		2,108		2,080		2,177

																												1,407,514,064		1,438,042,314		1,467,522,514		1,497,370,926		1,525,520,424		1,555,646,968		1,586,472,926		1,618,623,194		1,650,306,790		1,682,537,538

																																																1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

																																														GNI per Capita (PPP US$)		1,516		1,544		1,647		1,721		1,818		1,958		2,071		2,108		2,080		2,177

																																																																		0.4358689116

		Asia

		India		1,400				1,400		1,510		1,590		1,700		1,850		1,970		2,020		2,090		2,230				849,515,008		866,530,432		882,300,032		898,200,000		913,600,000		929,358,016		945,611,776		962,377,664		979,672,896		997,515,200		495.5406988248		496.9578391016		537.327330977		567.3647711403		608.0328177367		663.416295195		708.524922025		728.8405555342		756.7717383319		810.6703043599		64%

		Bangladesh		1,020				1,060		1,140		1,190		1,240		1,320		1,380		1,430		1,460		1,530				110,368,000		112,426,784		114,311,552		116,106,928		117,897,536		119,768,000		121,679,344		123,632,560		125,628,704		127,668,808		46.9054797145		48.8183777385		52.5582215923		54.8905126484		57.2332518174		61.0022825679		63.8663326784		66.2833615885		67.7921271683		71.1862497373		52%

		China		1,400				1,540		1,810		2,070		2,340		2,640		2,900		3,120		3,280		3,550				1,135,185,024		1,150,780,032		1,164,969,984		1,178,439,936		1,191,835,008		1,204,855,040		1,217,549,952		1,230,075,008		1,242,179,968		1,253,595,008		662.1782720623		725.9734344592		850.4308373259		969.103112237		1091.8274362367		1227.3546791027		1342.9530151596		1438.8708523714		1505.8991599138		1621.8305863953		145%

		Indonesia		1,870				2,040		2,240		2,400		2,580		2,830		3,040		3,120		2,640		2,660				178,232,000		181,397,024		184,556,192		187,707,264		190,847,968		193,976,000		197,156,480		200,390,288		203,678,368		207,021,616		138.8697087096		151.5891143614		166.7332931942		178.971761352		192.7654756717		211.8194285491		227.9610623159		234.4050099598		198.7404914109		200.6860617495		45%

		Nepal		910				960		1,010		1,050		1,120		1,160		1,210		1,240		1,230		1,280				18,772,000		19,253,590		19,744,320		20,244,250		20,753,450		21,272,000		21,794,680		22,321,160		22,851,110		23,384,180		7.1175770198		7.5716519606		8.0428365707		8.4446797029		9.0997682877		9.5213311616		10.0302532851		10.377053885		10.3884304927		10.9081724326		53%

		Pakistan		1,420				1490		1630		1650		1700		1790		1840		1810		1790		1860				107,975,056		110,750,016		113,561,960		116,444,160		119,401,848		122,374,952		125,409,848		128,457,312		131,582,000		134,790,000		63.8839880628		67.5986085535		74.6562502778		76.3297513349		79.4661143634		84.5233930044		87.7658366678		87.1712013244		87.0536610627		91.3672381042		43%

																												2,400,047,088		2,441,137,878		2,479,444,040		2,517,142,538		2,554,335,810		2,591,604,008		2,629,202,080		2,667,253,992		2,705,593,046		2,743,974,812		1,414		1,499		1,690		1,855		2,038		2,258		2,441		2,566		2,627		2,807

		Africa

		Uganda		730				760		790		850		890		990		1,060		1,080		1,090		1,160				16,330,000		16,894,460		17,461,530		18,030,200		18,599,390		19,168,000		19,740,950		20,317,610		20,897,300		21,479,330		32.8048807335		34.4657145291		36.1426159909		39.2079014705		41.5066379174		46.4611663084		50.0392958061		51.183907754		51.986759728		55.6788418025		70%

		Ghana		1,380				1,440		1,510		1,570		1,610		1,670		1,730		1,760		1,770		1,850				14,870,000		15,314,820		15,758,580		16,200,450		16,639,550		17,075,000		17,507,980		17,937,750		18,363,520		18,784,530		56.4702191597		59.1975547968		62.3453727475		65.0700077962		67.1732408636		69.8160535117		72.4301559833		73.6406646433		74.1831503249		77.6575231452		38%

		Bangladesh		1,020				1,060		1,140		1,190		1,240		1,320		1,380		1,430		1,460		1,530				110,368,000		112,426,784		114,311,552		116,106,928		117,897,536		119,768,000		121,679,344		123,632,560		125,628,704		127,668,808		309.7938291853		319.8932176687		341.4327454661		353.4754240267		366.5686015069		387.0729665013		401.5440745938		412.3879477967		418.6179139289		436.5034770529		41%

		Tanzania		440				440		450		450		450		460		470		480		480		500				25,470,000		26,277,690		27,103,520		27,943,580		28,793,000		29,646,000		30,487,820		31,316,100		32,128,480		32,922,570		30.8397635585		31.0362499468		31.9557054135		32.1698241654		32.4883967289		33.3888951458		34.2658496644		35.062749859		35.1971493306		36.7853766525		19%

		Malawi		460				500		470		510		450		530		560		560		550		570				8,507,000		8,743,480		8,986,540		9,236,350		9,493,110		9,757,000		10,016,000		10,276,090		10,533,530		10,787,810		10.7687100289		11.7350165018		11.0662522978		12.0510443838		10.7114897326		12.6610664146		13.4128052374		13.4231051141		13.2224733329		13.7410404376		28%

		Zambia		770				760		750		800		720		700		740		740		700		720				7,784,000		8,022,380		8,261,540		8,501,110		8,740,720		8,980,000		9,214,400		9,443,210		9,665,710		9,881,210		16.4938853237		16.3661377116		16.234259025		17.3988182321		15.7800564891		15.390491487		16.3055726746		16.3000310723		15.4421538395		15.8984248663		-4%

		Kenya		920				930		930		920		940		990		1,020		1,010		1,000		1,010				23,552,000		24,279,310		24,983,040		25,659,890		26,306,600		26,920,000		27,538,480		28,161,750		28,789,480		29,410,000		59.627285436		60.6106118517		60.8749236601		60.3944104078		62.0042450091		65.251178893		67.1703193016		66.3465091837		65.7067360686		66.3785668387		11%

		Mozambique		510				540		500		550		580		610		640		690		750		810				14,151,000		14,420,000		14,690,000		15,005,000		15,420,000		15,820,000		16,230,000		16,630,000		16,965,000		17,299,000		19.8603421137		20.9020267665		19.2442946535		21.1131395143		22.4254525587		23.627318		24.8390950483		26.7656876047		29.0396381961		31.3124817945		58%

		Sierra Leone		770				710		650		640		660		600		620		500		470		440				3,999,000		4,093,000		4,191,000		4,293,000		4,399,000		4,510,000		4,630,000		4,748,000		4,854,740		4,949,340		8.4736700166		7.8006262963		7.1374193711		7.0290234259		7.2799223391		6.6253054349		6.864516544		5.5375515154		5.2076274505		4.8664407351		-43%

		Rwanda		950				920		990		900		550		740		830		790		830		880				6,954,000		7,150,000		7,350,000		7,540,000		6,230,000		6,400,000		6,727,000		7,895,180		8,105,000		8,310,000		18.1797417636		17.6572574189		19.064820973		17.3607300287		8.5917095121		11.5955086991		13.3517070706		14.5487671099		15.3534926488		16.3416223208		-10%

		South Africa		7,990				7,900		7,870		7,950		8,150		8,470		8,760		8,800		8,590		8,710				35,200,000		35,933,112		36,690,740		37,473,800		38,283,220		39,120,000		39,912,000		40,670,328		41,402,392		42,106,232		773.9606151001		761.9935613769		756.556559485		762.1649828089		782.3388849359		811.2605708633		836.0742975326		834.8287787439		811.69836398		819.5510427539		6%

		Nigeria		690				720		740		750		740		760		780		780		760		770				96,203,000		98,983,000		101,883,520		104,891,872		108,012,568		111,270,000		114,495,512		117,680,752		120,817,264		123,896,520		182.66995608		191.3033116436		197.5358195537		201.2598885935		200.4171398961		207.047405456		213.5602112247		214.1100744413		209.5649570404		213.1872887618		17%

																												363,388,000		372,538,036		381,671,562		390,882,180		398,814,694		408,434,000		418,179,486		428,709,330		438,151,120		447,495,350		1,520		1,533		1,560		1,589		1,617		1,690		1,750		1,764		1,745		1,788

																																																1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999

																																														Africa		1,520		1,533		1,560		1,589		1,617		1,690		1,750		1,764		1,745		1,788

																																														Asia		1,414		1,499		1,690		1,855		2,038		2,258		2,441		2,566		2,627		2,807

																																														Top 20		1,516		1,544		1,647		1,721		1,818		1,958		2,071		2,108		2,080		2,177
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Sheet1

				1997/98		2000/01		2003/04

		Angola		5		3		0.04

		Ethiopia		3		6		10

		Eritrea		1		0		0.16

		Rwanda		0		33		32

		Malawi		24		62		72

		Mozambique		19		29		37

		Zambia		12		52		45

		Zimbabwe		11		11		12

		Kenya		26		48		55

		Tanzania		40		63		75

		Uganda		45		83		80

		Lesotho		4		3		0

		Cameroon		2		2		3

		Gambia		1		1		2

		Ghana		15		67		70

		Nigeria		7		17		35

		Sierra Leone		3		39		30

		India		75		104		250

		China		9		20		50

		Mongolia		0		0		0

		Afghanistan		0		0		0

		Pakistan		23		13		15

		Bangladesh		37		74		95

		Cambodia		3		5		9

		Indonesia		7		7		15

		Vietnam		4		7		19

		Nepal		16		17		23

		Honduras		1		0		0

		Lower MI

		Mauritius		1		0		0.06

		Namibia		4		3		0

		RSA		23		30		30

		Swaziland		3		1		0

		Egypt		5		3		4

		Jordan		4		5		4

		Sri Lanka		5		6		5

		Belize		2		5		2

		Guyana		3		5		6

		Jamaica		3		3		5

		Bolivai		4		6		7

		Columbia		2		1		0

		Ecaudor		1		0		0

		Peru		3		2		4

		Pitcairn		0		0		0.1

		Albania etc		2		1		3

		Bosnia		0		4		5

		Bulgaria		3		3		3

		Romania		5		4		5

		Slovak		3		1		0

		Khazakstan		2		0		0

		Ukraine		9		9		7

		Russia		31		26		27

		Upper MI

		Botswana		3		2		0

		Brazil		5		8		10

		Chile		1		0		0

		Mexico		3		2		0

		St Helena		9		10		11

		Anguilla		2		2		1

		Montserrat		38		21		14

		T&C		3		3		1

		Croatia		0		1		1

		Czech		2		1		0

		Hungary		3		2		0

		Poland		12		4		0

		n=		62				46

								23<£10m

		All		592		940		1189.36

		Low Income		393		766		1034.2

		Low Middle		118		118		117.16

		Upper Middle		81		56		38

				1997/98		2000/01		2003/04

		Low Income		66%		81%		87%

		Low Middle		20%		13%		10%

		Upper Middle		14%		6%		3%

		n=62
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