
ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK SST:STU 2003-05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SPECIAL EVALUATION STUDY 
 
 
 

ON THE 
 
 
 

GOVERNMENT AND NONGOVERNMENT PROVISION  
OF PRIMARY EDUCATION   

IN BANGLADESH, INDONESIA, AND NEPAL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

January 2003 



 

CURRENCY EQUIVALENTS 
 

Currency Unit at Operations Evaluation 
(September 2002) 

 
Bangladesh taka (Tk) 1.00 =  $0.017241 
 $1.00 =  Tk58.00 
Indonesia rupiah (Rp) 1.00 = $0.000111 
 $1.00 = Rp9,000.00 
Nepal rupee/s (NRe/NRs) 1.00 = $0.012820 
 $1.00 = NRs78.00 

 
ABBREVIATIONS 

 
ADB  – Asian Development Bank 
BRAC – Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee 
CEI – composite efficiency index 
COM – community 
DDC – district development committee 
DMC  – developing member country 
DOE – Department of Education 
DPE  – Directorate of Primary Education  
EASA  – Education Act (1971)-Seventh Amendment (2002) 
GDP  – gross domestic product 
GER  – gross enrollment rate 
GPS  – government primary school 
kg – kilogram 
MOES – Ministry of Education and Sports  
MONE  – Ministry of National Education  
MORA  – Ministry of Religious Affairs  
NER  – net enrollment rate 
NFE  – nonformal education 
NGO – nongovernment organization 
NRNG  – non-registered nongovernment 
O&M  – operation and maintenance 
PMED  – Primary and Mass Education Division 
PPP  – public-private partnership 
PTA  – parent-teacher association 
RNG  – registered nongovernment 
SBM  – school-based management 
SMC  – school management committee 
STR  – student-teacher ratio 
VDC  – village development committee 

 
NOTES 

 
(i) The fiscal year (FY) of the Government of Bangladesh ends on 30 June.  

The FY of the Government of Indonesia ends on 31 December.  
The FY of the Government of Nepal ends on 15 July. 

(ii) In this report, “$" refers to US dollars. 
 

 

Operations Evaluation Department, SS-52 
 



CONTENTS 
Page 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY iii     
MAPS    vii 
 
I. BACKGROUND 1   

 
A. Rationale 1  
B. Objectives  2 
C. Scope and Output 2 
D. Approach and Methodology 2 
E. Limitations of the Study 4 
F. Socioeconomic Profiles of Project Countries 4 

 
II. CURRENT STATUS OF PRIMARY EDUCATION IN PROJECT COUNTRIES 5 
 

A. Education System, Organizational Structure, and Administration 5 
B. Government and Nongovernment Provision of Primary Education 5 
 

III. ASSESSMENT OF OVERALL PRIMARY EDUCATION IN PROJECT  
 COUNTRIES  7 
 

A. Access and Equity 8 
B. Quality of Inputs 8 
C. Efficiency of the System 11 
D. Cost Effectiveness 12 
E. Financial Considerations  13 
F. Decentralization 15 
 

IV. ASSESSMENT OF GOVERNMENT AND NONGOVERNMENT PROVISION  
 OF PRIMARY  EDUCATION IN PROJECT COUNTRIES 15 
 

A. Access and Equity 15 
B. Quality of Inputs 17 
C. Efficiency of the System 19 
D. Cost Effectiveness 21 
E. Parents’ Unit Cost Sharing 22 
F. Monitoring and Supervision 24 
G. Decentralization and School-Based Management 25 
 

V. MAIN FINDINGS, KEY ISSUES, LESSONS LEARNED,  
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 27 

  
A. Main Findings 27 
B. Key Issues and General Recommendations 30 
C. Lessons Learned 32 
D. Specific Recommendations 33 

 



 ii 

 
APPENDIXES 
 
1. Background Information on the Selected Projects and Countries of Their Origin 34 
2. Current Status of Primary Education in Project Countries 41 
3. Assessment of Overall Primary Education in Project Countries:  
 Nationwide Results (1995–2001) 48 
4. Assessment of Government and Nongovernment Provision of Primary Education 

in Project Countries: Sample Survey Results 59 
5. Matrixes of Summary Findings, Key Issues, and Recommendations 62 
  
  
 
 
  
 
  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Experience in many developing member countries (DMCs) of the Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) indicates limited institutional and financial capacity of the government to manage 
and deliver quality primary education. The importance of the nongovernment (non-profit and for-
profit private) sector in providing primary education has been growing. It is generally assumed 
that for-profit private provision results in a higher efficiency of education than public provision as 
higher fees can be charged, and hence better inputs provided, while relieving the government’s 
financial burden by serving better-off groups of people. This, in turn, is expected to enable the 
government to focus more on serving poorer groups for more equitable access. Non-profit 
private provision may or may not produce higher efficiency compared to public provision, 
depending on their financial status. Regardless of whether or not non-profit private schools 
perform better, they are likely to supplement the government role in serving poor people. 
Although some types of non-profit schools may receive significant funding support from the 
government, they tend to be a smaller financial burden than public schools as the government 
does not have to provide full support to them. In addition, limitations in institutional and financial 
capacity of the central government have led to an increasing trend toward decentralization of 
public primary education, which is expected to increase efficiency of public provision through 
improved institutional and financial capacity at local levels (the local government, communities, 
schools, and parents), particularly in resources mobilization and school management. This, in 
turn, is expected to reduce the financial burden of the central government, increasing 
performance of overall public service provision. 
  
 This special evaluation study examines whether these expectations about private 
provision of primary education and decentralization have proven to be realistic. Three DMCs—
Bangladesh, Indonesia, and Nepal—are selected as case studies as they have been recipients 
of ADB loans for primary education and have had significant nongovernment provision of 
primary education. ADB has supported two primary education projects in each of these DMCs, 
one each being completed. The two projects in Indonesia covered both public and private 
religious schools (Madrasahs), while the other four projects focused on public secular schools. 
 
 It is hoped that the study findings will enhance the effectiveness of ADB’s contributions 
to human development and poverty reduction through more effective assistance for primary 
education. The study examines whether (i) nongovernment (non-profit and for-profit private) 
schools in the three DMCs perform better than public schools, including those supported by 
ADB; (ii) parents of students in these schools pay more than parents of students in public 
schools, thus reducing the government’s financial burden; and (iii) decentralization of public 
provision in the three DMCs contributes to reducing the financial burden of the central 
government.  

  
As part of the study, primary data were collected through field surveys of both project 

and non-project public and nongovernment schools, the former referring to the schools assisted 
by the completed ADB-financed primary education projects in the three DMCs. Nationwide 
secondary data from existing sources were used to provide background analysis of operations 
and performance of overall primary education in these DMCs.  

 
Overall Primary Education. All three DMCs have achieved rapid progress in expanding 

access to primary education, with significant increases in enrollment rates during 1995–2001. 
However, disparities in access persist across different groups and regions. The quality and 
efficiency of primary education are generally still low. The common quality problem is that while 
the curriculum is quite ambitious for both students and teachers, rote memorization rather than 
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student-centered approach continues to be the major teaching method used. The common 
efficiency problem is low learning achievement, as reflected by the low average scores in the 
national/district exams. Indonesia is found to have a higher efficiency than Bangladesh and 
Nepal. The central governments in all three DMCs face financial constraints. Decentralization is 
pursued, though to different extents. However, limited institutional capacity at local levels is a 
major constraint to realizing the expected benefits of decentralization. Thus, nongovernment 
provision of primary education needs to be further increased and priority needs to be accorded 
to institutional strengthening at local levels.  
  
 Government and Nongovernment Provision of Primary Education. Public schools in 
all three DMCs generate more enrollment than nongovernment schools. Nevertheless, for-profit 
private general schools in Indonesia have recorded the highest enrollment demand growth of all 
school types, while non-profit registered nongovernment (RNG) schools in Bangladesh have 
shown about the same enrollment demand growth as public schools. This indicates good 
prospects for expanding the nongovernment role in primary education. RNG schools in 
Bangladesh and non-profit private Madrasahs in Indonesia serve the equity objective as they 
cater to poorer families compared to public schools because they are community-based. Private 
general schools in Indonesia and Nepal serve better-off groups compared to public schools. 
Low proportions of teachers with certificates, inadequate number of teachers and classrooms, 
and low teachers’ contact hours with students are found in all school types, especially in 
Bangladesh and Nepal. This leads to low learning achievement. Another major efficiency 
problem in Bangladesh is high dropout rates in all school types due to poverty, whereas in 
Nepal it is excessive repetition rates in public schools due to lack of pre-primary classes to 
prepare children. Private general schools in Indonesia have the highest efficiency of all school 
types in the three DMCs. Private schools in Nepal also have higher efficiency than public 
schools because they have better quality. Non-profit RNG schools in Bangladesh have about 
the same efficiency as public schools. RNG schools in Bangladesh and private Madrasahs in 
Indonesia are more cost effective than their public counterparts. All three DMCs need effective 
regulatory frameworks to monitor the performance of nongovernment schools. The central 
government remains the major source of funds for public schools, but with a lower share in 
Indonesia that has moved ahead in decentralization. School-based management (SBM) of 
public schools, including public Madrasahs, remains weak compared to nongovernment schools 
due to lack of institutional and financial capacity at local levels.  
 
 For-profit private general schools in Indonesia and Nepal depend almost entirely on 
parents’ contributions, serving better-off families, and performing much better than public 
schools. These findings conform to the general expectations that greater for-profit private 
provision will help reduce the government’s financial burden and improve efficiency of primary 
education. As for non-profit private schools, although RNG schools in Bangladesh still depend 
largely on the government’s financial support, the extent is much smaller than for public schools 
as the former are able to mobilize more contributions from parents. Private Madrasahs in 
Indonesia can also mobilize larger support from parents, communities, and foundations. At the 
same time, both RNG schools in Bangladesh and private Madrasahs in Indonesia show similar 
performance as their public counterparts. These findings also conform to the general 
expectation that greater nongovernment provision, even of the non-profit type, will reduce the 
financial burden on the government compared to greater public provision. However, since these 
types of schools serve poorer families, such families end up paying more than better-off ones 
who send children to public schools. Thus, greater for-profit and non-profit private provision 
should be encouraged, but with more financial support to the latter as it supplements the 
government’s role in extending outreach to the poor.     
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 Impacts of the Completed ADB-Financed Primary Education Projects. Public 
project schools in Bangladesh and Nepal as well as public and private project Madrasahs in 
Indonesia have been able to substantially increase access to primary education, with higher 
enrollment and enrollment demand growth compared to their non-project counterparts. Few 
differences are found in terms of equity between project and non-project schools in Bangladesh 
and Indonesia while in Nepal, the former have done better. Project schools in Nepal and project 
private Madrasahs in Indonesia have better qualified teachers than their non-project 
counterparts. Project schools have higher efficiency than their non-project counterparts in 
Indonesia and Nepal, but about the same in Bangladesh where most schools have been 
recipients of external aid support. In terms of cost effectiveness, project schools and their non-
project counterparts do not differ much in Bangladesh and Indonesia. In Nepal, project schools 
do better.   

 
Based on the above findings, the following key issues are identified:  

 
(i) Need for better targeting. Several types of non-profit private schools have 

evolved to complement government efforts in extending outreach to the poor, 
such as RNG schools in Bangladesh and private Madrasahs in Indonesia. 
However, these types of schools tend to receive less support from the 
governments and ADB, and parents who send children there have to pay more 
than relatively better-off parents whose children go to public schools. To achieve 
greater equity and poverty reduction impacts, the governments and ADB should 
target hard-core poverty groups in remote areas and support also non-profit 
private schools that have good efficiency and cost effectiveness prospects.   

 
(ii) Low school quality and efficiency. Quality and efficiency of primary education 

in all three DMCs should be given high priority by the governments and ADB, 
regardless of the school type. In DMCs where nongovernment schools perform 
better than public schools, such as in Indonesia and Nepal, the governments and 
ADB should explore possibilities of forming public-private partnerships by 
contracting good private schools to manage selected public schools in rural 
areas in order to increase the quality and efficiency. 

 
(iii) Inadequate regulatory frameworks for monitoring and enhancing 

nongovernment provision. Given the significant role of nongovernment schools 
in providing primary education, effective regulatory frameworks to monitor their 
performance should be established in all three DMCs, while encouraging 
competition and innovation, particularly among for-profit providers. Such 
frameworks can only be developed in dialogue with private providers to build 
mutual trust and ensure their cooperation. ADB can facilitate the establishment of 
such frameworks through suitable policy covenants in its future operations. 

  
(iv)  Weak SBM of public schools. Although decentralization has been mandated in 

all three DMCs, it will take time before the expected gains can be achieved as 
SBM, especially of public schools, including public Madrasahs, is rather weak. 
The central government is still the major source of funds, though to a lesser 
extent in Indonesia. Contributions by the local governments and community are 
nil in Bangladesh, and meager in Nepal. Nongovernment schools have more 
active SBM because they have relied on their own management and financial 
capacity from the beginning. To increase alternative sources of funding for public 
schools and enhance overall management efficiency of primary education, efforts 
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should be made by the governments and ADB to strengthen financial and 
management capacity of the local bodies.  

 
 The study draws the following lessons for the design and implementation of future ADB-
financed primary education projects:    

 
(i) A long-term, holistic program framework should be developed during the project 

preparatory stage to conceptualize how the government and nongovernment, 
general and religious, and formal and nonformal schooling systems interact; and 
how they should complement or supplement each other to address the problems 
of access, equity, quality, efficiency, and institutional and financial capacity. 

 
(ii) More resources should be put into bringing the hardest-to-reach children to 

school and retaining them there. Better targeting is thus needed at the project 
design stage to reach poorer children, regardless of the type of school they 
attend.   

 
(iii) The software side should be adequately covered during project design to 

improve quality, efficiency, and institutional capacity, particularly at the school 
level, by empowering school management committees with legal provision, 
budget, and training.   

 
(iv) Since the success of SBM depends on participation and understanding of the 

role and responsibilities of other local bodies (i.e., the local government, 
communities, schools, and parents), these groups should be included in capacity 
strengthening efforts. 

 
(v) As the quality and efficiency of the education system depend largely on financing 

of schools, financial norms for project schools should be established at the 
design stage to at least maintain a minimum acceptable level of per student 
recurrent expenditure as well as a proportion of school recurrent expenditure on 
non-salary items; this should be monitored during implementation to ensure that 
no school is underfinanced.   

 
(vi) To ensure long-term project impacts and financial sustainability, necessary 

concomitant policy changes should be introduced during the processing stage 
through dialogue with the government, together with appropriate loan covenants. 
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I. BACKGROUND 
 
A. Rationale     
 
1. Experience in many developing member countries (DMCs) of the Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) indicates limited institutional and financial capacity of the government to manage 
and deliver quality primary education.1 In response to this supply-side constraint, as well as to 
the demand-side need for better quality of and access to primary education, the nongovernment 
sector that includes both non-profit and for-profit private schools has become increasingly 
important as an alternative provider of primary education in many DMCs. It is generally 
assumed that for-profit private provision leads to a higher efficiency of education than public 
provision as higher fees can be charged, and hence better inputs provided, while relieving the 
government’s financial burden by serving better-off groups of the population. This, in turn, is 
expected to enable the government to focus more on serving the poor and other disadvantaged 
groups in order to reduce inequity in access. Non-profit private provision may or may not 
produce higher efficiency compared to public provision, depending on their financial status. 
Regardless of whether or not non-profit private schools perform better than public schools, they 
are likely to complement public schools in extending outreach to the poor. Although some types 
of non-profit private schools may receive significant funding support from the government, they 
tend to be a smaller financial burden because the government does not have to provide full 
support to them.  
 
2. In addition to increasing the role of non-profit and for-profit private provision in primary 
education, the supply-side constraint has also led to gradual decentralization of public primary 
education in many DMCs. Decentralization is expected to increase quality and efficiency of 
public provision through improved institutional and financial capacity at local levels (including 
the local government, communities, schools, and parents), particularly in resource mobilization 
and school management. This, in turn, is expected to reduce the financial burden of the central 
government, enhancing performance of overall public service provision. 
  
3.  This special evaluation study examines whether the expectations about the roles of 
non-profit and for-profit private provision as well as that of decentralization have proven to be 
realistic. Three DMCs—Bangladesh, Indonesia, and Nepal—are selected as case studies as 
they have been recipients of ADB’s lending for primary education and have had significant 
private provision of primary education.2 In these DMCs, ADB has supported six primary 
education projects (two in Bangladesh,3 two in Indonesia,4 and two in Nepal5), three of which 
have already been completed (one in each of these DMCs). The two projects in Indonesia have 
included both primary and junior secondary education. The completed project in Bangladesh 
was rated generally successful in the project performance audit report, while that in Nepal was 
rated partly successful in the project completion report. The completed project in Indonesia, 

                                                 
1 Since the late 1980s, ADB has financed 21 primary education projects accounting for about 16% of total ADB 

lending to the education sector. Eight projects have already been completed, and seven evaluated. Among the 
latter, one was rated highly successful, four successful, and two partly successful. The main reason for the partly 
successful ratings was the weak capacity of the concerned government agencies. 

2 No other DMC meets these two selection criteria, except for Pakistan. However, missions to Pakistan were 
restricted during the fieldwork on this study. 

3  Loan 1026-BAN(SF): Primary Education Sector Project, for $68.3 million, approved on 21 August 1990; and Loan 
1521-BAN(SF): Second Primary Education Sector Project, for $100 million, approved on 22 May 1997. 

4 Loan 1442-INO: Basic Education Project, for $85 million, approved on 6 June 1996; and Loan 1863-INO(SF): 
Decentralized Basic Education Project, for $100 million, approved on 29 November 2001. 

5 Loan 1141-NEP(SF): Primary Education Development Project, for $19.5 million, approved on 5 December 1991; 
and Loan 1840-NEP(SF): Teacher Education Project, for $19.6 million, approved on 24 September 2001. 
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which supported public and private religious schools (Madrasahs), has not been evaluated yet. 
The combined cost of the six projects was estimated at appraisal at about $569 million, of which 
about $392 million (69%) was to be funded by ADB. Basic data, objectives, and scope of these 
projects are given in Appendix 1, Tables A1.1 and A1.2. 
 
B. Objectives  
 
4. The long-term goal of this study is to enhance the effectiveness of ADB contributions to 
human development and poverty reduction through more effective assistance for primary 
education. The objectives of the study are to examine whether (i) nongovernment (non-profit 
and for-profit private) schools in the three DMCs perform better than public schools, including 
those supported by ADB, especially in terms of efficiency; (ii) parents of students in non-profit 
and for-profit private schools in the three DMCs shoulder higher costs than those of students in 
public schools, thus reducing the government’s financial burden; and (iii) decentralization of 
public provision in the three DMCs contributes to reducing the financial burden of the central 
government. The findings of the study provide the basis for deriving key issues, lessons, and 
recommendations for the DMC governments and ADB.    
 
C. Scope and Output  
  
5. The study provides a comparative analysis of operations and performance of 
government and nongovernment provision of primary education in the three DMCs. The study 
consists of two background chapters, two analysis chapters, and one conclusion chapter. The 
two analysis chapters provide (i) assessment and comparison of operations and performance of 
overall primary education in the three DMCs, using longitudinal, nationwide secondary data 
(chapter III); (ii) assessment and comparison of operations and performance of government and 
nongovernment schools in the three DMCs, using cross-sectional, sample survey data (chapter 
IV); and (iii) assessment of the impacts of ADB’s completed primary education projects in the 
three DMCs, comparing operations and performance of project and non-project schools,6 using 
the cross-sectional, sample survey data (chapter IV). The analysis of overall primary education 
in chapter III lays the ground for the analysis of government and nongovernment schools 
dichotomy as well as project and non-project schools dichotomy in chapter IV.  
 
D. Approach and Methodology 
 
6. The study develops a framework to systematically analyze the manifold aspects of 
primary education by classifying these aspects into two categories (i) operations, including 
decentralization, and institutional and financial capacity; and (ii) performance, including access, 
equity, efficiency, and cost effectiveness in relation to adequacy and quality of inputs. The study 
also develops a methodology to analyze these aspects in an integrated manner by constructing 
a composite efficiency index (CEI) that combines various efficiency indicators so as to enable 
efficiency comparison across school types and DMCs. Such an index also enables a 
comparison of cost effectiveness across school types and DMCs, as cost effectiveness is 
determined by the outcomes achieved in terms of efficiency in relation to unit cost per student. If 

                                                 
6 “Project schools” in Indonesia and Nepal refer to the schools supported by the completed ADB-financed primary 

education projects. For Bangladesh, however, since the ongoing primary education project is a follow-up of the 
completed one, many schools in both projects are the same. Thus, “project schools” for Bangladesh refer to the 
schools covered under both projects. For Nepal, although the two primary education projects focused on teacher 
training rather than on primary education per se, the training aimed to improve the quality of primary school 
teachers. The completed project also had a component for construction and rehabilitation of primary schools, which 
are referred to as “project schools.”  
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several efficiency indicators were used, it would be difficult to decide which one should be 
chosen to compare the unit cost to assess cost effectiveness. Moreover, these efficiency 
indicators could even move in the opposite directions.  
 
7. Two sets of data from each of the three DMCs are used in the study: (i) longitudinal 
(1995–2001), nationwide secondary data from existing sources to assess and compare 
operations and performance of overall primary education (chapter III); and (ii) cross-sectional, 
sample survey data collected by the study team7 in September 2002 to assess and compare 
operations and performance of government and nongovernment schools (chapter IV); and to 
assess the impacts of the completed ADB-financed primary education projects (chapter IV). The 
sample surveys consisted school surveys and beneficiary (parents) surveys, and covered both 
government and nongovernment, and project and non-project schools.  
 
8. To ensure a representative sample, the sample public project schools were selected first 
from different districts, taking into account security and accessibility. The sample non-project 
(public and nongovernment) schools were then selected from the same or adjacent districts8 to 
ensure comparability. The original intention was to select 20 public (10 project and 10 non-
project) schools, and 20 nongovernment (non-project) schools belonging to the major type in 
each DMC. In Bangladesh, the major type of nongovernment schools is the so-called 
“registered nongovernment” (RNG) schools, accounting for 25% of all primary schools. In Nepal, 
the major type is the so-called “corporate” schools, accounting for 11% of the total. In Indonesia, 
the major types are private Madrasahs and private general schools, accounting for 12% and 6% 
of the total, respectively. To avoid biased results, no elite/exclusive schools were included 
because they account for less than 5% in each DMC, but are much more expensive with 
significantly higher quality than public schools. The sample nongovernment schools in this study 
thus include (i) non-profit RNG schools in Bangladesh (with non-profit private Madrasahs added 
to supplement the analysis) and non-profit private Madrasahs in Indonesia; and (ii) for-profit 
private general schools in Indonesia and for-profit corporate schools in Nepal.  
 
9. Table A1.3 in Appendix 1 shows the sample size of public and nongovernment schools 
in each of the three DMCs. In Bangladesh and Nepal, since there are not enough 
nongovernment schools in the same or adjacent districts as the sample public project schools, 
the sample size had to be changed from the originally intended 20 public (10 project and 
10 non-project) schools and 20 nongovernment schools to 20 public project schools, 10 public 
non-project schools, and 10 nongovernment non-project schools (with 4 private Madrasahs9 
added for Bangladesh). For Indonesia, since the completed project provided support not only to 
public Madrasahs, but also to private Madrasahs, the actual sample size consisted of 20 public 
schools (8 project Madrasahs, 4 non-project Madrasahs, and 8 non-project general schools) 
and 20 nongovernment schools (8 project Madrasahs, 4 non-project Madrasahs, and 8 non-
project general schools). The beneficiary surveys included 200 sample parents (5 parents per 
school) in each DMC, except for Bangladesh with 220 sample parents due to the addition of 4 
private Madrasahs.  
 

                                                 
7 The team comprised S. Hutaserani (Senior Evaluation Specialist/Mission Leader) and five consultants (N. Llena, S. 

Lohani, S. Reza, E. Sison, and S. Spaulding). 
8 The sample schools were selected in Bangladesh from 5 districts, in Indonesia from 8 districts, and in Nepal from 

5 districts, out of the total number of districts of 64, 320, and 75, respectively. 
9 In Bangladesh, public Madrasahs are not included in the sample because of their minor role, accounting for less 

than 5% of total primary Madrasahs. 
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E. Limitations of the Study 
 
10. This study has several limitations. As the longitudinal, nationwide secondary data are 
available only for overall primary education, only overall trends in operations and performance 
can be assessed and compared in chapter III, without distinguishing between government and 
nongovernment schools. This dichotomy is assessed and compared in chapter IV using the 
cross-sectional survey data. Second, since Indonesia is quite different from Bangladesh and 
Nepal in terms of socioeconomic development and education system, cross-country comparison 
may result in major differences. Third, given that most of the primary schools in Bangladesh 
have been supported by external funding agencies, it is not possible to find a pure control group 
of public non-project schools to assess the impacts of the completed ADB-financed primary 
education project. Fourth, due to time and budget constraints, the sample size of each school 
type is rather small, thus making it difficult to generalize the findings of the analysis in 
chapter IV. To remedy this weakness, chapter IV also utilizes the information gathered from 
various focus group discussions with concerned agencies and communities in the three DMCs 
to supplement the survey data. 
 
F. Socioeconomic Profiles of Project Countries 
 
11. The trends of macroeconomic and social indicators of the three DMCs are shown in 
Appendix 1, Table A1.4. In terms of population, Indonesia, with 209 million people in 2001, is 
almost two times larger than Bangladesh (129 million) and nine times larger than Nepal 
(23 million). The population growth rate declined to 1.5% in Bangladesh and 1.3% in Indonesia, 
while slightly increasing to 2.2% in Nepal. The majority of the people live in rural areas. 
Bangladesh and Nepal experienced an increase in the gross domestic product (GDP) growth to 
around 5% in 2001, while Indonesia suffered from a decline from 8.2% in 1995 to 3.3% in 2001 
as a result of the recent financial crisis. Despite that, Indonesia—at $802—continued to have a 
substantially higher GDP per capita than Bangladesh ($356) and Nepal ($239). Education 
indicators show significant improvements over the past decade. Adult literacy rates increased 
from 37% to 53% in Bangladesh, and from 84% to 87% in Indonesia, while remaining at 40% in 
Nepal. Primary school enrollment rates increased from 77% to 97%, 105% to 108%, and 103% 
to 114% in these DMCs, and secondary school enrollment rates from 19% to 33%, 60% to 76%, 
and 31% to 48%. Other social indicators, such as health, also showed significant improvements 
over the past decade. Life expectancy at birth increased from 56.6 to 59.0 years, 63.2 to 
66.2 years, and 54.0 to 57.3 years in Bangladesh, Indonesia, and Nepal, respectively. 
Significant reductions in maternal mortality rate, infant mortality rate, and child malnutrition were 
also observed.  
 
12. In summary, these macroeconomic and social indicators suggest that there have been 
improvements in all three DMCs, though with some stagnations in recent years; and that the 
living standard of the population is much higher in Indonesia than in Bangladesh and Nepal. The 
proportion of the population living below the poverty line has remained high in Bangladesh 
(50%) and Nepal (42%), and has increased over the past decade in Indonesia (from 15% to 
18%). This is confirmed by the high human poverty indexes of 42–43% in Bangladesh and 
Nepal, and 19% in Indonesia. Poverty remains a persistent problem in all three DMCs, as 
reflected by their high human poverty rankings (76, 72, and 33 in Nepal, Bangladesh, and 
Indonesia, respectively). 
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II. CURRENT STATUS OF PRIMARY EDUCATION IN PROJECT COUNTRIES 
 
A. Education System, Organizational Structure, and Administration 
 
13. In Bangladesh and Nepal, primary education begins at the age of six and consists of 
5 years (grades I–V). The primary education is followed by 3 years of lower/junior secondary 
education (grades VI–VIII); 2 years of secondary education (grades IX–X); and 2 years of higher 
secondary education (grades XI–XII). In Indonesia, formal schooling begins at the age of seven 
with 6 years of primary education (grades I–VI), followed by 3 years of junior secondary 
education (grades VII–X), and 3 years of senior secondary education (grades X–XII). Primary 
education is basically free in all three DMCs, though parents have to pay small admission and 
exam fees.  
 
14. In Bangladesh, the Directorate of Primary Education (DPE) under the Primary and Mass 
Education Division (PMED) attached to the Prime Minister’s Office is in charge of general public 
and private schools (Appendix 2, Table A2.1). PMED is responsible for policy formulation, while 
the responsibility of implementation rests with DPE and its subordinate offices in districts and 
thanas (subdistricts). A parallel system of religious education runs in Bangladesh through the 
Madrasah Education Board under the Ministry of Education that oversees Madrasahs. 
Indonesia has two parallel systems of general and religious education. The Ministry of National 
Education (MONE) and the Ministry of Religious Affairs (MORA) are responsible for managing 
general schools and Madrasahs, respectively (Appendix 2, Table A2.2). MONE administers 
formal public and private schools and universities, as well as nonformal modes of education. 
MONE is the major provider of education, accounting for about 84% of total enrollment at the 
primary level. With effect from January 2001, the management of schools under MONE has 
been decentralized to the district level  under the Law on Regional Governance (22/1999) and 
Law on Fiscal Decentralization (25/1999). Under these laws, the office of the Bhupati (elected 
district/municipality head), under the Ministry of Home Affairs and district parliament, manages 
primary education. In Nepal, the Department of Education (DOE), under the Ministry of 
Education and Sports (MOES), is in charge of managing primary education through 5 regional 
education directorates and 75 district education offices (Appendix 2, Table A2.3).  
 
15. All three DMCs have educational research and development institutions, curriculum 
development and examination centers and boards, textbook preparation and distribution 
centers, teacher education and training centers, and monitoring and evaluation programs.  They 
also have an extensive network of nonformal education (NFE) programs and alternative delivery 
systems that attract children and young people who have not attended any school or who have 
dropped out along the way. These programs are coordinated under the Directorate of NFE 
under PMED in Bangladesh, MONE in Indonesia, and NFE Center in Nepal. 
 
B. Government and Nongovernment Provision of Primary Education 
 
16. While government schools are public schools, the term nongovernment schools refers to 
all kinds of private schools in the broadest sense—including both non-profit (community-based 
or run by nongovernment organizations [NGOs]) schools and for-profit (corporate or proprietary) 
schools.  
 
17. In Bangladesh, public primary schools are known as government primary schools 
(GPSs), which are fully funded and managed by the government. Excluding elite/exclusive 
private schools—the so-called “kindergarten” by the government’s definition, nongovernment 
primary schools include RNG, non-registered nongovernment (NRNG), and community (COM) 
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schools. RNG and NRNG schools are basically community-based schools because they, like 
COM schools, cater to poorer segments of the population compared to GPSs; aspire to become 
GPSs once the government provides full support; and, in the case of RNG schools, receive 
large regular subventions from the government. However, COM schools are established only in 
non-school areas within the community, while RNG and NRNG schools can be established 
anywhere. The differences in terms of support provided to various types of primary schools in 
Bangladesh are shown in Appendix 2, Table A2.4. RNG teachers receive monthly salary 
subventions from the government up to 90% of the basic salaries of GPS teachers. COM 
teachers receive some monthly salary subventions, while NRNG teachers receive no such 
subventions because the schools are not yet qualified for registration. There are some set 
criteria,10 which must be fulfilled before NRNG schools can be opened up and can later apply for 
DPE’s registration.11 The government plans to reconstruct all nongovernment primary schools, 
and to provide minimum physical facilities (three classrooms and one teacher room) for each of 
them. Government support to public Madrasahs is similar to that provided to GPSs under 
PMED, except for stipends for students that are not provided. Private Madrasahs do not receive 
major government support, except for some monthly teacher salary subventions, but they attract 
sizeable support from other sources, including the community and parents.  
 
18. In Indonesia, public schools include public general schools under MONE and public 
Madrasahs under MORA. Private general schools under MONE and private Madrasahs under 
MORA fall under the private category. Unlike private Madrasahs, which are located in remote 
rural or underserved areas, private general schools generally operate in urban areas to meet 
the demand of richer sections of the population.12 As a result, the conditions in private general 
schools are far better. Both private general schools and private Madrasahs receive some 
funding support from the government, such as stipends for students and incentives for teachers 
(Appendix 2, Table A2.5). Since private Madrasahs receive the least support from the 
government while the communities supporting them belong to lower income groups, their 
facilities and staff resources are far from satisfactory.  
 
19. Unlike in Bangladesh, where COM schools are nongovernment schools by nature, in 
Nepal the Education Act (1971)-Seventh Amendment 2002 (EASA) classifies such schools as 
public schools. These schools are generally run in public school facilities, with additional 
community-financed teachers. Private schools in Nepal do not receive any funding support from 
the government (Appendix 2, Table A2.6).  They are of two types—those registered under the 
Company Act (for-profit corporate schools), and those registered as non-profit NGO/trust 
schools. 
 
20. In all three DMCs, the government has been the main provider of primary education 
(Appendix 2, Table A2.7). In Bangladesh, GPSs accounted for 48% of all primary schools in 
2001, enrolled 61% of all primary students, and employed 51% of all primary teachers. If other 
special types of public schools (experimental schools, satellite schools, and high schools with 
an attached primary section)13 are added to GPSs, the public schools make up 55% of all 
                                                 
10 The criteria include at least 150 students, four teachers (with two females and with minimum required 

qualifications), and land and house provided by the community.  
11 Application for opening up a school has to be submitted to the office of the divisional deputy director of primary 

education after meeting all the requirements. The organizing committee of the school can apply for temporary 
registration after running the school for a year. If temporary registration is renewed for two consecutive terms, it 
automatically becomes permanent.  

12 However, the sample private general schools in this study were selected from rural areas in the same or adjacent 
districts as the sample project schools for comparability purpose. 

13 Experimental schools are model/demonstration schools attached to primary training institutes, while satellite 
schools that are normally housed in rented houses provide only grades I–II for children in underserved areas. 
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primary schools—leaving 32% to RNG, NRNG, COM, and NGO-run schools; 10% to public and 
private Madrasahs; and 3% to elite/exclusive private schools (the so-called “kindergarten” by the 
government’s definition). Of the total Madrasahs in Bangladesh, about 95% are private.  
 
21. In Indonesia, general schools are predominantly public schools (93%), while Madrasahs 
are predominantly private (94%). In 2001, public general schools accounted for 81% of all 
primary schools, private general schools for 6%, public Madrasahs for 1%, and private 
Madrasahs for 12%. Public schools accounted for 84% of primary school enrollment (83% in 
public general schools and 1% in public Madrasahs), leaving 16% to private schools (6% in 
private general schools and 10% in private Madrasahs). About 87% of permanent teachers 
worked in public general schools.  
 
22. In Nepal, public schools accounted for 89% of all primary schools in 2000, enrolled 
93% of all primary students, and employed 85% of all primary teachers, leaving the rest to 
private schools, mostly of the for-profit type. Most private schools are managed by the founding 
principals who are also the investors financing the schools.    
 
23. In parallel to the formal system, all three DMCs have an NFE system. In Indonesia, it 
consists of an adult literacy program (packet A), an out-of-school primary education equivalency 
program (packet A Setara), and an out-of-school junior secondary program (packet B). The NFE 
system in Nepal includes adult education and alternate primary education programs. In 
Bangladesh, NFE at the primary level is run mostly by the Bangladesh Rural Advancement 
Committee (BRAC), an NGO, providing primary education to about 1.2 million children, of which 
70% are girls, through an extensive network of centers all over the country.14 In 1985, BRAC 
initiated a 3-year nonformal primary education program for children aged 8–10 years. In 1998, 
the program was expanded to 4 years to cover the 5-year formal primary curriculum. The 
program runs 4 hours a day over the entire year. There are about 34,000 centers scattered 
across the 87,319 villages in Bangladesh. Each center has one class and one teacher; and 
around 97% of the teachers are married women and local residents of the village, with at least 
10 years of schooling. There are 30–33 students per teacher, and the teachers have to stay with 
the same students through the entire 4-year cycle, with no new students added. About 80% of 
BRAC students have never enrolled in any schools, and 20% dropped out from the formal 
system. BRAC students are provided with textbooks and other materials free of charge. BRAC 
also developed its own textbooks (based on competencies in the government curriculum) to 
supplement the government’s textbooks. There are no formal fees, but students normally pay 
about $1 equivalent per year contribution. Teachers are paid about Tk700–800 per month. All 
BRAC centers have active parent committees. The average transition rate of BRAC graduates 
to the junior secondary level in 1999 was about 40%.  
 

III. ASSESSMENT OF OVERALL PRIMARY EDUCATION IN PROJECT COUNTRIES  
 
24. This chapter assesses and compares operations and performance of overall primary 
education using longitudinal, nationwide secondary data (1995–2001) collected from relevant 
government agencies in the three DMCs. Given the governments’ limited financial capacity, the 
issue of efficiency versus equity is raised. This calls for an increased role of nongovernment 
provision, which is assessed in the next chapter using cross-sectional, sample survey data.  

 

                                                 
14 BRAC schools are referred to as centers by the government, and not recognized as primary schools under the 

formal system. 
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A. Access and Equity 
 
25. Consistent with one of the Millennium Development Goals, namely achieving universal 
primary education, all three DMCs subscribe to the United Nations’ World Declaration on 
Education for All adopted in 1990 that aims at having 100% net enrollment rate (NER)15 by 
2015. In Bangladesh, a Compulsory Primary Education Act (1992) stipulates that all children 
aged 6–10 years must attend school. Indonesia has a goal of achieving universal 9-year basic 
education by 2010.16 Nepal is finalizing a National Plan of Action for achieving the goal of 
Education for All by 2015.   
 
26. In the pursuit of the goal of Education for All, all three DMCs successfully expanded 
access to primary education during 1995–2001, with substantial increases in gross enrollment 
rate (GER)17 and NER (Table 1). In 2001, Bangladesh achieved the highest NER (95%), 
followed by Indonesia (89%) and Nepal (80%). Starting from a lower base, NER grew fastest in 
Nepal, at a rate of 3.3% per annum compared to 2.7% in Bangladesh and 0.4% in Indonesia. 
Bangladesh and Indonesia face the same problem of excessive utilization rates (110% and 
130%, respectively) because physical capacity did not expand fast enough to catch up with 
actual enrollment. At 106%, the problem is smaller in Nepal. Female enrollment is almost equal 
to that of males in Bangladesh and Indonesia. In Nepal, it is still below 45%, though it increased 
at a rate of 2.0% per annum. Despite significant improvements in access, inequity persists 
among different groups and regions. In Bangladesh, the poorest groups of children from 
landless, marginal-farmer, and day-laborer households normally do not have access to formal 
primary school.18 In Indonesia, there is a large NER gap of 13% between the highest and lowest 
income provinces.19 In Nepal, the NER ranges from 63% in the Central Plain to 91% in the 
Central Hill. NER for the bottom quintile (the poorest 20%) of Nepalese households is 39%, for 
the middle quintile 61%, and for the richest quintile 77%.20  

 
B. Quality of Inputs 
 
27. Quality of education inputs is essential in producing efficiency outcomes. It generally 
remains low in all three DMCs, especially in terms of curriculum, teaching method, and 
adequacy and quality of teachers (for details, see Appendix 3). All types of primary schools 
adopt the national curriculum and textbooks, though for-profit private schools normally use 
additional textbooks, while Madrasahs add both religious subjects and textbooks. The 
curriculum is rather ambitious—not really matching the level of psychological maturity of primary 
school students nor the level of teacher qualifications. For example, with the competency-based 
curriculum in Bangladesh, students are found to do better in tests that do not require much 
thinking and reasoning. Indonesia’s curriculum is quite rigid despite provision for some local 
content. In Nepal, many of the learning outcomes specified in the curriculum cannot be attained 
at completion. While the three DMCs face the same problem of inadequate instructional 
materials (student workbooks, teacher guides, charts, maps, etc.), textbooks are distributed for 
free to students in government-supported schools in Bangladesh, in public and private schools 

                                                 
15 Primary NER refers to proportion of primary school age children enrolled in schools against the total primary school 

age population. The maximum value of NER is 100% when all primary school age children are enrolled. 
16 The original target of 2003 had to be deferred due to the financial crisis.   
17 Primary GER refers to proportion of total primary school enrollment (including primary school age children and 

older enrollees) against the total primary school age population. Thus, GER can be higher than 100%. 
18 Alam, M. 1997. Basic Educational Achievement in Rural Bangladesh: Level, Pattern and Socioeconomic 

Determinants. Research Report No. 153. Dhaka. 
19 National Socioeconomic Survey. Indonesia. 2000. 
20 World Bank. 2001. Nepal: Priorities and Strategies for Education Reform. Washington, DC.  
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in Indonesia, and in public schools in Nepal. However, there are always long delays in textbook 
printing and distribution—sometimes up to several months after the class started. This tends to 
adversely affect students’ learning outcomes in terms of efficiency.  
 

Table 1: Trends of Access and Equity Indicators 
in Primary Education: Nationwide Results (1995–2001) 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
28. The teaching method used in all three DMCs generally focuses on rote memorization, 
rather than a student-centered approach to encourage classroom participation, problem solving, 
and creative thinking. Moreover, inadequate numbers of teachers, teacher qualifications, 
teaching sessions, classrooms, and teacher time on tasks are major problems, especially in 
Bangladesh and Nepal. Table 2 shows that Indonesia has better quality inputs, with a higher 
teacher-school ratio, lower student-teacher ratio (STR), smaller class size, and higher minimum 
requirement on teachers.21 Because of the last factor, the lower proportion of teachers meeting 
or exceeding the minimum requirement in Indonesia compared to Bangladesh (51% versus 
                                                 
21 The minimum requirement on primary school teachers in Indonesia is higher secondary school certificate (12 years 

of schooling) plus 2-year teacher training; while in Nepal, it is secondary school certificate (10 years of schooling) 
plus 10-month teacher training. In Bangladesh, since teacher training is not required, the minimum requirement is 
secondary school certificate (10 years of schooling) for females, and bachelor’s degree for males. However, these 
requirements are generally not strictly enforced, resulting in a large number of unqualified teachers in all three 
DMCs. 

Indicator
A. Bangladesh
Number of Primary Schools 78,094   79,803   78,126   0.0
Number of Students Enrolled ('000) 17,134   18,361   17,659   0.5
Physical Enrollment Capacity ('000) 15,955   15,480   16,035   0.1
Capacity Utilization Rate (%) 107        119        110        0.4
Gross Enrollment Rate (%) 92.3       96.2       97.5       0.9
Net Enrollment Rate (%) 81.0       83.0       95.0       2.7
School Size (students per school) 219        230        226        0.5
Share of Female Students (%) 47.2       47.8       49.1       0.7
B. Indonesia
Number of Primary Schools 173,353 173,724 171,263 (0.2)
Number of Students Enrolled ('000) 29,874   28,879   28,755   (0.6)
Physical Enrollment Capacity ('000) 21,547   21,786   22,066   0.4
Capacity Utilization Rate (%) 139        133        130        (1.0)
Gross Enrollment Rate (%) 114.2     107.1     101.4 (2.0)
Net Enrollment Rate (%) 86.4 86.5 88.5 0.4
School Size (students per school) 172        166        168        (0.4)
Share of Female Students (%) 49.8 48.3 48.3 (0.5)
C. Nepal
Number of Primary Schools 21,473   23,885   25,927   3.8
Number of Students Enrolled ('000) 3,263     3,589     3,623     2.1
Physical Enrollment Capacity ('000) 2,893     3,216     3,426     3.4
Capacity Utilization Rate (%) 113        112        106        (1.3)
Gross Enrollment Rate (%) 114.0 124.0 120.0 1.0
Net Enrollment Rate (%) 68.0 71.0 80.0 3.3
School Size (students per school) 152        150        140        (1.6)
Share of Female Students (%) 40.0 42.0 44.1 2.0

MOF = Ministry of Finance.
a  The latest data for Nepal is from 2000.

1995 1998

Sources: Bangladesh: Directorate of Primary Education and MOF; Indonesia: MOF, Ministry of
National Education, and Ministry of Religious Affairs; Nepal: Ministry of Education and Sports,
and MOF; staff estimates. 

2001a
Annual Growth
(1995–2001) (%)
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70%) does not imply that teachers there are less qualified than those in Bangladesh. The 
proportion is very low in Nepal (15%) as Nepal, like Indonesia, requires teacher training, while 
Bangladesh does not.  
 

Table 2: Trends of Quality Indicators in Primary Education: 
Nationwide Results (1995–2001) 

29. Table 2 also shows that the problems of inadequate availability of teachers and 
classrooms are the most severe in Bangladesh, where the STR and average class size are 
about twice as high as those in Indonesia, and where most primary schools have to operate on 
a double-shift basis. Although Indonesia also faces the problem of inadequate number of 
classrooms and has to practice double-shifts (with a lower average number of daily teaching 
sessions than in Nepal), it manages to maintain a satisfactory level of average class size 
compared to Nepal. Nepal, however, was successful in reducing the STR22 and average class 
size over 1995–2000, though both are still higher than those in Indonesia. All three DMCs face 
the problem of low teacher time on tasks due to teacher absenteeism, especially among part-
time teachers in Indonesia, and in remote rural areas in Nepal where about one quarter of the 
teachers are found to be absent daily from the schools.23 
 
                                                 
22 Although Nepal’s overall STR declined over the years, it varies from region to region. It is the highest in public 

schools in the mountain areas. The rationalization of the number of teachers in public schools across regions is 
part of the policy agenda being pursued by external development agencies with the government. 

23 Chuard, Dominique and Françoise Orivel. 1996. Analysis of Dropout and Student Learning in Primary Education in 
Nepal. Kathmandu. 

Indicator
A. Bangladesh
Number of Full-Time Teachers 319,097 309,593 320,694 0.1
Teacher-School Ratio 4 4 4 0.0
Student-Teacher Ratio 54 59 55 0.4
Average Class Size 44 46 45 0.5
Average Number of Daily Teaching Sessions 3.4 3.4 4.8 5.9
Teacher Qualification (%)b —  —  70.0 —  
B. Indonesia
Number of Full-Time Teachers 1,205,733 1,186,456 1,154,078 (0.7)
Teacher-School Ratio 7               7               7               (0.5)
Student-Teacher Ratio 25             24             25             0.1
Average Class Size 26             25             25             (0.4)
Average Number of Daily Teaching Sessions 5.0 5.0 4.7 (1.0)
Teacher Qualification (%)b —  —  51.0 —  
C. Nepal
Number of Full-Time Teachers 82,645 91,878 97,879 3.4
Teacher-School Ratio 4               4               4               (0.4)
Student-Teacher Ratio 40             39             37             (1.5)
Average Class Size 46             48             31             (7.7)
Average Number of Daily Teaching Sessions 6.0 6.0 6.0 0.0
Teacher Qualification (%)b —  —  15.0 —  

a  The latest data for Nepal is from 2000.
b  Percentage of teachers meeting or exceeding the minimum requirement as defined in footnote 21.

Annual Growth
(1995–2001) (%)1995 1998 2001a

Sources: Bangladesh: Directorate of Primary Education and MOF; Indonesia: MOF, Ministry of National
Education, and Ministry of Religious Affairs; Nepal: Ministry of Education and Sports, and MOF; staff estimates.

— = no data available, MOF = Ministry of Finance.
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C. Efficiency of the System 
 
30. Efficiency is measured by students’ learning outcomes at a given level of inputs. Thus, it 
depends largely on adequacy and quality of inputs. It includes both internal efficiency or 
wastage avoided (mostly in terms of dropout and repetition rates), and external efficiency or 
relevance of education (as reflected in transition to higher grade). The former can also be 
measured by promotion rate (100% minus dropout and repetition rates combined), completion 
rate (proportion of last-grade students who pass the national/annual exam out of those enrolled 
in the last grade), pass rate (proportion of last-grade students who pass the national/annual 
exam out of those taking the exam), and average scores in the national/annual last-grade exam. 
 
31. The main concern over internal efficiency in all three DMCs is the generally low students’ 
learning achievement, as measured by average scores in the national/district exam24 at the end 
of the last grade. The low scores achieved imply that primary school students have mastered 
only a small proportion of what is in the curriculum. As shown in Table 3, the other internal 
efficiency concerns in Bangladesh are a very low pass rate in the national exam (37% versus 
98% in Indonesia and 86% in Nepal), and a high dropout rate (23% versus 2% in Indonesia and 
9% in Nepal) due mainly to poverty. In Nepal, it is excessive repetition rate (25% versus 4% in 
Indonesia and 9% in Bangladesh) due mainly to lack of pre-primary classes to prepare children. 
Regarding external efficiency, Bangladesh has a higher transition rate to the junior secondary 
level (90% versus 85% in Indonesia and 86% in Nepal) due to the government’s efforts to 
expand enrollment in the entire basic education cycle, with about the same share of resources 
allocated to the primary and junior secondary levels (Appendix 3, Table A3.1 and Figure A3.1). 
 
32. For ease of comparison, a CEI is calculated for each DMC based on its promotion rate 
that captures dropout and repetition rates, pass rate, and transition rate, with equal weight.25 
Indonesia has achieved the highest CEI (increasing from 90% to 91% during 1995–2001), 
followed by Nepal (78% in 2000) and Bangladesh (increasing from 50% in 1995 to 64% in 2001) 
(Table 3). This is due to higher internal efficiency (in terms of lower dropout rate and higher 
pass rate) in Indonesia, which is not surprising given its better quality inputs (higher teacher-
school ratio, lower STR, smaller class size, and higher minimum requirement on teachers) as 
analyzed in the preceding section.  
 

                                                 
24 In Bangladesh, the national exam, called “National Primary Scholarship Exam,” is taken by up to 20% of those who 

have passed the last-grade exam nationwide. In Indonesia, the national exam of graduating students, called “Nilai 
Ebtanas Murni,” is being abolished from school year 2003 onward because of much criticism of the system (too 
centralized, defective administration, and unfair treatment of rural children). Nepal does not have national exam for 
primary education, but used to have district exams that were abolished in 2001. No alternative exam has been put 
in place yet in Indonesia and Nepal to assess students’ comparative performance among different school types 
and regions.  

25 Completion rate is not included because the CEI is already reflective of dropout rate since its denominator is the 
number of students enrolled in the last grade who may not take the exam due to dropping out. Average scores in 
the national exam are also not included in the CEI because data are not available for Nepal for comparison. The 
only data available for Nepal are average scores in grade III (mid-primary education cycle) of the district exam in 
1997, which were lower than 50%. 



 12

WA WA WA
Indicator Weight Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate

A. Bangladesh
Average Dropout Rate of All Grades  23.5 21.2 22.5
Average Repetition Rate of All Grades 3.2 8.0 8.9

Average Promotion Rate of All Gradesb 0.33 73.3 24.2 70.8 23.4 68.6 22.6
Pass Rate of Those Taking National Exam 0.33 12.0 4.0 25.2 8.3 37.0 12.2
Transition Rate to Junior Secondary Level 0.33 65.3 21.5 69.6 23.0 89.7 29.6
    Composite Efficiency Index 49.7 54.6 64.4 

B. Indonesia
Average Dropout Rate of All Grades  1.8 2.0 1.7
Average Repetition Rate of All Grades 4.3 4.0 4.3

Average Promotion Rate of All Gradesb 0.33 93.9 31.0 94.0 31.0 94.0 31.0
Pass Rate of Those Taking National Exam 0.33 97.0 32.0 97.0 32.0 97.5 32.2
Transition Rate to Junior Secondary Level 0.33 82.5 27.2 79.0 26.1 85.2 28.1
    Composite Efficiency Index 90.2 89.1 91.3 

C.  Nepal
Average Dropout Rate of All Grades  13.6 13.0 9.4
Average Repetition Rate of All Grades 26.6 24.5 24.8

Average Promotion Rate of All Gradesb 0.33 59.8 19.7 62.5 20.6 65.8 21.7 
Pass Rate of Those Taking National Exam 0.33 — — 53.0 17.5 85.7 28.3 
Transition Rate to Junior Secondary Level 0.33 — — — — 85.5 28.2 
    Composite Efficiency Index — — 78.2 

a  The latest data for Nepal is from 2000.

Sources: Bangladesh: Directorate of Primary Education and MOF; Indonesia: MOF, Ministry of National
Education, and Ministry of Religious Affairs; Nepal: Ministry of Education and Sports, and MOF; staff estimates.

1995 1998 2001a

b  Promotion rate is 100% minus dropout and repetition rates.

— = no data available, MOF = Ministry of Finance, WA = weighted average.

Table 3: Trends of Efficiency Indicators in Primary Education: 
Nationwide Results (1995–2001)  

(%) 
 

D. Cost Effectiveness 
 
33. The utilization of an education budget can be regarded as “cost effective” if it generates 
acceptable outcomes at least cost. Since it is difficult to determine whether or not the cost is 
minimum, the idea is to assess the outcomes given the expenditure. As long as the outcomes 
are acceptable, the utilization of the education budget can be considered cost effective. 
Comparing the government’s recurrent primary education expenditure per student (unit 
recurrent cost) and learning outcomes (CEI),26 Table 4 shows that the utilization of the 
education budget appears to be most effective in Indonesia given its much higher CEI 

                                                 
26 Since the CEI estimates in all three DMCs are for all primary schools (government and nongovernment schools 

combined), the estimates of the government’s recurrent primary education expenditure per student (unit recurrent 
cost) are also related to all primary schools ($14.0, $34.1, and $14.2 equivalent in 2001 in Bangladesh, Indonesia, 
and Nepal, respectively) for consistency purpose. However, these estimates can be taken to represent unit 
recurrent cost for government schools because they do not differ much from those for government schools ($15.3, 
$40.7, and $15.2 equivalent in 2001 in Bangladesh, Indonesia, and Nepal, respectively). Similarly, since there are 
no disaggregated data on efficiency by government and nongovernment school at the nationwide level, the CEI 
estimates for all primary schools can roughly represent those for government schools because government schools 
in each of the three DMCs account for the highest share of all primary schools. 
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compared to those in Nepal and Bangladesh. The unit cost in Indonesia is more than twice as 
high, but this has to be seen in the context of its different socioeconomic status and education 
system (para. 10). Nepal is more cost effective than Bangladesh as it achieves a significantly 
higher CEI at approximately the same unit cost.     

 
Table 4: Trends of Composite Efficiency Index and Cost Effectiveness Indicator  

in Primary  Education: Nationwide Results (1995–2001) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E. Financial Considerations 
 

1. Budget Capacity   
 

34. Each of the three DMCs is faced with budget constraints in financing primary education 
and, hence, in sustaining the ADB-financed primary education projects. In Bangladesh, the 
share of the government’s total recurrent education expenditure in overall recurrent expenditure 
decreased from 16% in FY1992 to 11% in FY2002 (Appendix 3, Table A3.1). Within the 
education sector, given the government’s increased concern over expanding enrollment of the 
entire basic education, the share of primary education decreased from 48% to 38% over the 
past decade to support the junior secondary level. In Indonesia, although the financial crisis 
reduced the shares of the government’s total recurrent education expenditure in overall 
recurrent expenditure from 15% in FY1996 to 9% in FY2002, the share of primary education 
remained high (57%) (Appendix 3, Table A3.2). In Nepal, the share of the government’s total 
recurrent education expenditure in overall recurrent expenditure increased substantially from 
5% in FY1992 to 22% in FY2002, with primary education receiving more than 50% (Appendix 3, 
Table A3.3). Despite the increase, the government, as in the other two DMCs, has to depend 
largely on external aid to operate the education sector. 

 
35. In each of the three DMCs, the allocation of the government’s recurrent education 
expenditure across different subsectors is considered “socially efficient” since it is heavily 
biased in favor of primary education, which is the basic level of education generating the highest 
returns to the society at large. However, although primary education has been receiving a very 
large share, more than 95% of it is spent on teacher salaries at the expense of other quality-
enhancing inputs. The large primary education share does not seem to be sufficient in absolute 
terms, in particular when it is translated into unit recurrent cost per student (only $14 equivalent 
in Bangladesh and Nepal, and $34 equivalent in Indonesia).  
 

Indicator 
A. Bangladesh
Composite Efficiency Index (%) 49.7 54.6 64.4
Government Recurrent Expenditure Per Student ($) 12.8 13.3 14.0
B. Indonesia
Composite Efficiency Index (%) 90.2 89.1 91.3
Government Recurrent Expenditure Per Student ($) 53.2 15.6 34.1
C.  Nepal
Composite Efficiency Index (%) — — 78.2
Government Recurrent Expenditure Per Student ($) 11.5 12.7 14.2

a  The latest data for Nepal is from 2000.
Sources: Bangladesh: Directorate of Primary Education and MOF; Indonesia: MOF, Ministry
of National Education, and Ministry of Religious Affairs; Nepal: Ministry of Education and
Sports, and MOF; staff estimates.

— =  no data available, MOF = Ministry of Finance.

1995 1998 2001a
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2. Efficiency Versus Equity  

 
36. Given the common problem of the government’s budget constraints in all three DMCs, 
compounded by existing disparities in access to primary education and the need to pursue the 
Education for All goal, there is no easy solution for balancing equity and efficiency. Although 
public primary education is free in terms of tuition fees, there are some minimum annual 
charges, such as exam fee in Bangladesh (about Tk25 or $0.43 equivalent); admission and 
exam fees in Nepal (about NRs312 or $4.0 equivalent); and admission, registration, and exam 
fees in Indonesia (about Rp74,900 or $8.3 equivalent for public general schools, and 
Rp179,400 or $19.9 equivalent for public Madrasahs). These fees are considered high by poor 
families, and are among the main reasons discouraging enrollment and causing high dropout 
rates in Bangladesh and Nepal.  

 
37. To improve access, in July 2002 Bangladesh extended its stipend program, introduced 
in April 2000, to cover all union level primary schools except those in the metropolitan areas, 
and to replace the food for education program.27 The program provides a monthly stipend of 
Tk100 ($1.7 equivalent) to the family that sends one child to primary school in the covered area, 
and Tk125 ($2.2 equivalent) if more than one child is sent to school. In Nepal, under the EASA, 
free education is guaranteed to children from families living below the poverty line of NRs6,100 
($78.2 equivalent) per person per year. Additional resources would be required to provide 
incentives to poor families that send children to school. Similarly, Indonesia would require 
additional resources to implement its decentralization program ensuring equity among districts.   

 
3. Need for Nongovernment Provision 
 

38. In Bangladesh, the government nationalized all primary schools in 1973, but reversed 
the policy in the 1980s to allow nongovernment schools to operate again. Similarly in Nepal, all 
primary schools were nationalized in 1971, but legislation was passed in 1981 to permit 
nongovernment schools. It is generally believed that for-profit private provision produces higher 
efficiency of education than public provision as higher fees can be charged, which allow better 
inputs to be provided that, in turn, result in higher learning outcomes. Also, such private 
provision tends to relieve the government’s financial burden by serving better-off segments of 
the population, so that the government can focus more on the poor and other disadvantaged 
groups to reduce disparities in access. Non-profit private provision may or may not produce 
higher efficiency compared to public provision, depending on their financial status. Regardless 
of their efficiency, non-profit private schools tend to complement public schools in serving the 
poor. Although some of them may receive large funding support from the government, they are 
still expected to help reduce its financial burden since the government does not have to take 
full financial responsibility for them as with public schools. Whether or not these expectations 
are true is examined in chapter IV using the sample survey data as the nationwide data cannot 
be disaggregated by school type.  

 

                                                 
27 The food for education program was introduced in 1993 in selected backward rural areas to compensate for the 

opportunity cost of poor parents for sending their children to school. Under this program, families of 40% of poor 
students from each school in the covered areas received food grains of 15 kilograms (kg) of wheat or 12 kg of rice 
per month for sending one child to school, and 20 kg of wheat or 16 kg of rice for sending more than one child to 
school. 
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F. Decentralization  
 

39. Along with the increased role of nongovernment provision, there has been a trend 
toward decentralization of primary education in response to the need to reduce the financial 
burden on the central government; improve management efficiency, resource mobilization, and 
capacity utilization from bottom up (from the school, community, and local government levels); 
and increase expenditure per student for quality and efficiency improvements.  
 
40. Decentralization of education has been mandated by legislation and regulations in all 
three DMCs, with Indonesia moving first, followed by Nepal (for details, see Appendix 3). 
Indonesia started decentralizing general primary education under MONE in January 2001, while 
decentralization of religious education under MORA will be based on the capacity and 
willingness of the districts. ADB’s ongoing primary education project provides support for the 
government to implement the decentralization program. In Nepal, the government has just 
started a pilot plan of decentralization in five districts to introduce a block grant system based on 
a school funding formula. In Bangladesh, decentralization is still a subject of experimentation; 
the government has recently authorized a new structure of school management committees 
(SMCs) and parent-teacher associations (PTAs) to encourage more community involvement in 
school-based management (SBM).  

 
41. SBM of public schools remains weak in all three DMCs due to insufficient capacity in 
management and in resource mobilization and utilization to undertake the devolved 
responsibilities. The local bodies still have very limited financial resources, particularly in 
Bangladesh where there are no financial contributions from the district government. Public 
schools there still rely almost entirely on the central government budget, most of which is spent 
on teacher salaries, leaving only a meager portion for quality-enhancing inputs, such as 
instructional materials. Significant institutional capacity improvements are needed at local levels, 
even in Indonesia, before expected benefits of decentralization can materialize. 
 

IV. ASSESSMENT OF GOVERNMENT AND NONGOVERNMENT PROVISION OF   
PRIMARY EDUCATION IN PROJECT COUNTRIES 

 
42. To find out whether or not nongovernment (non-profit and for-profit private) provision of 
primary education in the three DMCs performs better than government provision, while helping 
relieve the government’s financial burden so that the government can focus on serving poorer 
families, this chapter assesses and compares operations and performance of government and 
nongovernment primary schools. It also assesses the impacts of the completed ADB-financed 
primary education projects in the three DMCs by comparing operations and performance of 
project and non-project schools. The main data used are the cross-sectional, sample survey 
data collected for this study.  
 
A. Access and Equity 
 

1. Access 
 

43. Table 5 shows that public schools in Bangladesh and Nepal generate more enrollment 
per school and have higher enrollment demand in terms of average annual enrollment growth 
rate during 1997–2002 than nongovernment schools (for details, see Appendix 4, Table A4.1). 
An exception is the enrollment demand growth of RNG schools in Bangladesh, which is the 
same as that of public project schools. The reason for the generally higher enrollment and 
enrollment demand growth in public schools is that they often receive external funding support 
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for capacity expansion. In Indonesia, private Madrasahs have higher enrollment than public 
Madrasahs as they can draw a lot of financial support from the community and religious groups, 
but much lower enrollment demand growth because of the general perception that public 
Madrasahs have better quality. Between public and private general schools in Indonesia, the 
former have slightly higher enrollment, and the latter much higher enrollment demand growth as 
they are perceived to have better quality.    
 

Table 5: Access and Equity Indicators by School Type: 
Sample Survey Results (2002) 

 
44. Comparing across the three DMCs, private general schools in Indonesia have the 
highest enrollment demand growth of all (Table 5). Together with the moderately high 
enrollment demand of non-profit RNG schools in Bangladesh, this indicates good prospects for 
expanding the nongovernment role in primary education. The very low enrollment demand 
growth of for-profit private schools in Nepal reflects their location in rural areas where people 
are relatively poor and prefer to send children, particularly girls, to public schools. Bangladesh 
and Indonesia face the same problem of classroom shortages, with capacity utilization rates 
well above 100% in all school types. This is not a problem in Nepal. 
 

Indicator
A. Bangladesh
School Size (students per school) 404     389       290      168         
Average Annual Enrollment Growth (%) 2.7 (1.0) 2.7 2.3
Capacity Utilization Rate (%) 132     153       148      107         
Share of Female Students (%) 50.3 51.2 52.2 40.2
Share of Poor Students (%)a 48.6 50.0 59.6 40.0
Share of Students Receiving Scholarships (%) 26.8 29.1 28.4 ?
Share of Poor Students Receiving Scholarships (%) 86.8 82.5 81.1 ?

Project Madrasahs 
Indicator  Public  Private  Private  Public  Private 
B. Indonesia
School Size (students per school) 218     373       299      442         294       272       
Average Annual Enrollment Growth (%) 5.4 0.5 1.4 (3.5) (2.3) 6.7
Capacity Utilization Rate (%) 119     231       190      147         140       115       
Share of Female Students (%) 49.8 49.1 51.3 45.9 47.8 47.2
Share of Poor Students (%)a 50.0 57.8 47.6 60.0 25.0 28.6
Share of Students Receiving Scholarships (%) 12.0 4.6 6.2 6.0 6.4 2.2
Share of Poor Students Receiving Scholarships (%) 12.0 4.6 6.2 6.0 6.4 2.2

Indicator
C. Nepal
School Size (students per school) 278     227       99        
Average Annual Enrollment Growth (%) 4.6 0.4 0.2
Capacity Utilization Rate (%) 101     86         57        
Share of Female Students (%) 51.7 54.9 39.7
Share of Poor Students (%)a 56.9 56.6 23.7
Share of Students Receiving Scholarships (%) 4.0 3.5 1.4
Share of Poor Students Receiving Scholarships (%) 6.7 5.6 3.0
— = no data available, Proj. = project, RNG = registered nongovernment.

Source: Sample surveys conducted in September 2002.

a Proportion of sample students whose annual per capita family income is below the national poverty line, which is
Tk7,824 for Bangladesh, Rp1,078,140 for Indonesia, and NRs6,100 for Nepal (or $135, $120, and $78 equivalent,
respectively).

Private

 Non-Proj. Madrasahs  Non-Proj. General 
 Public 

RNG
 Madrasahs  

Private
 Non-Proj.  Non-Proj.   Project   

Public Public

Public
 Non-Proj.  

Public
 Non-Proj.   Project  
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45. Comparing project and non-project schools, public project schools in Bangladesh and 
Nepal as well as public and private project Madrasahs in Indonesia have substantially expanded 
enrollment and physical capacity. They also have a much higher enrollment demand growth 
than their non-project counterparts (Table 5). In Indonesia, although project Madrasahs have 
lower enrollment than their non-project counterparts, their enrollment demand growth is much 
higher. These findings indicate positive impacts of ADB interventions in increasing access to 
primary education in the three DMCs. 

 
2. Equity 

 
46. Since private schools in Nepal are for profit, it is not surprising that they are found to 
serve better-off families compared to public schools, with much lower proportions of poor 
students, students receiving scholarships, poor students receiving scholarships, and female 
students (Table 5). This is generally true also for for-profit private general schools in Indonesia. 
In Bangladesh, RNG schools are found to cater to poorer families compared to public schools 
(with generally better equity indicators, except for lower proportion of poor students receiving 
scholarships), because they are community-based and not really for profit, but still depend 
largely on government subventions. In Indonesia, private Madrasahs are found to have a higher 
proportion of poor students than public Madrasahs, because this type of school mainly evolved 
to serve the poor. In general, both public and private Madrasahs in Indonesia have better equity 
indicators than public and private general schools as most Madrasahs are community-based.  

 
47. Comparing across the three DMCs, the lower proportion of poor students in private 
Madrasahs in Bangladesh compared to other school types there and to private Madrasahs in 
Indonesia implies that private Madrasahs in Bangladesh target not only poorer groups but also 
other groups who want their children to receive special religious education (Table 5). 
Bangladesh has a large scholarship program for primary school students to attract more 
enrollment and reduce dropouts. Consequently, it has a much higher proportion of poor 
students and students in general receiving scholarships in all school types compared to 
Indonesia and Nepal. In all three DMCs, about half of the students are female, except for private 
Madrasahs in Bangladesh and private general schools in Nepal where the proportion is about 
40%. 
 
48. Comparing project and non-project schools, in Bangladesh, public project schools have 
slightly lower proportions of poor students and students receiving scholarships than their non-
project counterparts, but with a higher proportion of poor students receiving scholarships 
(Table 5). In Indonesia, equity indicators show that while project public Madrasahs provide more 
equitable access to disadvantaged groups than their non-project public counterparts, project 
private Madrasahs provide less equitable access than their non-project private counterparts. In 
Nepal, public project schools do better in all equity indicators than their non-project 
counterparts. These findings indicate that while the impacts of ADB interventions in increasing 
equity in access are positive in all three DMCs, ADB should focus more on disadvantaged 
groups in Bangladesh and Indonesia. 
 
B. Quality of Inputs 
 
49. The results are mixed in Bangladesh, with public schools having a slightly lower STR 
and a much higher proportion of teachers with teaching certificates than RNG schools (Table 6). 
But RNG schools seem to have less shortage of classrooms than public schools as indicated by 
much smaller average class size and higher number of average daily teaching sessions. Private 
Madrasahs have less overcrowded classrooms, but less qualified teachers compared to public 
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schools. In Indonesia, since private Madrasahs serve poorer families, they generally have lower 
quality indicators than public Madrasahs, especially a higher STR and less qualified teachers. 
Since private general schools are for profit, they do better than their public counterparts in terms 
of STR and percentage of qualified teachers. In Nepal, for-profit private schools generally have 
better quality indicators than public schools, with a much lower STR, smaller average class size, 
and higher number of average daily teaching sessions. However, they have a much lower 
proportion of qualified teachers because most private school teachers are hired on a non-
permanent basis (with low salaries and qualification as well as less bargaining power).28  
 

Table 6: Quality Indicators by School Type: Sample Survey Results (2002) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
50. Comparing across the three DMCs, Indonesia has better quality indicators than 
Bangladesh and Nepal in almost all school types, with a much lower STR, smaller average 
class size, higher teacher-school ratio, and more qualified teachers despite its higher minimum 
requirement for teachers (Table 6). The high STR and large average class size in Bangladesh 
reflect severe shortages of teachers and classrooms. The average number of daily teaching 
sessions is higher in Nepal than in the other two DMCs, but the actual time on tasks of teachers 
                                                 
28 In Nepal, although 10-month teacher training has been the recruitment requirement for public primary school 

teachers, it has not been strictly enforced. As a result, there were about 30,000 completely untrained teachers in 
public schools (MOES. 2000. Educational Statistics of Nepal. Kathmandu). The government has recently 
introduced a teacher licensing policy, requiring all primary school teachers, from both public and private schools, to 
secure a permanent teaching license through a 10-month in-service training. Currently employed teachers without 
such training will have to apply for a temporary license, while trying to secure a permanent one within 5 years. 

Indicator
A. Bangladesh
Teacher-School Ratio 6         6           4           6            
Student-Teacher Ratio   67 66 69 31
Average Class Size 81 78 55 34
Average Number of Daily Teaching Sessions 3.7 3.7 4.4 5.2

Share of Teachers with Teaching Certificates (%)a 33.1 35.6 12.2 13.6
Project Madrasahs Non-Proj. General 

Indicator  Private  Private  Public  Private 
B. Indonesia

Teacher-School Ratiob 11       13         13         10          12         12          
Student-Teacher Ratiob   20 29 23 44 25 23
Average Class Size 32 34 32 28 31 36
Average Number of Daily Teaching Sessions 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.8 4.9 4.7
Share of Teachers with Teaching Certificates (%) 74.2 74.0 88.2 54.7 69.5 73.6

Indicator
C. Nepal
Teacher-School Ratio 6         6           5           
Student-Teacher Ratio   48 41 19
Average Class Size 49 42 19
Average Number of Daily Teaching Sessions 6.0 6.2 6.4
Share of Teachers with Teaching Certificates (%) 34.2 30.4 13.7
Proj. = project, RNG = registered nongovernment.

Source: Sample surveys conducted in September 2002.

b
For comparison withBangladeshand Nepal, the calculations of teacher-school ratio and student-teacher ratio for Indonesia are based on full-time

teachers only (although primary schools in Indonesia have been using a lot of part-time teachers).

 Non-Proj. Madrasahs 
 Public  Public 

 Non-Proj.  
Public

 Project  

a
The minimum requirement of primary school teachers in Bangladeshdoes not require any teaching certificate, while those in Indonesia and Nepal

do.

PrivatePublic

PrivatePublic

 Non-Proj.  

Public RNG
 Project    Non-Proj.   Non-Proj.  Madrasahs  
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in Nepal is reported to be low, especially in public schools, because of widespread absenteeism 
(about 20 days a year in addition to regular leave days). 
 
51. Comparing project and non-project schools, although the results are mixed, project 
schools in Nepal and project private Madrasahs in Indonesia have better qualified teachers than 
their non-project counterparts (Table 6). In Indonesia, project (public and private) Madrasahs 
are better than their non-project counterparts in terms of much lower STRs. In Nepal, the 
completed ADB-financed primary education project provided teacher training to primary school 
teachers of all public schools (both project and non-project). Thus, although project schools 
have a higher proportion of qualified teachers, the difference is small. The quality indicators are 
also mixed in Bangladesh because most public primary schools have been recipients of external 
aid.   
 
C. Efficiency of the System 
 
52. The CEI calculated for each school type in the three DMCs captures three indicators of 
internal efficiency (promotion rate which is 100% minus dropout and repetition rates, pass rate 
in the last-grade annual exam, and average scores in the last-grade annual exam) and one 
indicator of external efficiency (transition rate to the junior secondary level), with equal weight. 
Compared with the nationwide CEI (para. 32), the average score indicator has been added, 
utilizing sample survey data. 
 
53. Because of the mixed quality results in Bangladesh, public and RNG schools appear to 
have about the same CEI of around 83% (Table 7). The quality results analyzed in the 
preceding section indicate that while public schools have better qualified teachers, RNG schools 
have less overcrowded classrooms and, hence, higher number of daily teaching sessions and 
teachers’ contact hours with students. Private Madrasahs in Bangladesh have the lowest CEI 
(69%) due to their less qualified teachers. In Indonesia, public Madrasahs generally perform 
slightly better than private Madrasahs (with an average CEI of around 87% compared to 85%), 
whereas private general schools have the highest CEI (92%) of all school types because of 
better quality indicators. They also use additional textbooks and a more student-centered 
teaching method. In Nepal, for-profit private schools also perform better than public schools 
(89% versus around 70%) because of better quality indicators. They also use additional 
textbooks, choose optional subjects, and start teaching English earlier than public schools. 
Although they have less qualified teachers than public schools, other quality indicators seem to 
dominate, resulting in a higher CEI. Another reason for higher efficiency in private schools in 
Nepal is the much higher repetition rate in public schools, which is associated with lack of pre-
primary classes to prepare children in public schools. 
 
54. Comparing across the three DMCs, Indonesia has the highest CEIs for almost all school 
types (Table 7). Private Madrasahs in Bangladesh have the lowest CEI because their system is 
not so well developed as that in Indonesia. Public schools in Nepal have the next lowest CEI 
due to very low average scores in the annual exam and the very high repetition rates, especially 
in grade I. Bangladesh, excluding private Madrasahs, has higher CEIs than Nepal, but lower 
than Indonesia because of the low average scores and the high dropout rates in all school 
types.  
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Table 7: Efficiency Indicators by School Type: 
Sample Survey Results (2002)  

(%) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
55. Comparing project and non-project schools, project schools perform better than their 
non-project counterparts in Indonesia and Nepal (Table 7). This finding implies positive impacts 
of ADB interventions on improving efficiency of primary education in these two DMCs, though 
indirectly in Nepal. In Bangladesh, since most public primary schools have received external 
aid, the performance of public project and non-project schools does not differ significantly. 
Moreover, the completed ADB-financed primary education project there focused on access and 
equity, as it was implemented under the government’s framework of General Education Project. 
Further efforts are needed on the software side in these DMCs to improve quality and efficiency 
of primary education.  
 

WA  WA WA WA
Indicator Weight Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
A. Bangladesh
Average Dropout Rate of All Grades 10.6 9.2 12.4 15.9
Average Repetition Rate of All Grades 3.3 2.9 2.5 1.3

Average Promotion Rate of All Gradesa 0.25 86.1 21.5 87.9 22.0 85.1 21.3 82.8 20.7
Pass Rate of Last-Grade Students Taking Annual Exam 0.25 95.5 23.9 94.1 23.5 96.3 24.1 85.3 21.3
Average Scores in Annual Last-Grade Exam 0.25 61.4 15.4 62.4 15.6 60.9 15.2 55.4 13.9
Transition Rate to Junior Secondary Level 0.25 87.9 22.0 89.0 22.3 91.0 22.8 50.4 12.6
    Composite Efficiency Index 82.7 83.4 83.3 68.5

    Project Madrasahs    Non-Proj. General
          Private            Private            Public          Private 

WA WA WA WA WA WA
Indicator Weight Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
B. Indonesia
Average Dropout Rate of All Grades 1.1 1.3 1.7 1.3 2.3 2.1
Average Repetition Rate of All Grades 3.6 1.7 5.1 3.2 4.5 4.2

Average Promotion Rate of All Gradesa 0.25 95.3 23.8 97.0 24.3 93.2 23.3 95.5 23.9 93.2 23.3 93.7 23.4
Pass Rate of Last-Grade Students Taking Annual Exam 0.25 100 25.0 100 25.0 100 25.0 100 25.0 100 25.0 100 25.0
Average Scores in Annual Last-Grade Exam 0.25 73.0 18.3 66.6 16.7 66.2 16.6 65.5 16.4 71.8 18.0 75.6 18.9
Transition Rate to Junior Secondary Level 0.25 95.7 23.9 75.4 18.9 68.4 17.1 82.9 20.7 87.9 22.0 98.0 24.5
    Composite Efficiency Index 91.0 84.8 82.0 86.0 88.2 91.8

WA WA WA
Indicator Weight Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
C. Nepal
Average Dropout Rate of All Grades 8.3 13.1 4.8
Average Repetition Rate of All Grades 25.4 24.2 2.9

Average Promotion Rate of All Gradesa 0.25 66.3 16.6 62.7 15.7 92.3 23.1
Pass Rate of Last-Grade Students Taking Annual Exam 0.25 83.1 20.8 83.8 21.0 97.4 24.4
Average Scores in Annual Last-Grade Exam 0.25 51.5 12.9 42.3 10.6 65.1 16.3
Transition Rate to Junior Secondary Level 0.25 85.0 21.3 83.0 20.8 99.0 24.8
    Composite Efficiency Index 71.5 68.0 88.5

Proj. = project, RNG = registered nongovernment, WA = weighted average.

Source: Sample surveys conducted in September 2002.
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 Public 

Public Public RNG

a  Promotion rate is 100% minus dropout and repetition rates.
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D. Cost Effectiveness 
  
56. Table 8 compares cost effectiveness across different school types in terms of total unit 
cost per student per year in relation to students’ learning outcomes as measured by the CEI. 
The total unit cost is calculated from contributions to school’s recurrent budget from various 
sources, including the central government, the local government, community, and foundations, 
plus costs directly borne by parents such as school fees, uniforms, books and stationery, 
transportation, and other expenses (including meals). In theory, the total unit cost is effective if it 
is the least cost for generating an acceptable CEI but in practice, it is difficult to determine what 
the least cost is. Thus, as long as the CEI is acceptable given the expenditure, such cost can be 
considered effective, particularly if it is not very different from those of other school types.  
 

Table 8: Composite Efficiency Index and Total Unit Cost  
by School Type: Sample Survey Results (2002)  

 

Indicator
A. Bangladesh
Composite Efficiency Index (%) 82.7 83.4 83.3 68.5

Total Unit Cost Per Student ($) 27.3 26.0 19.6 25.7
a.  Central Government 13.3 13.7 4.8 3.9
b.  Local Government 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
c.  Parents 14.0 12.3 14.8 20.8
d.  Community and Foundations 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0

Total Unit Cost Sharing (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
a.  Central Government 48.7 52.7 24.3 15.2
b.  Local Government 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
c.  Parents 51.3 47.3 75.7 80.9
d.  Community and Foundations 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9

 Non-Proj. General 
Indicator  Private  Private  Public  Private 
B. Indonesia
Composite Efficiency Index (%) 91.0 84.8 82.0 86.0 88.2 91.8

Total Unit Cost Per Student ($) 186.7 168.5 167.6 164.8 168.0 302.5
a.  Central Government 47.7 3.1 34.9 3.3 36.1 5.9
b.  Local Government 6.4 0.0 10.0 0.0 1.7 0.0
c.  Parents 125.2 161.2 119.9 154.4 128.7 279.6
d.  Community and Foundations 7.4 4.2 2.9 7.1 1.5 16.9

Total Unit Cost Sharing (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
a.  Central Government 25.5 1.8 20.8 2.0 21.5 2.0
b.  Local Government 3.4 0.0 5.9 0.0 1.0 0.0
c.  Parents 67.1 95.7 71.5 93.7 76.6 92.4
d.  Community and Foundations 4.0 2.5 1.7 4.3 0.9 5.6

Indicator
C. Nepal
Composite Efficiency Index (%) 71.5 68.0 88.5

Total Unit Cost Per Student ($) 54.0 48.7 153.0
a.  Central Government 18.1 21.0 0.0
b.  Local Government 0.2 0.5 0.0
c.  Parents 35.3 26.8 151.4
d.  Community and Foundations 0.4 0.4 1.6

Total Unit Cost Sharing (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0
a.  Central Government 33.5 43.1 0.0
b.  Local Government 0.4 0.9 0.0
c.  Parents 65.4 55.1 99.0
d.  Community and Foundations 0.7 0.9 1.0

Proj. = project, RNG = registered nongovernment.
Source: Sample surveys conducted in September 2002.

Project Non-Project Non-Project Madrasahs
Public Public RNG Private

Project Madrasahs  Non-Proj. Madrasahs 
 Public  Public 

 Project   Non-Proj.   Non-Proj.  
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57. Table 8 shows that in Bangladesh, RNG schools are the most cost effective, with about 
the same CEI as that of public schools achieved at a much lower total unit cost. Private 
Madrasahs are the least cost effective. In Indonesia, although public general schools have a 
slightly lower CEI than their private counterparts, their total unit cost is lower by almost half, 
implying that they are more cost effective. They are also somewhat more cost effective than 
public and private Madrasahs, given their slightly higher CEI, achieved at more or less the same 
total unit cost. Private Madrasahs are slightly more cost effective than public Madrasahs. In 
Nepal, private schools show high cost effectiveness. Public schools have a much lower total unit 
cost compared to private schools, but their CEI is also much lower because of excessively high 
repetition rate and low average scores in the annual exam.   

 
58. Comparison across the three DMCs, Indonesia is generally considered the most cost 
effective given the high CEIs in all school types (Table 8). It is closely followed by Bangladesh 
whose CEIs, except for Madrasahs, are not much lower, while the total unit cost is substantially 
below that in Indonesia. This finding differs from the nationwide results that show Nepal to be 
more cost effective than Bangladesh (para. 33). The difference is attributable to three factors. 
First, the nationwide results use government’s recurrent expenditure to calculate the unit cost, 
while the sample survey results use school’s recurrent budget plus parents’ contributions. 
Second, the nationwide results use pass rate of each DMC’s national/district exams, which is 
very low for Bangladesh, to calculate the CEI, while the sample survey results use pass rates of 
schools’ annual exams. Third, the nationwide results do not include average scores to calculate 
the CEI, while the survey results include such scores, which are very low for Nepal. 
 
59. Comparing project and nonproject schools, in Bangladesh, the results do not differ 
significantly for public schools (Table 8). In Indonesia, public project Madrasahs are more cost 
effective than public non-project ones (with a significantly higher CEI, though at a slightly higher 
total unit cost), while private project Madrasahs are slightly less cost effective than private non-
project ones. In Nepal, there is not much difference in the cost effectiveness of public project 
schools and their non-project counterparts as the former achieve a slightly higher CEI but at a 
higher total unit cost.  

 
E. Parents’ Unit Cost Sharing 
 
60. Table 8 shows that in Bangladesh, parents’ contribution to the total unit cost is much 
higher for private Madrasahs and RNG schools than for public schools (see also Appendix 4, 
Figure A4.1). Part of these parents’ direct costs are school fees. Although both private 
Madrasahs and RNG schools are non-profit, they collect more fees from parents than public 
schools (Table 9) as they do not receive full financial support from the government. Since RNG 
schools serve poorer families compared to public schools (para. 46), this implies that such 
families pay more than better-off families who send children to public schools. Free education in 
public primary schools in Bangladesh means no tuition fees, but parents still have to pay exam 
fees. Non-profit RNG schools collect also some tuition fees. In addition to these school fees, 
there are other direct costs incurred by parents (e.g., uniforms, books and stationery, 
transportation, and other expenses). Out of parents’ direct costs for all school types in 
Bangladesh, the share of books and stationery is the highest (see also Appendix 4, 
Figure A4.2).   
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Table 9: Composition of Parents’ Annual Direct Costs (per Student) by School Type:  
Sample Survey Results (2002) 

 
61. In Indonesia, parents’ contribution to the total unit cost is significantly higher for private 
schools than for their public counterparts (Table 8 and Appendix 4, Figure A4.3). Public schools, 
including public Madrasahs, get more financial support from both the central government and 
local government. School fees are the highest for private general schools, followed by public 
Madrasahs, private Madrasahs, and public general schools (Table 9). School fees are higher for 
public than private Madrasahs because these fees are supposed to be levied on a voluntary 

Indicator
A. Bangladesh
Parents' Annual Direct Costs Per Student ($) 14.0 12.3 14.8 20.8

a.  School Fees 0.4 0.4 2.1 2.5
b.  Uniforms 3.4 3.7 2.9 3.2
c.  Books and Stationery 8.7 6.7 8.1 9.2
d.  Transportation 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.9
e.  Other Expensesa 1.5 1.4 1.6 5.0

Parents' Annual Direct Costs Per Student (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
a.  School Fees 3.1 3.5 14.3 12.2
b.  Uniforms 24.2 30.4 19.7 15.2
c.  Books and Stationery 62.2 54.7 54.9 44.4
d.  Transportation 0.2 0.3 0.4 4.5
e.  Other Expensesa 10.3 11.1 10.6 23.8

Indicator  Private  Private  Public  Private 
B. Indonesia
Parents' Annual Direct Costs Per Student ($) 125.2 161.2 119.9 154.4 128.7 279.6

a.  School Fees 19.9 16.4 22.2 18.2 8.3 89.0
b.  Uniforms 11.8 9.9 14.3 11.7 14.8 14.2
c.  Books and Stationery 9.2 7.6 9.4 13.7 11.1 12.6
d.  Transportation 41.3 64.9 60.0 35.3 45.4 82.0
e.  Other Expensesa 42.9 62.5 14.0 75.6 49.0 81.8

Parents' Annual Direct Costs Per Student (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
a.  School Fees 15.9 10.1 18.5 11.8 6.5 31.8
b.  Uniforms 9.4 6.1 12.0 7.5 11.5 5.1
c.  Books and Stationery 7.4 4.7 7.8 8.8 8.7 4.5
d.  Transportation 33.0 40.3 50.0 22.9 35.2 29.3
e.  Other Expensesa 34.3 38.8 11.7 48.9 38.1 29.3

Indicator
C. Nepal
Parents' Annual Direct Costs Per Student ($) 35.3 26.8 151.4

a.  School Fees 4.0 3.7 56.2
e.  Other Expensesa 31.3 23.1 95.2

Parents' Annual Direct Costs Per Student (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0
a.  School Fees 11.3 13.8 37.1
e.  Other Expensesa 88.7 86.2 62.9

Proj. = project, RNG = registered nongovernment.
a Including meals. But for Nepal, other expenses include uniforms, books and stationery, and transportation as well.
Source: Sample surveys conducted in September 2002.
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basis, and students in public Madrasahs normally come from better-off families. As both types of 
Madrasahs cater to poorer families compared to public general schools, such families pay more 
than better-off parents for public general schools. Depending on school type, transportation or 
other expenses have the largest share in parents’ direct costs (see also Appendix 4, 
Figure A4.4). 

 
62. In Nepal, parents’ contribution to the total unit cost is significantly higher for private 
schools than for public schools (Table 8 and Appendix 4, Figure A4.5). Part of parents’ direct 
costs are school fees, which are also much higher for private schools than for public schools 
(Table 9 and Appendix 4, Figure A4.6).   

 
63. Comparing across the three DMCs, parents’ annual direct costs per student are the 
highest in Indonesia ($120 to $280 equivalent), followed by Nepal ($27 to $151 equivalent) and 
Bangladesh ($12 to $21 equivalent). Parents’ school fees are also the highest in Indonesia, 
followed by Nepal and Bangladesh (Table 9). Comparing project and non-project schools, there 
are no significant differences in parents’ cost sharing, direct costs, and school fees. 

 
F. Monitoring and Supervision  
 
64. Efficiency of the overall education system depends not only on quality of inputs as 
captured in the unit cost per student, but also on quality of management. The quality of 
management, in turn, depends on the right combination of effective monitoring and supervision, 
and effective decentralization. 
 
65. All three DMCs still lack adequate regulatory frameworks to monitor and control the 
quality of nongovernment schools without discouraging their provider role. There are only some 
monitoring and supervisory visits made by government officials. The visits are about once a 
month in public general schools, and less frequent in private schools and Madrasahs. Indonesia 
is the only DMC that has an accreditation system for quality control of private schools. However, 
the rating methodology, which is used to grade schools into four levels (equivalent, recognized, 
registered, and listed), is dominated by inventory of physical facilities and availability of 
teachers, rather than by actual performance of the schools. The system is rarely applied as an 
effective tool for performance monitoring, though some private schools have inadequate 
enrollment and very poor quality. In addition to the accreditation system, the government also 
uses average scores in the national exam (now being abolished) to measure the quality of 
private schools.    
 
66. In Bangladesh, there is a registration system for private schools. Application for opening 
a school has to be submitted to the office of the Divisional Deputy Director of Primary Education 
after meeting all the requirements. Temporary registration can be applied after running the 
school for a year. If such registration is renewed for two consecutive terms, it becomes 
automatically permanent. The district and subdistrict primary education offices are expected to 
monitor and supervise both public and private schools by making regular visits. However, there 
is no systematic mechanism to monitor and supervise private schools.     
 
67. Nepal also has a registration system for private schools. Registration criteria, as 
stipulated by EASA, include availability of physical facilities, number of students, number of 
teachers, and requirement of cash deposit of a fixed amount in the school account. For-profit 
private schools, which run under the Company Act, are also required to register in the Company 
Registrar’s Office under the Department of Industry. Each private school is required to have an 
SMC. DOE’s Private Education Section directs the district education offices to send supervisors 
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to monitor and supervise private (and also public) schools on regular visits. Since the system of 
district exam at the last grade has recently been abolished, there is no mechanism to enforce 
the adoption of the government’s curriculum by private schools for quality control. DOE is now 
developing a new mechanism to monitor and supervise private schools.   
 
G. Decentralization and School-Based Management  

 
68. SBM of government schools, including public Madrasahs, in all three DMCs remains 
weak compared to that of nongovernment schools, due to lack of financial capacity and 
decision-making authority in matters relating to teacher management and resource mobilization 
and utilization. Thus, these matters are usually not discussed in SMC meetings of public 
schools. SMC meetings are dominated by other matters, such as enrollment promotion from 
catchment areas, development of physical facilities, distribution of scholarships, reduction in 
dropout and repetition rates, and security in the locality. Nongovernment schools have more 
active SBM because to survive, they have had to rely on their own management and resource 
mobilization capacity. SBM of public schools needs to be strengthened to improve efficiency of 
the education system. 
 
 1. Sources of Schools’ Recurrent Budget 
 
69. For public schools in all three DMCs, the central government remains the major source 
of schools’ recurrent budget, followed by parents’ contribution (Table 10). Contributions from the 
local government as well as other sources are nil in Bangladesh, minor in Nepal, and significant 
in Indonesia, particularly for public Madrasahs. As for nongovernment schools, the major source 
is parents, followed by the community and foundations. RNG schools in Bangladesh still rely 
heavily on the central government in terms of subventions for teacher salaries, though not as 
much as public schools. For-profit private general schools in Indonesia receive only minor 
funding support from the central government, and those in Nepal none.   
 
70. Since for-profit private schools in Indonesia and Nepal are found to depend much more 
on large financial support from parents and other sources, greater for-profit private provision of 
primary education will help reduce the government’s financial burden. It will also help improve 
efficiency of overall primary education since these schools are found to perform much better 
than their public counterparts (para. 53). Similarly, although RNG schools in Bangladesh and 
private Madrasahs in Indonesia are non-profit and still receive large subventions from the 
government, they also help reduce the government’s financial burden as they can mobilize large 
support from parents and the community. Thus, unlike public schools, they do not have to 
depend almost entirely on the government. At the same time, their efficiency performance is 
comparable to that of their public counterparts (para. 53). Moreover, since both types of schools 
are found to cater more to poorer families than their public counterparts (para. 46), they help the 
government improve equity in access.  
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Table 10: Decentralization and Financial Capacity Indicators by School Type: 
Sample Survey Results (2002) 

 
71. Comparing across the three DMCs, public schools in Indonesia, including public 
Madrasahs, rely less on the central government, and more on the local government and other 
sources compared to those in Bangladesh and Nepal (Table 10), because Indonesia has been 
well ahead in decentralization. This has strengthened SBM capacity in resource mobilization 
from other sources. However, even Indonesia still has a long way to go to fully establish 
decentralized SBM as there are conceptual, administrative, and financial issues that need to be 
resolved; and public schools there still depend largely on the central government budget, though 
to a lesser extent than in Bangladesh and Nepal.  
 

Indicator
A. Bangladesh
Average School Annual Recurrent Budget ($) 5,526    5,545   1,613    1,240      
Budget Sources (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
   a. Central Government 97.0 96.3 85.5 53.0
   b. Local Government 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
   c. Parents' Contributions to School 3.0 3.7 14.5 34.0
   d. Others (community and foundations) 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0
Budget Use (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
   a. Teacher Salaries 97.2 96.7 95.0 82.4
   b. O&M of School Facilities 0.2 0.0 0.1 8.0
   c. Others (quality-enhancing inputs) 2.6 3.3 4.9 9.6
Average Annual Teacher Salary ($) 888.0 909.0 365.0 186.0

Project Madrasahs  Non-Proj. General 
Indicator  Private  Private  Public  Private 
B. Indonesia
Average School Annual Recurrent Budget ($) 15,193  6,795   15,846  7,718      12,952    19,014   
Budget Sources (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
   a. Central Government 68.4 17.1 65.8 18.9 82.0 8.5
   b. Local Government 9.2 0.0 18.8 0.0 3.8 0.0
   c. Parents' Contributions to School 11.8 60.0 9.9 40.4 10.7 67.3
   d. Others (community and foundations) 10.6 22.9 5.5 40.7 3.5 24.2
Budget Use (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
   a. Teacher Salaries 77.1 73.3 78.9 72.1 77.0 68.8
   b. O&M of School Facilities 19.8 25.6 17.6 24.4 18.2 23.0
   c. Others (quality-enhancing inputs) 3.1 1.1 3.5 3.5 4.8 8.2
Average Annual Teacher Salary ($) 732.0 259.0 736.0 259.0 839.0 864.0

Indicator
C. Nepal
Average School Annual Recurrent Budget ($) 5,333    4,987   4,731    
Budget Sources (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0
   a. Central Government 94.3 95.4 0.0
   b. Local Government 1.2 2.1 0.0
   c. Parents' Contributions to School 2.5 0.5 96.7
   d. Others (community and foundations) 2.0 2.0 3.3
Budget Use (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0
   a. Teacher Salaries 89.3 90.1 68.1
   b. O&M of School Facilities 3.8 4.8 9.4
   c. Others (quality-enhancing inputs) 6.9 5.1 22.5
Average Annual Teacher Salary ($) 814.0 802.0 632.0
O&M = operation and maintenance, Proj. = project, RNG = registered nongovernment.
Source: Sample surveys conducted in September 2002.
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 Public  Public 
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Public

 Project  
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 2. Use of Schools’ Recurrent Budget 

72. Public schools in all three DMCs spend very large proportions of their recurrent budget 
on teacher salaries (Table 10). This does not leave much for quality-enhancing inputs and 
operation and maintenance (O&M) of school facilities. For nongovernment schools, although 
teacher salaries also account for the major part of their budget, the proportions are significantly 
lower than those in public schools, leaving more resources for quality improvements. RNG 
schools in Bangladesh spend almost the entire budget on teacher salaries. However, the 
average annual teacher salary of RNG schools is less than half that of public schools. As 
teachers in private Madrasahs in Bangladesh are mostly volunteers, their average salary is only 
about half that of RNG schools. In Indonesia, teacher salaries are the highest in private general 
schools, followed by public general schools, public Madrasahs, and private Madrasahs. In 
Nepal, salaries in private schools are lower than those in public schools, because private school 
teachers there are mostly non-permanent and have no bargaining power. 
 
73. Comparing across the three DMCs, public and private schools in Indonesia normally 
spend significant proportions of their budget on O&M as most schools in rural areas are in a 
rather dilapidated condition, especially private Madrasahs (Table 10). In Bangladesh, physical 
facilities in public schools are better than those in the other school types. In Nepal, physical 
facilities are satisfactory in both public and private schools. Comparing project and non-project 
schools, there are basically no differences in the budget sources and use in all three DMCs. 
 

V. MAIN FINDINGS, KEY ISSUES, LESSONS LEARNED, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
74. This chapter summarizes the findings on overall primary education in the three DMCs 
(based on the nationwide secondary data analysis in chapter III), and on government and 
nongovernment provision of primary education as well as the impacts of ADB operations there 
(based on the sample survey data analysis in chapter IV). Key issues, lessons learned, and 
recommendations for the governments and ADB are derived from these findings, and 
summarized in a matrix form in Appendix 5.     
 
A. Main Findings 
 

1. Overall Primary Education  
 
75. All three DMCs have achieved rapid progress in expanding access to primary education, 
with significant increases in the NER during 1995–2001. However, disparities in access persist 
across different groups and regions.  
 
76. The quality of primary education is generally still low, with some variations across the 
three DMCs. The common quality problem is that while the curriculum to be absorbed by the 
students and teachers is quite ambitious, rote memorization rather than student-centered 
approach continues to be the major teaching method used. In Bangladesh, the other problems 
are inadequate numbers of teachers and classrooms, as well as low proportion of teachers with 
certificates. In Indonesia, the major problem is inadequate number of classrooms. In Nepal, the 
major problems are low proportion of teachers with certificates, and low teacher time on tasks 
due to widespread absenteeism in public schools.  
 
77. The common internal efficiency problem is low learning achievement, as measured by 
average scores in the national/district exams. The other problems are high dropout rate in 
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Bangladesh, due mainly to poverty, and excessive repetition rate in public schools in Nepal, due 
mainly to lack of pre-primary classes to prepare children. Bangladesh has higher external 
efficiency in terms of transition rate to the junior secondary level than Nepal and Indonesia due 
to the government’s policy of expanding enrollment in the entire basic education cycle. Overall, 
Indonesia has achieved the highest CEI, followed by Nepal and Bangladesh. Although the unit 
cost in terms of government recurrent expenditure per student in Indonesia is more than twice 
as high as that in Bangladesh and Nepal, the differences in CEIs are significant. This indicates a 
cost effective use of the primary education budget in Indonesia.  
 
78. The low government recurrent expenditure per student in Bangladesh and Nepal reflects 
limited financial capacity for improving primary education. Indonesia is also faced with this 
problem, especially after the financial crisis. A greater role of nongovernment provision of 
primary education is thus needed to reduce the government’s financial burden and improve 
overall efficiency of primary education. Decentralization, which is being implemented in 
Indonesia, piloted in Nepal, and a subject of experimentation in Bangladesh, is needed for the 
same reasons, but limited institutional capacity at local levels is a major constraint to realizing 
the expected benefits.  
 

2.         Government and Nongovernment Provision of Primary Education  
 

79. In terms of access, public schools in all three DMCs generate more enrollment than 
nongovernment schools. Private general schools in Indonesia have recorded the highest 
enrollment demand growth, while RNG schools in Bangladesh have shown about the same 
enrollment demand growth as public schools. This indicates good prospects for expanding the 
nongovernment role in primary education.  
 
80. RNG schools in Bangladesh and private Madrasahs in Indonesia serve the equity 
objective as they cater more to poorer families than public schools because they are 
community-based and not really profit-driven. For-profit private general schools in Indonesia and 
Nepal generally serve better-off groups compared to public schools.  
 
81. Quality indicators are poor in all school types, especially in Bangladesh and Nepal. 
Bangladesh suffers from inadequate number of teachers and classrooms, and low proportions 
of teachers with certificates. RNG schools have less qualified teachers than public schools, but 
smaller average class size and more daily teaching sessions. In Nepal, teachers in private 
schools are much less qualified than those in public schools because the former cannot avail of 
the government’s teacher training facilities. Other quality indicators are much better for private 
schools. In Indonesia, for-profit private general schools also have better quality than their public 
counterparts, especially better qualified teachers. Private Madrasahs have the least qualified 
teachers.   
 
82. Average scores in the annual exam in all school types are very low in Bangladesh and 
Nepal, and somewhat higher in Indonesia. Dropout rates are high in all school types in 
Bangladesh, especially in private Madrasahs and RNG schools, due mainly to poverty. Public 
and RNG schools have about the same CEIs because of the mixed quality indicators. While the 
former have better qualified teachers, the latter have less overcrowded classrooms and more 
daily teaching sessions, thus more teachers’ contact hours with students. Similarly, in Nepal, 
despite the much less qualified teachers in private schools than public schools, the former have 
a much higher CEI due to less overcrowded classrooms, more daily teaching sessions, better 
textbooks, early start of English teaching, and much lower repetition rate. In Indonesia, public 
Madrasahs have slightly higher CEI than private Madrasahs, while private general schools have 



 

 

29

 

the highest CEI because of their better quality in terms of qualified teachers, textbooks, and 
teaching method. Overall, Indonesia has the highest CEI. 
 
83. RNG schools appear to be more cost effective than public schools in Bangladesh since 
their total unit cost per student is much lower, and learning outcome, as measured by the CEI, 
similar. In Indonesia, while public general schools are more cost effective than their private 
counterparts, private Madrasahs are more cost effective than public Madrasahs. In Nepal, cost 
effectiveness of private schools is high, but that of public schools is low given the low CEI 
achieved at a total unit cost about twice as high as that in Bangladesh. The main reasons are 
the alarmingly high repetition rate and low average scores in the annual exam. Of the three 
DMCs, Indonesia is generally considered the most cost effective in view of the high CEIs 
achieved in all school types, though at total unit costs of about 6-7 times higher than those in 
Bangladesh.    
 
84. All three DMCs need effective regulatory frameworks to monitor the performance of 
nongovernment schools. The central government is still the major source of funds of public 
schools, but with a lower share in Indonesia, which has moved ahead in decentralization. Very 
large proportions of public school funds are spent on teacher salaries, particularly in 
Bangladesh and Nepal, leaving little for quality-enhancing inputs and O&M of school facilities. 
Although teacher salaries also account for the major part of nongovernment schools’ use of 
funds, the proportions are significantly lower, particularly in for-profit private schools, leaving 
more resources for quality improvements. SBM of public schools, including Madrasahs, remains 
weak compared to that of nongovernment schools, due to lack of institutional and financial 
capacity at local levels for the devolved responsibilities. Even in Indonesia, such capacity needs 
significant strengthening if the expected benefits of decentralization in terms of reducing 
financial burden of the central government and increasing efficiency in education management 
are to materialize. 
 
85. Overall, for-profit private general schools in Indonesia and Nepal depend almost entirely 
on parents’ contributions, while serving relatively better-off families and performing much better 
than public schools. These findings conform to the general expectation that greater for-profit 
private provision will help reduce the financial burden on the government and improve efficiency 
of primary education. As for non-profit private schools, although RNG schools in Bangladesh 
still depend largely on the government’s financial support, the extent is smaller than for public 
schools as the former are able to mobilize more contributions from parents. Private Madrasahs 
in Indonesia also mobilize larger contributions from parents, the community, and foundations 
than their public counterparts. At the same time, both RNG schools in Bangladesh and private 
Madrasahs in Indonesia show similar performance in terms of CEI and cost effectiveness as 
their public counterparts. These findings also conform to the general expectation that greater 
nongovernment provision, even of the non-profit type, will reduce the financial burden on the 
government. However, since these types of schools serve poorer families, such families end up 
paying more than better-off ones who send children to public schools. Thus, greater for-profit 
and non-profit private provision should be encouraged, but with more financial support to the 
latter as it supplements the government’s role in extending outreach to the poor.   
 

3. Impacts of ADB Operations  
 
86. Public project schools in Bangladesh and Nepal as well as public and private project 
Madrasahs in Indonesia have been able to substantially increase access to primary education, 
with higher enrollment and enrollment demand growth compared to their non-project 
counterparts. Public project schools in Bangladesh have provided slightly less access to 
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disadvantaged groups compared to their non-project counterparts. In Indonesia, while project 
public Madrasahs have improved equity in access, project private Madrasahs have been behind 
their non-project counterparts. In Nepal, public project schools have done better in terms of 
equity in access than non-project counterparts.  
 
87. Regarding quality and efficiency, although the results are mixed, project schools in 
Nepal and project private Madrasahs in Indonesia have better qualified teachers than their non-
project counterparts. Project schools generally have higher CEIs than their non-project 
counterparts in Indonesia and Nepal, and about the same in Bangladesh where most schools 
have been recipients of external aid support. For the same reason, the cost effectiveness is 
almost the same in public project schools and their non-project counterparts in Bangladesh. In 
Indonesia, public project Madrasahs are more cost effective than public non-project ones, while 
private project Madrasahs are less cost effective than private non-project ones. In Nepal, public 
project schools are slightly more cost effective than their non-project counterparts. There are 
basically no differences in the capacity of SBM, and in the sources and use of funds between 
project schools and their non-project counterparts in all three DMCs. 
 
B. Key Issues and General Recommendations29 
 

1. Need for Better Targeting  
 
88. Although all three DMCs have achieved almost universal access to primary education, 
some groups of children such as the urban poor, those in remote rural areas, and ethnic 
minorities are yet to be reached and retained in school until completing the primary education 
cycle. Several types of non-profit nongovernment schools have evolved to complement 
government efforts in extending outreach to such groups. These include, for example, 
community-based RNG schools in Bangladesh and private Madrasahs in Indonesia. However, 
these types of schools receive less support from the governments and ADB, and parents who 
send children there have to pay more than relatively better-off parents whose children go to 
public schools. Yet, these schools are found to perform reasonably well, with comparable 
efficiency to and higher cost effectiveness than their public counterparts. 
 
89. To achieve more equitable access to primary education, the governments and ADB 
should target the hard-core poverty groups in remote areas, regardless of the school type. This 
recommendation is not limited to RNG schools in Bangladesh and private Madrasahs in 
Indonesia,30 but should be applied to any DMC where non-profit nongovernment schools are 
found to serve poorer families, while performing reasonably well. These may include COM 
schools and NGO-run schools.  
 

2. Low School Quality and Efficiency  
 
90. Quality and efficiency of primary education in all three DMCs are generally low. The 
common quality problem is that while the curriculum is too ambitious to be absorbed by the 
students and teachers, student-centered approaches are not used as the teaching method. 

                                                 
29 These recommendations are in line with ADB’s Policy on Education (2002), which gives particular attention to 

increasing equity and access, improving quality, strengthening management, mobilizing resources, strengthening 
partnerships, and applying new and innovative technologies in order to maximize the education sector’s 
contributions to poverty reduction. 

30 For Indonesia, although private Madrasahs were included in the completed ADB-financed education project, they 
received only partial assistance in facility improvements and training programs, while public Madrasahs were fully 
financed.  
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Teachers lack training, especially in Bangladesh and Nepal. The common efficiency problem is 
low learning achievement in terms of average scores in the annual exams. While a high dropout 
rate is a problem in Bangladesh, excessive repetition rate is a problem in Nepal. Quality and 
efficiency of primary education in all three DMCs need to be given high priority by the 
governments and ADB, regardless of the school type. For example, in teacher training projects, 
teachers of nongovernment schools should be allowed to access training facilities on a cost-
sharing basis.  
 
91. In DMCs where nongovernment schools perform better than public schools, such as for-
profit private schools in Indonesia and Nepal, the governments and ADB should explore 
possibilities of forming public-private partnerships (PPPs) to contract some good private schools 
to manage selected public schools in rural areas in order to increase the quality and efficiency 
of the latter, while benefiting the former in other aspects. PPPs will not only enable the private 
and public schools involved to utilize each other’s strengths, but also to overcome each other’s 
shortfalls. PPPs can take different forms, depending on their purpose—whether for achieving 
quality, efficiency, or effectiveness.31 However, where nongovernment schools do not perform 
very well compared to public schools, as in the case of Bangladesh, PPPs are not 
recommended. RNG schools there are not in a position to manage any public schools because 
they still need significant government support to improve their own quality and efficiency.      
 

3. Inadequate Regulatory Frameworks for Monitoring and Enhancing 
           Nongovernment Provision 

 
92. All three DMCs still lack effective regulatory frameworks to control the quality of 
nongovernment schools and to protect parents from commercial exploitation. Given their 
significant role as an alternative provider of primary education, which helps reduce the 
government’s financial burden, effective regulatory frameworks should be established in all 
three DMCs for monitoring the performance of these schools, while encouraging competition 
and innovation, particularly among for-profit private schools. Such frameworks can only be 
developed in dialogue with private providers to build mutual trust and ensure their cooperation. 
Once established, continuous cooperative monitoring is needed to gather up-to-date and 
accurate information on these schools. ADB can facilitate the establishment of such frameworks 
by covenanting them in future operations. This recommendation can be applied to any DMC 
where the nongovernment provision is significant, and has good expansion and performance 
prospects.   
 

4. Weak School-Based Management of Public Schools 
 

93. The general objective of decentralizing primary education is to mobilize local resources 
and participation in SBM for overall efficiency improvements from bottom up. Although 
decentralization has been mandated in all three DMCs, it will take time for this objective to be 
achieved as SBM, especially in public schools, is rather weak. The central government is still 
the major source of funds of public schools in all three DMCs, though to a lesser extent in 
Indonesia. Contributions by the local governments and community are nil in Bangladesh, and 
meager in Nepal. Private schools have more active SBM because they have relied on their own 
management and financial capacity from the beginning.  
 

                                                 
31 For details, see Asian Development Bank Institute. 29 May–7 June 2000. Summary of Proceedings of Public-

Private Partnerships in Education Program . Tokyo. 
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94. To increase local funding for public schools and enhance management efficiency of 
primary education, efforts should be made by the governments and ADB to strengthen financial 
and management capacity of the local bodies, including the local government, communities, 
schools, and parents. The BRAC-run nonformal primary education program in Bangladesh, 
which uses some innovative management models, may be worth examining for application to 
schools in the formal system. This recommendation can be applied to any DMC where SBM of 
public schools is weak.  
 
C. Lessons Learned  
 
95. The study draws the following lessons for the design and implementation of future ADB-
financed primary education projects:    

 
(i) A long-term, holistic program framework should be developed during the project 

preparatory stage to conceptualize how the government and nongovernment, 
general and religious, and formal and nonformal schooling systems interact; and 
how they should complement and supplement each other to address the 
problems of access, equity, quality, efficiency, cost effectiveness, and 
institutional management and financial capacity. 

 
(ii) Now that almost universal access to primary education has been achieved in 

many DMCs, more resources should be put into bringing the hardest-to-reach 
children to school and retaining them there. Better targeting is thus needed at the 
project design stage to reach poorer children in disadvantaged and poverty-
stricken areas, regardless of the type of school they attend—be it government, 
community-based, NGO-run, or other non-profit private type.  

 
(iii) The software side should be adequately covered during project design to 

improve quality, efficiency, and institutional capacity, particularly at the school 
level to manage and deliver quality primary education, by empowering SMCs 
with legal provision, budget, and training.   

 
(iv) Since the success of SBM depends on participation and understanding of the 

role and responsibilities of other local bodies (i.e., the local government, 
communities, schools, and parents), these groups should be included in capacity 
strengthening efforts. 

 
(v) As the quality and efficiency of the education system depend largely on financing 

of schools, financial norms for project schools should be established at the 
design stage to at least maintain a minimum acceptable level of per student 
school recurrent expenditure as well as a proportion of school recurrent 
expenditure on non-salary items; this should be monitored during implementation 
to ensure that no school is underfinanced.   

 
(vi) To ensure long-term project impacts and financial sustainability, necessary 

concomitant policy changes should be introduced during the processing stage 
through dialogue with the government, and appropriate loan covenants.  
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D. Specific Recommendations  
 

1. Bangladesh 
  
96. Nongovernment (RNG) schools supplement public schools in extending access to 
poorer families, but their cost is higher. Future government and ADB support should, therefore, 
cover also these schools (Table A5.1). Since all schools in the country suffer from low quality 
and internal efficiency, future support should focus on providing certificate in-service teacher 
training programs; increasing the number of daily teaching sessions, at least on a pilot basis; 
and improving the curriculum and teaching method to be student-centered. Given weak SBM in 
both public and RNG schools, a component to strengthen SBM should be included in future 
support. A component to develop and implement an effective regulatory framework to monitor 
and enhance the private provision role should also be considered. 
  

2. Indonesia 
 
97. Since public and private Madrasahs supplement public general schools in providing 
access and serving poorer families, yet at a higher cost to such families, future government and 
ADB support should include more of these schools, with equal assistance to private Madrasahs, 
and should target poorer provinces (Table A5.2). Future support should focus on improving 
quality, particularly in terms of curriculum and teaching method, and efficiency, particularly in 
terms of improving students’ learning achievement as reflected in average scores in the annual 
exam, of public and private Madrasahs as well as public general schools. Given the generally 
higher quality and efficiency of for-profit private general schools, future support may include a 
component for establishing PPPs by encouraging the government to select some well-
performing private general schools to contractually manage selected public general schools in 
rural areas. A component assisting in developing and implementing a participatory regulatory 
framework to monitor and enhance the private provision role is also needed.   

 
3. Nepal 

 
98. The most serious problems in public schools in Nepal are the excessive repetition rates 
and low learning achievement in terms of average scores in annual exam. Addressing these 
problems should get high priority in future government and ADB support. A component to 
support some pre-primary classes to prepare children should be considered on a pilot basis, 
and the curriculum and teaching method should be improved (Table A5.3). Since for-profit 
private schools in Nepal show better quality and efficiency than public schools, future support 
may include a component for establishing PPPs by encouraging the government to contract 
some good private schools32 to manage selected public schools in rural areas. To benefit the 
private schools as well, a special revolving fund could be created for upgrading their physical 
facilities and providing training to their teachers since both public and private schools teachers 
in Nepal are now required to get a permanent teaching license within 5 years. A component 
assisting in developing and implementing a participatory regulatory framework to monitor and 
enhance the private provision role is also needed, as is a component to strengthen SBM. 
Stronger SBM will not only mobilize more resources, but also introduce more accountability to 
monitor teacher attendance and reduce absenteeism, which is a serious problem in rural public 
schools in Nepal. 

                                                 
32 This can also include some well-performing NGO-run schools—the so-called “trust schools” in Nepal. 



BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE SELECTED PROJECTS AND COUNTRIES OF THEIR ORIGIN 
 

Table A1.1: Basic Data of Six Primary Education Projects in Project Countries 
 

Bangladesh
 

Indonesia
 

Nepal
 

Primary Education 
Sector Project 

Loan 1026-BAN(SF) 

Second Primary 
Education Sector 

Project 
Loan 1521-BAN(SF) 

Basic Education 
Project 

Loan 1442-INO 

Decentralized Basic 
Education Project 
Loan 1863-INO(SF) 

Primary Education 
Development Project 

Loan 1141-NEP(SF) 

Teacher Education 
Project 

Loan 1840-NEP(SF) 

 
 
 
 
Item 

Expected Actual Expected Actual Expected Actual Expected Actual Expected Actual Expected Actual 
Key Project Data ($ million) 
  
 Total Project Cost 

 
 

81.64 

 
 

62.44 

 
 

160.00 

 

— 

 
 

151.90 

 

 

 
 

125.00 

 

— 

 
 

24.40 

 
 

15.80 

 
 

25.90 

 

— 

 Foreign Currency Cost 23.96 22.38   66.00 —   47.50    21.10 —   5.70   4.80   7.20 — 

 ADB Loan Amount/Utilization 68.30 54.14 100.00 63.50   85.00 57.50 100.00 2.68 19.50 13.61 19.60 0.91 

 ADB Loan Cancellation — 14.16 —   9.95 — 27.50 — — —  5.89 — 0.30 
Executing Agency Primary and Mass 

Education Division 
under the Ministry of 
Education  

Directorate of Primary 
Education under the 
Ministry of Education 

Directorate General of 
Islamic Institutions 
Development under the 
Ministry of Religious 
Affairs (MORA) 

Ministry of National 
Education and MORA 
 

Ministry of Education 
and Culture  

Ministry of Education 
and Sports (formerly 
Ministry of Education 
and Culture) 

Key Dates 
 
 Board Approval 

  
 
21 Aug 90 

  
 
22 May 97 

  
 
6 Jun 96 

  
 
29 Nov 01 

  
 

5 Dec 91 

  
 
24 Sep 01 

 Loan Agreement  25 Oct 90  25 Jul 97  2 Jul 96  20 Feb 02  18 Feb 92  20 Jan 02 

 Loan Effectiveness 19 Nov 90 10 Apr 91 23 Oct 97 9 Dec 97 29 Sep 96 5 Sep 96 21 May 02 20 May 02 19 May 92 18 May 92 20 Apr 02 9 May 02 

 Project Completion 31 Dec 95 31 Jan 97 31 Oct 02 31 Dec 02 31 Oct 01 30 Apr 02 30 Jun 08 — 31 Dec 97 31 Mar 00 31 Dec 07 — 

 Loan Closing 31 May 96 17 Jun 97 30 Apr 03 — 30 Apr 02 15 Aug 02 31 Dec 08 — 30 Jun 98 17 Nov 00 30 Jun 08 — 

 PPAR Circulation Date  24 Nov 00           
Mission Data No. of 

Missions 
15 

Person-
Days 

387 

No. of 
Missions 

17 

Person-
Days 

496 

No. of 
Missions 

10 

Person-
Days 

249 

No. of 
Missions 

4 

Person-
Days 

564 

No. of 
Missions 

16 

Person-
Days 

280 

No. of 
Missions 

3 

Person-
Days 

205 
Overall Assessment  Generally Successful (PCR) 

Generally Successful (PPAR) 
   Partly Successful (PCR) 

No PPAR 
 

— = not available, PCR = project completion report, PPAR = project performance audit report. 
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Table A1.2: Summary Objectives and Components of Six Primary Education Projects in Project Countries 
 

Loan 
No. 

Approval 
Date 

Completion 
Date  

at Appraisal 

Loan 
Amount at 
Appraisal 
($ million) 

Objectives Components 

1026-
BAN(SF) 

21 Aug 90 31 Dec 95 
(successful 

rating) 

68.3 • To increase equitable access to primary 
education (especially for disadvantaged 
rural children and girls) in the project 
areas (Chittagong Division, later divided 
into Chittagong and Sylhet divisions) 

 
• To improve the quality, internal 

efficiency, and relevance of primary 
education in the project areas 

 
 
 
 

• To enhance management capability of 
the Executing Agency and school 
administrators 

 

• Construction of Divisional Education 
Office Complex  

• Replacement of dilapidated school 
buildings 

 
 
• Implementation of a revised curriculum 
• Production and distribution of textbooks 
• Provision of local fellowships for in-

service teachers training 
• Upgrading of 14 Primary Teachers 

Training Institutes 
 
• Provision of local fellowships for 

management training 
 
 

1521-
BAN(SF) 

22 May 97 31 Oct 02 
(ongoing) 

100.0 • To increase equitable access to primary 
education in the project areas (Barisal, 
Chittagong, and Sylhet divisions) 

 
 
 
 
 
• To improve quality and efficiency of 

primary schooling in the project areas 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Development of primary school facilities 
in underserved areas 

• Implementation of a program of 
community and school-based 
preventive maintenance 

• Provision of a small package of free 
school supplies to very poor students 

 
• Development of institutional capacity of 

the National Curriculum and Textbook 
Board to provide quality textbooks more 
cost effectively 

• Provision of textbooks and other 
teaching and learning materials to 
primary school students 

• Strengthening of student assessment system 
• Provision of in-service training and 

development of an academic 
supervision system 
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Loan 
No. 

Approval 
Date 

Completion 
Date  

at Appraisal 

Loan 
Amount at 
Appraisal 
($ million) 

Objectives Components 

    • To enhance institutional and 
management capacity of the Executing 
Agency 

• Development of better educational 
management practices and information-
based decision making at all levels of 
the Directorate of Primary Education  

• Improvement of information, monitoring, 
and evaluation systems 

• Strengthening of local planning, 
management, and monitoring 

 
1442-
INO 

6 Jun 96 31 Oct 01 
(completed but 

not yet 
evaluated)  

85.0 • To enhance the ability of primary 
religious schools (Madrasah Ibtidaiyahs 
[MIs]) and junior secondary schools 
(Madrasah Tsanawiyahs [MTs]) to 
provide equitable access for children in 
the six project  provinces (Lampung, 
West Java, Central Java, East Java, 
South Kalimantan, and West Nusa 
Tenggara) 

 
• To upgrade quality standards of MIs and 

MTs in the project provinces 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Rehabilitation and upgrading of school 
facilities 

• Provision of grant-in-aid assistance to 
increase enrollment of low-income 
students 

 
 
 
 
 
• Strengthening of the implementation of 

core curriculum 
• Development of effective teachers and 

enhancement of educational resources 
• Establishment of model MIs and MTs, 

with common learning resource centers 
• Improvement of school management, 

supervision, and accreditation 
 

    • To strengthen institutional framework by 
improving the capability of the 
institutions involved in the development, 
regulation, and management of basic 
education under the Ministry of 
Religious Affairs  

 
 

• Strengthening of the Directorate of 
Islamic Schools Development, and 
provincial and district offices 

• Provision of research support for 
system rationalization 

• Strengthening of MIs’ and MTs’ support 
institutions 

 
 
 
 

Table A1.2—Continued 
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Loan 
No. 

Approval 
Date 

Completion 
Date  

at Appraisal 

Loan 
Amount at 
Appraisal 
($ million) 

Objectives Components 

1863-
INO(SF) 

29 Nov 01 30 Jun 08  
(ongoing) 

100.0 • To improve poor children’s participation, 
completion, and learning outcome from 
9 years basic education in the project 
areas (21 districts in DKI Jakarta, Bali, 
and Nusa Tenggara Barat) 

 
• To develop the capacity of districts to 

manage decentralized basic education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Capacity building for school-based 
management 

• Implementation of school improvement 
plans through funding from the School 
Development Fund  

 
• Support for school-teacher-pupil 

mapping to capture status of basic 
education in each district 

• Support for socioeconomic surveys to 
capture the distribution and 
concentration of poverty 

• Provision of data-based self-
assessment of equity and quality of 
basic education 

• Assessment of the district’s capacity-
building requirements  

• Development of a medium-term 
(5 years) plan to improve the basic 
education system 

• Support for socialization, orientation, 
establishment, and operationalization of 
the education or school board in each 
district  

• Improvement of district education 
through the District Education 
Development Fund 

 
    • To demonstrate the effectiveness of 

block grant mechanisms to support 
school, community, and district-based 
initiatives for basic education 

 

• Support for systematic monitoring of the 
school development and district basic 
education development components 

1141-
NEP(SF) 

5 Dec 91 31 Dec 97 
(partly 

successful 
rating) 

19.5 • To develop capacity of the Ministry of 
Education and Culture to achieve its 
quantitative targets for in-service and 
refresher training for primary school 
teachers 

 

• Establishment of the National Center for 
Educational Development (NCED) 

• Construction of facilities for the Primary 
Teacher Training Center and NCED 

Table A1.2—Continued 
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Loan 
No. 

Approval 
Date 

Completion 
Date  

at Appraisal 

Loan 
Amount at 
Appraisal 
($ million) 

Objectives Components 

     
 
 
• To develop programs (curricula, 

materials, equipment, and facilities) for 
the training of teachers, headmasters, 
supervisors, and other management 
personnel in primary education 

  
• To assist the Faculty of Education 

(FOE) of Tribhuvan University to 
prepare qualified personnel for primary 
education 

 

• Construction and rehabilitation of 
existing primary schools 

 
• Provision of teacher training and 

management personnel training 
 
 
 
 

• Development of a Bachelor in 
Education program in primary education 
at FOE 

 

1840-
NEP(SF) 

24 Sep 01 31 Dec 07 
(ongoing) 

19.6 • To increase the representation of 
disadvantaged groups, particularly 
females, in the teaching force of primary 
schools 

 
 
 
• To improve the quality and coverage of 

teacher training through institutional 
capacity building of the teacher training 
system for primary education 

 
 

• Recruitment of more female teachers 
and those from other disadvantaged 
groups 

• Provision of fellowships for pre-service 
training for women and candidates from 
disadvantaged groups 

 
• Capacity building for policy making, 

planning, and managing teacher 
training programs 

• Enhancement of professional skills of 
teachers by training trainers and 
teachers, and developing of curriculum 
and materials 

 
 

Table A1.2—Continued 



 

Type of Primary Schools
A.  Bangladesh

Government Primary Schools (GPS) 20 10 30 100 50 150
Non-Profit Registered Nongovernment Schools (RNG) 0 10 a 10 0 50 50
Non-Profit Private Madrasahs 0 4 4 0 20 20

Total 20 24 44 100 120 220 5 b

B.  Indonesia
Public Madrasahs (MIN) 8 4 12 40 20 60
Non-Profit Private Madrasahs (MIS) 8 4 12 40 20 60
Public General Schools (SDN) 0 8 8 0 40 40
For-Profit Private General Schools (SDS) 0 8 8 0 40 40

Total 16 24 40 80 120 200 8 c

C.  Nepal
Public (Government) Schools 20 10 30 100 50 150
For-Profit Private (Corporate) Schools 0 10 10 0 50 50

Total 20 20 40 100 100 200 5 d

MIN = Madrasah Ibtidaiyah Negeri, MIS = Madrasah Ibtidaiyah Swasta, SDN = Sekolah Dasar Negeri, SDS = Sekolah Dasar Swasta.

b  In Bangladesh, the five sample districts are Chittagong, Comilla, and Rangamati (in Chittagong Division); Habiganj and Sylhet (in Sylhet Division).

d  In Nepal, the five sample districts are Bardiya, Palpa, Baglung, Gorkha, and Rupandehi.

Source:  Operations Evaluation Mission sample survey.

Table A1.3: Sample Survey Information in Project Countries

School Surveys Beneficiary (Parents) Surveys Sample

c  In Indonesia, the eight sample districts are South Lampung and Kota Bandar Lampung (in Lampung Province); Trenggalek, Lomongan, Gresik, and Tulungagung (in 
East Java Province); West Lombok and Kota Mataram (in West Nusa Tenggara Province).

DistrictsNon-Project Total

a The sample nongovernment schools in Bangladesh includes nine RNG schools and one community school because there are not enough RNG schools in one of the
five sample districts. Since RNG schools are community-based (not really for-profit), the inclusion of one community school with RNG schools will not bias the sample.

Project Non-Project Total Project
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Item

Earlier 
Year

Latest 
Year

Earlier 
Year

Latest 
Year

Earlier 
Year

Latest 
Year

Real GDP Growth (%) 4.9 (FY1995) 5.2 (FY2001) 8.2 (FY1995) 3.3 (FY2001) 2.7 (FY1995) 5.0 (FY2001)

GDP per Capita ($, current) 316 (FY1995) 356 (FY2001) 1,038 (FY1995) 802 (FY2001) 219 (FY1995) 239 (FY2001)

Total Population (million) 109.6 (1990) 129.2 (2001) 179.4 (1990) 208.9 (2001) 17.9 (1990) 22.6 (2000)

Annual Population Growth Rate (%) 1.9 (1990) 1.5 (2001) 2.0 (1990) 1.3 (2001) 2.1 (1990) 2.2 (1999)

Total Fertility Rate (births per woman) 4.3 (1990) 2.9 (2000) 2.5 (1995–2000) 2.6 (2000) 5.1 (1991) 4.8 (1995–2000)

Maternal Mortality Rate (per 100,000 live births) 478 (1990) 440 (1997) 384 (1994) 384 (2000) — 540 (1999)

Infant Mortality Rate (below 1 year per 1,000 live births) 94 (1990) 57 (1999) 61 (1990) 35 (2000) 128 (1990) 75 (1999)

Child Malnutrition (% below age 5) 68 (1990) 56 (1997) 44 (1989) 26 (1995–2000) 70 (1989–1995) 47 (1995–2000)

Life Expectancy at Birth (years) 56.6 (1990) 59.0 (1999) 63.2 (1990) 66.2 (2000) 54.0 (1990) 57.3 (1995–2000)

Adult Literacy (%) 37.0 (1990) 52.6 (1998) 84.0 (1990) 86.9 (2000) 40.0 (1991) 40.4 (1999)

Primary School Enrollment (% of school age population) 77.0 (1990) 96.5 (1998) 105.0 (1993) 108.0 (1999) 103.0 (1990) 114.0 (1995)

Secondary School Enrollment (% of school age population) 19.0 (1990) 33.0 (1997) 60.0 (1993) 76.0 (1999) 31.0 (1990) 48.0 (1995)

Public Education Expenditure (% of GDP) 1.4 (1990) 2.1 (1997) 1.0 (1990) 1.3 (1999) 1.7 (1990) 2.3 (2000)

Population Below National Poverty Line (%) 51.0 (1995) 49.8 (2000) 15.1 (1990) 18.4 (2001) — 42.0 (1999)

Human Development Index 0.400 (1990) 0.478 (2000) 0.515 (1990) 0.684 (2000) 0.170 (1990) 0.490 (2000)

Human Development Ranking 147 (1990) 145 (2000) 108 (1990) 110 (2000) 173 (1990) 142 (2000)

Human Poverty Index 46.5 (1995) 42.4 (2000) — 18.8 (2000) 44.2 (1996) 43.4 (2000)

Human Poverty Ranking 65 (1995) 72 (2000) — 33 (2000) 77 (1996) 76 (2000)
— = no data available, FY = fiscal year, GDP = gross domestic product.
Sources: Asian Development Bank. 2001 and 2002. Country Strategy and Program Update: Bangladesh. Manila; Country Strategy and and Program Update:
Indonesia. Manila; Country Strategy and Program Update: Nepal. Manila; United Nations Development Programme. 2002. Human Development Report 2002.New 
York.

Table A1.4: Socioeconomic Profiles of Project Countries

Bangladesh Indonesia Nepal
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BMEB = Bangladesh Madrasah Education Board, CPEIMU = Compulsory Primary Education Implementation Monitoring Unit, DNFE = Directorate of Nonformal 
Education, DPE = Directorate of Primary Education, DSHE = Division of Secondary and Higher Education, LGED = Local Government Engineering Department, 
MOE = Ministry of Education, MOLG&C = Ministry of Local Government and Cooperation, NAPE = National Academy for Primary Education, NCTB = National 
Curriculum and Textbook Board, PMED = Primary and Mass Education Division. 
Source: DPE.   

LGED Facilities 
Division 

 
DPE Director General 

 
DNFE Director General 

CPEIMU Director General 

MOLG&C MOE 

Minister PMED 
(Prime Minister) 

Adviser to 
Prime Minister 

on PMED 

 
PMED Secretary 

BMEB DSHE NCTB 
(Primary 
Section)  

Adminis-
tration 

Director 

 

Planning and 
Development 

Director 

Monitoring and 
Evaluation 
Director 

Policy 
Operation 
Director 

Training 
Director 

NAPE 
Director 

Primary Training Institute 

Upazila Resource Centers 

Divisional Primary Education Office Deputy Director (6) 

District Primary Education Office (64) 

Subdistrict (Upazila) Primary Education Office (481) 

Primary School 
Head Teacher 

School Management Committee  

CURRENT STATUS OF PRIMARY EDUCATION IN PROJECT COUNTRIES 

Table A2.1: Organizational Chart of Primary Education System in Bangladesh 
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Sources: MONE and MORA.

Table A2.2: Organizational Chart of Primary Education System in Indonesia

DGPCCG DIEBS

DGUSE

DJSS

DVUSE

Ministry of Religious Affairs (MORA)

Inspectorate 
General

ORD

Ministry of National Education (MONE)

DGBHCG DIECME

Secretariat 
General

DIHE

DGII Secretariat of 
DG

Inspectorate 
General

DGOSEY

Secretariat of 
DG

DKPS

DGBSE

DGHE

ORD

DG = Directorate General, DEE = Directorate of
Extraordinary Education, DEF = Directorate of
Educational Force, DGBSE = DG of Basic and
Secondary Education, DGHE = DG of Higher Education,
DGOSEY = DG of Out of School Education and Youth,
DGUSE = Directorate of General Upper Secondary
Education, DJSS = Directorate of Junior Secondary
Schools, DKPS = Directorate of Kindergarten and
Primary Schools, DVUSE = Directorate of Vocational
Upper Secondary Education, ORD = Office of Research
and Development.

DG = Directorate General, DGBHCG = DG of Buddha and
Hindu Community Guidance, DGICGH = DG of Islamic
Community Guidance and Hajj, DGII = DG of Islamic
Institutions, DGPCCG = DG of Protestants and Catholics
Community Guidance, DIEBS = Directorate of Islamic
Education and Boarding Schools, DIECME = Directorate of
Islamic Education on the Community and Mosque
Empowering, DIHE = Directorate of Islamic Higher Education,
DMIEGS = Directorate of Madrasahs and Islamic Education on
the General Schools, ORD = Office of Research and
Development.

M
O

N
E

DGICGH DMIEGS

M
O

R
A

Centers

Secretariat 
General

DEE

DEF



Table A2.3: Organizational Chart of Primary Education System in Nepal 

 
Dev. = development, Ed. = education, UNESCO = United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization. 
Source: Ministry of Education and Sports. 

Ministry of Education 
and Sports: Minister 

State Minister 

Director General 
 

University Grants Commission 
Universities: Tribhuvan, Mahendra 

Sanskrit, Kathmandu, Eastern Region, 
Pokhara 

 

National Teacher Service Commission 

Higher Secondary Education Board 
Council for Technical Education and 

Vocational Training 

Administration Division  
Sections: General and Personnel, 

Financial, Store and Property, Organization 
and Training, Legal Aid and Counseling 

Educational Administration Division 
Sections: School Administration, 

Scholarships, Higher and Technical 
Education 

Planning Division 
Sections: Program and Budget, Donor 

Coordination, Statistics, Monitoring and 
Evaluation, Educational Standards and 

Policy Analysis 

Youth and Sports Dev. Division 
Sections: Youth and Sports Coordination, 

Educational Sports Promotion, Youth 
Program 

Department of Education 

Secretary 

Administration, Planning, and Physical 
Service Division 

Sections: General and Personnel, Financial, 
Ed. Materials Distribution, Planning and 
Monitoring, Statistics, Physical Service, 

Research and Development 

Primary Education Division 
Sections: Early Childhood Development, 
Basic and Primary, Women’s Education, 

Special Education 

Secondary and Higher Secondary 
Division 

Sections: Secondary and Higher 
Secondary, Private and Boarding School,  

Training and Supervision 

Regional Education Directorates (5) 
 

District Education Offices (75) 

Resource Centers (1331)/Secondary 
Education Development Units (27) 

School Management Committees and 
Schools (26,036) 

Nepal National 
Commission for 

UNESCO 

Nonformal Ed. Center 

Office of the Controller of 
Examinations 

Curriculum Dev. Center 

Secondary Ed. Dev. Centers 

National Center for Ed. Dev.  

Distance Ed. Center 

Teacher Record Office 

National Library 

Kaisher Library 

Janak Ed. Materials Center 

Primary Teacher Training 
Centers (9) 
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Government Registered Non-Registered
Sources Primary Nongovernment Nongovernment Community Public Private
of Support Schools (GPS) Schools Schools  Schools Madrasahs Madrasahs
Government 1. Full support for 1. Up to 90% of basic 1. Training facilities for 1. Up to Tk500 for teacher 1. Full support for 1. Up to Tk500 for teacher
     teacher salaries     salaries of GPS teachers     teachers     salaries per teacher     teacher salaries     salaries per teacher per month

2. Free textbooks for 2. Free textbooks for     (short term only)     per month 2. Free textbooks for 2. Training facilities for teachers
    grades I–V     grades I–V 2. Free textbooks for     grades I–V     (short term only)
3. School buildings, 3. Stipends for students     grades I–V 3. School buildings, 
    classrooms, and furniture     (up to 40% of students) 3. Training facilities for     classrooms, and furniture
4. Stipends for students 4. Training facilities for     teachers (short term 4. Training facilities for 
    (up to 40% of students)     teachers (short and     only)     teachers (short term 
5. Training facilities for     long term)     only)
     teachers (short and 5. Miscellaneous 5. Contingencies 
     long term)     (e.g., repairs,     (Tk1,800 per year)
6. Contingencies     extension, etc.)
    (Tk1,800 per year)

Community Insignificant Insignificant Insignificant Insignificant Significant amount is Significant amount is 
(less than Tk1,000 per collected as subscription collected as subscription 

 year during 1994–2001) from members of the from members of the 
community community

Parents Exam Fee Admission fee, registration Admission fee, registration fee, Admission fee and Exam Fee Admission fee, registration fee,
 fee, exam fee, and exam fee, and tuition fee exam fee exam fee, and tuition fee

tuition fee 
Source: Directorate of Primary Education.

Table A2.4: Support to Primary Schools by School Type in Bangladesh
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Table A2.6: Support to Primary Schools by School Type in Nepal 

 
Sources of Support  Public Schools For-Profit Private 

(Corporate) Schools 
Non-Profit Private  

(NGO/Trust) Schools 
Government  1. Full support for teacher salaries 

2. Free textbooks for grades I–V 
3. School buildings, classrooms, and 

furniture 
4. Scholarships for some students 
5. Training facilities for teachers (in-

service and certificate) 
6. Contingencies for operating costs 
 

None None 

Community 
 

1. School buildings, classrooms, and 
furniture 

2. Land and donations 
 

None Land and donations 

Parents Admission fee and exam fee 
 

Admission fee, exam fee, and 
tuition fee 

Admission fee, exam fee, and 
other fees 

NGO = nongovernment organization. 
Source: Ministry of Education and Sports. 
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Type of Primary Schools No. of No. of % of No. of
Students Girls Girls Teachers

A.  Bangladesh

Government Primary Schools (GPS) 37,671 48.2 10,830,742 61.3 5,363,843 49.5 162,090 50.5 4.3 66.8
Specialized Types of Government Schools
    (EXP, SAT, and H/A-PS)a 5,724 7.3 625,404 3.5 269,503 43.1 17,994 5.6 3.1 34.8
Nongovernment and Community Schools 
   (NGO, NRNG, RNG, and COM) 24,837 31.8 4,982,538 28.2 2,451,940 49.2 94,959 29.6 3.8 52.5
Public and Private Madrasahs (EM and  H/A-MAD) 7,417 9.5 b 856,340 4.8 398,715 46.6 30,599 9.5 4.1 28.0
Elite/Exclusive Schools (KG) 2,477 3.2 364,196 2.1 185,424 50.9 15,052 4.7 6.1 24.2

Total 78,126 100.0 17,659,220 100.0 8,669,425 49.1 320,694 100.0 4.1 55.1
B.  Indonesia  
Public Madrasahs 1,482 0.9 290,169 1.0 142,681 49.2 11,478 1.0 7.7 25.3
Private Madrasahs 21,317 12.4 2,785,359 9.7 1,392,167 50.0 99,455 8.6 4.7 28.0
Public General Schools 138,188 80.7 23,842,352 82.9 11,482,477 48.2 1,003,334 86.9 7.3 23.8
Private General Schools 10,276 6.0 1,837,481 6.4 882,358 48.0 39,811 c 3.4 3.9 46.2

Total 171,263 100.0 28,755,361 100.0 13,899,683 48.3 1,154,078 100.0 6.7 24.9
C.  Nepal  

Public (Government and Proposedd) Schools 23,021 88.8 3,385,029 93.4 1,504,812 44.5 83,060 84.9 3.6 40.8
Private (Corporate and NGO/Trust) Schools 2,906 11.2 238,121 6.6 92,678 38.9 14,819 15.1 5.1 16.1

Total 25,927 100.0 3,623,150 100.0 1,597,490 44.1 97,879 100.0 3.8 37.0

a

b

c

d

Sources: Bangladesh: Directorate of Primary Education; Indonesia: Ministry of National Education and Ministry of Religious Affairs; Nepal: Ministry of Education and Sports.

In Bangladesh, out of the total Madrasahs, about 5% are public (which account for about 0.5% of total primary schools).

% of Teacher-% of 

Ratio
Teachers

COM = community, EM = Ebtedayee Madrasah, EXP = experimental school, H/A-MAD = high Madrasahs attached EM, H/A-PS = high school attached primary section,
KG = Kindergarten (which refers to elite/exclusive schools in Bangladesh), NGO = nongovernment organization, No. = number, NRNG = non-registered nongovernment,
RNG = registered nongovernment, SAT = satellite. 

In Bangladesh, EXP are model/demonstration schools attached to Primary Training Institute, while SAT provide only grades I–II for children in underserved areas.

SchoolSchools

In Nepal, proposed schools are primary schools partly funded by the Government, but proposing to be fully funded.

Table A2.7: Basic Information on Primary Education by School Type in Project Countries

Student-
Teacher 

% of
Students

No. of
Schools

In Indonesia, it is a normal practice especially among private general schools to rely heavily on non-permanent teachers, who are usually hired on a full-time basis. If
this group of teachers is taken into account, the number of full-time teachers for these schools will increase from 39,811 to 86,508, while their average teacher-school
ratio will increase to 8.4 and student-teacher ratio decrease to 21.2.

Ratio

A
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ASSESSMENT OF OVERALL PRIMARY EDUCATION IN PROJECT COUNTRIES: 
NATIONWIDE RESULTS (1995–2001) 

 
1. To supplement the analysis in chapter III of the text, this appendix provides detailed 
assessment and comparison of some operations and performance aspects of overall primary 
education in the three developing member countries (DMCs). 
   
A. Quality of Inputs 
 

1. Curriculum, Textbooks, and Instructional Materials 

a. Curriculum 
 
2. All three DMCs have been revising their current curriculum. The emphasis is on getting 
children ready for the next level of education, though there is occasional mention of life skills as 
part of the curriculum to prepare children for productive life after finishing schooling. The 
teaching method is based more on rote memory, rather than a student-centered approach to 
develop higher order skills of students.   
 
3. In Bangladesh, the average number of subjects taught at the primary level is five. A 
qualitative reform of primary education curriculum was initiated in 1986 by the National 
Curriculum and Textbook Board through the curriculum renewal program. This has led to the 
introduction of a competency-based curriculum identified as the essential learning continuum, 
which was fully implemented in an incremental way in grades I–V over 1992–1996. The main 
feature of the curriculum is the detailed exercise of identifying a set of 53 essential terminal 
competencies to be attained by most children through the 5-year primary cycle. These 
competencies are of cognitive, psychomotor, and affective type; and the students acquire them 
in a continuum. Further revision of curriculum was effected for grades III–V in selected subjects. 
However, the curriculum is found to be too ambitious to match the level of competencies of 
primary school students as less than 2% of the students completing the 5-year cycle acquired 
all the competencies tested.1 Although the national curriculum is supposed to be used in all 
types of primary schools, religious schools (Madrasahs) do not really follow it. The Ministry of 
Education is in the process of developing separate curriculum for Madrasahs—both for the 
primary and secondary levels. 

 
4. In Indonesia, the average number of subjects taught at the primary level is six. All types 
of primary schools share a common core curriculum known as “Curriculum 1994” that 
prescribes learning contents based on a universal graded norm of knowledge and skills 
clustered as general education subjects. In addition to general curriculum, Madrasahs add more 
religious courses, which make their curriculum more loaded. Religious courses make up about 
15% of Madrasahs’ curriculum, and 5% of general schools’ curriculum. The curriculum is 
considered rigid despite provision for some local content. However, efforts are underway for 
introducing basic competencies to allow for teachers’ creativity to relate their teaching to the 
local environment. To achieve this goal, further teacher upgrading is needed.   

 

                                                 
1  Education Watch. 1999. Hope not Complacency. Dhaka. 
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5. In Nepal, the current primary education curriculum was approved by the Ministry of 
Education and Sports (MOES) and the National Curriculum Committee in 1992.2 The first cycle 
of the gradual implementation of the curriculum was completed in 1997. The salient features 
include (i) specification of learning outcomes to be attained at the end of primary education; 
(ii) specification of grade-wise terminal objectives for all subjects; (iii) increase in contact hours 
for grades I–III; (iv) inclusion of physical education, and creative and expressive arts; and 
(v) inclusion of optional subjects to allow schools to choose locally relevant subjects. Three 
subjects (Nepali, Math, and Social Science) are taught in grades I–III, and English and Science 
are added in grades IV–V. With the inclusion of optional subjects, the resulting average number 
of subjects is seven. Although all types of primary schools use the national curriculum, for-profit 
private schools generally begin teaching English earlier than public schools (at grade I as an 
optional subject). The Basic and Primary Education Program Master Plan (1997–2002) raised 
some concerns about the current ambitious curriculum: (i) many of the learning outcomes 
specified in the curriculum cannot be attained at completion, (ii) more practical and immediately 
needed learning outcomes are not included in the specification list, and (iii) the curriculum does 
not mention any integration among relevant subjects.      

 
b. Textbooks and Instructional Materials 

 
6. In Bangladesh, the National Curriculum and Textbook Board is in charge of textbook 
production, with the help of private printing presses. Free textbooks are distributed to students 
(one set each) in government-supported schools. About half of the textbooks are replaced each 
year, while the other half are old textbooks distributed by the schools. Madrasahs get the lowest 
priority in the distribution of textbooks. In Indonesia, there is a policy of distributing one set of 
free textbooks per student in all types of primary schools, including private schools. The Ministry 
of National Education (MONE) is responsible for producing textbooks on general subjects, while 
the Ministry of Religious Affairs (MORA) is responsible for religious subjects. About 20% of 
textbooks are replaced each year, with the usage rate of 5 years. Private Madrasahs receive the 
lowest priority. Nepal has a policy of distributing one set of free textbooks per student in public 
schools only. Textbooks are produced and distributed by government-owned printer and 
distributor. There are problems of long delays in textbooks printing and distribution, and 
inadequate instructional materials (student workbooks, teacher guides, charts, maps, etc.) in all 
three DMCs. Although government-designed textbooks are used by all school types, for-profit 
private schools generally introduce additional textbooks to their students. Private Madrasahs in 
Bangladesh and Indonesia generally do not have adequate access to textbooks, so students 
have to share them. 
 

2. Teachers 

a. Teacher Availability    

7. Inadequate numbers of teachers, teacher qualifications, teaching sessions, classrooms, 
and teacher time on tasks are all serious problems, especially in Bangladesh and Nepal. In 
Bangladesh, with the average annual growth rate of primary school teachers of 0.1% lagging 

                                                 
2 There is an issue on the medium of instruction in Indonesia and Nepal—should the early grades be taught in the 

children’s mother tongue or in the national language with some study about the mother tongue? The Constitution of 
Nepal (1990) states that communities can offer primary education in their mother tongue, but the issue is whether 
teaching in the early grades should be in the mother tongue. The Curriculum Development Center in Nepal is trying 
to develop curriculum and textbooks for teaching about the mother tongue. But there seems to be no demand by 
the community for teaching in the mother tongue unless the government absorbs additional expenses that would 
be incurred. Bangladesh is a relatively homogenous society with no major multiple language problem.    
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behind that of students’ enrollment of 0.5% during 1995–2001, the teaching environment 
deteriorated as indicated by the low teacher-school ratio of 4, the high student-teacher ratio 
(STR) of 55, and the large average class size of 45 students. In Indonesia, the teaching 
environment is much better as both STR (25 students) and average class size (25 students) are 
only half of those of Bangladesh, while the teacher-school ratio of 7 is much higher.3 In Nepal, 
although the teaching environment is not as good as that in Indonesia, it has improved 
substantially and is better than that in Bangladesh. This is indicated by the significantly higher 
average annual growth rate of teachers (3.4%) compared to that of students’ enrollment (2.1%), 
and the resulting decreases in the STR to 37 students and average class size to 31 students 
during 1995–2000. At 4, the teacher-school ratio in Nepal is the same as in Bangladesh. In all 
three DMCs, there are problems of teacher allocation within districts and regions, and teacher 
mismatch especially in remote areas.  
 

b. Contact Hours, Teaching Sessions, and Teacher Absenteeism   

8. An inadequate number of teachers is a major factor contributing to insufficient contact 
hours and teaching sessions, especially in Bangladesh and Nepal. In Bangladesh, the required 
contact hours in government and nongovernment primary schools are 18 and 26 hours per 
week for grades I–II and grades III–V, respectively, for 6 days a week. This is equivalent to an 
average of 4.8 teaching sessions (30–90 minutes per sessions) required per day for all grades 
combined—about 3 sessions for grades I–II and 6–7 sessions for grades III–V. These 
requirements are based on the assumption of one-shift operation. However, more than 95% of 
primary schools run on a staggered two-shift basis, with grades I–II running for 2.5 hours in the 
morning and grades III–V for 4 hours in the afternoon due to inadequate number of teachers 
and classrooms. Thus, the actual contact hours and teaching sessions in two-shift schools are 
much less than required. The government plans to eliminate multiple shifts in phases, and about 
2,000 public primary schools already provide single-shift education.  
 
9. Although Indonesia has an adequate number of teachers, primary schools still have to 
operate on a two-shift basis due to shortages of classrooms, many of which are dilapidated. As 
in Bangladesh, the required number of teaching sessions (30 minutes each for grades I–II and 
40 minutes each for grades III–VI) is low. It translates into 4.9 sessions per day in general 
schools and 4.5 sessions per day in Madrasahs, for 6 days a week, averaging 4.7 sessions per 
day. In Nepal, both public and private primary schools are running only one shift. The required 
number of teaching sessions for grades I–III is 6 (40 minutes each) per day for 5 days a week 
(Sunday to Thursday) plus 4 on Friday, and for grades IV–V is 7 per day for 5 days a week plus 
4 on Friday, averaging 6 sessions per day. Nepal also faces the problem of inadequate teaching 
sessions mostly in public rural schools, with much less teaching days than required per year 
(90–100 days out of 220 days per year). 
 
10. Another related problem in all three DMCs is teacher absenteeism, resulting in lower 
actual time taught by teachers (teacher time on tasks) than required. This problem is mainly 
caused by generally low teacher salaries, and lack of incentives and motivation. Many teachers 

                                                 
3 For comparison with Bangladesh and Nepal, the calculations of STR and teacher-school ratio for Indonesia are 

based on full-time teachers only (although it is a common practice for primary schools in Indonesia to rely heavily 
on part-time teachers). There are four types of primary teachers in Indonesia: civil servants, foundation permanent 
teachers, teachers paid by parents’ contributions, and non-permanent foundation teachers. The first two are 
usually on full-time teaching (with 30 or more teaching sessions), while the last two normally on part-time. The 
proportion of teachers having civil servants status is 97% in public general schools, 65% in public Madrasahs, and 
15% in private Madrasahs (seconded civil servants). The status of the remaining teachers is non-permanent; and 
they normally work part-time with second-rate recruitment procedures and lower hiring rates.  
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are found to be engaged in other businesses, such as farming, shop-keeping, and private 
coaching/tutoring especially in Bangladesh. The problem is more acute among part-time 
teachers in Indonesia, and in remote rural areas of Nepal.  

 
c. Teacher Quality 

 
11. While teacher training is required, though not strictly imposed in practice, prior to 
recruitment of primary school teachers in Indonesia and Nepal, it is not a requirement in 
Bangladesh. In Bangladesh, the government has recently revised the minimum requirement, 
which is bachelor’s degree for males and secondary school certificate (10 years of schooling) 
for females. After recruitment, all teachers are required to take a 1-year teaching certificate at a 
primary training institute. Almost all female teachers have both the requisite academic 
qualification (99.7%) and the certification to teach (99.9%). The corresponding proportions for 
male teachers are much lower (53.0% and 56.0%, respectively).4 The average proportion of 
primary school teachers who meet the minimum requirement is about 70%. Teachers are also 
required to attend various in-service training programs of shorter durations. The government 
has recently introduced one such program to be provided by assistant thana (subdistrict) 
education officers and primary training institute instructors in school clusters. All teachers of a 
subcluster are required to attend a daylong training session once every 2 months. Most 
neglected are Madrasah teachers, who virtually have no training, except at a recently 
established institute with limited capacity.  
 
12. In Indonesia, only 52% of primary school teachers in general schools and 49% in 
Madrasahs meet the minimum qualification of 12 years of schooling plus 2-year teacher training. 
But since this requirement is higher than that in Bangladesh, the lower proportion of teachers 
who meet it does not imply that Indonesia has lower quality teachers than Bangladesh.  

 
13. In Nepal, the minimum requirement is secondary school certificate (10 years of 
schooling) plus 10-month teacher training, which is also lower than that in Indonesia. However, 
since Nepal requires 10-month training prior to recruitment while Bangladesh does not, the 
proportion of qualified teachers in Nepal (15%) is lower than that in Bangladesh. Under a new 
rule in Nepal, all public and private primary teachers are required to have a license to teach in 
primary schools. Currently employed teachers will receive a temporary certificate valid for 
5 years. Within such period, they must have a permanent teaching license, which needs 
10 months of in-service training. Nepal also has a policy requiring each public primary school to 
hire at least one female teacher and fill 50% of vacant seats with female candidates. 
 
B. Financial Capacity   
 
14. Tables A3.1–A3.3 show financial capacity and sustainability prospects of primary 
education in the three DMCs in terms of recurrent primary education expenditure in relation to 
total recurrent education expenditure, overall recurrent expenditure, and gross domestic product 
(GDP). In Bangladesh, while the share of the government’s total recurrent education 
expenditure in GDP increased slightly from 1.2% to 1.4% between FY1992 and FY2002, its 
share in overall recurrent expenditure decreased from 15.7% to 10.5%. This reflects the 
government’s budget constraints for the education sector. Within the education sector, as the 
government has been focusing on basic education since the Fourth Five-Year Plan (1990–
1995), primary education and secondary education (part of which is junior secondary education) 

                                                 
4 Primary and Mass Education Division. 1999. Education for All: The Year 2000 Assessment, Bangladesh Country 

Report. Dhaka. 
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have received relatively high proportions of the total recurrent education expenditure—with the 
primary education share decreasing from 48.2% to 38.2%, and the secondary education share 
increasing from 36.8% to 50.3% over the past decade (see also Figure A3.1). Given the 
recurrent budget constraints, Bangladesh has difficulties financing education and sustaining the 
completed primary education project funded by the Asian Development Bank (ADB). It has to 
rely heavily on external aid in the development budget. It currently has 26 externally-funded 
education projects within the Primary and Mass Education Division, 18 of which are related to 
primary education,5 which will further increase recurrent budget requirements. 
  
15. In Indonesia, the financial crisis brought down the shares of the government’s total 
recurrent education expenditure in GDP from 1.4% to 1.0% and in overall recurrent expenditure 
from 14.6% to 9.3% between FY1996 and FY2002. Within the education sector, primary 
education continues to receive the highest share in total recurrent education expenditure, 
increasing from 54.7% to 57.1% during this period followed by junior secondary education, with 
19.0% in FY2002 (see also Figure A3.2). Given the recurrent budget constraints, Indonesia also 
has difficulties financing education and sustaining the completed ADB-financed primary 
education project, and depends largely on external aid in the development budget. 
 
16. In Nepal, both the shares of the government’s total recurrent education expenditure in 
GDP and in overall recurrent expenditure increased substantially, from 0.3% to 2.5% and from 
4.8% to 21.9%, respectively, between FY1992 and FY2002. This reflects the focus of the Eighth 
Plan (1992–1997) on the social sectors and poverty reduction. Within the education sector, as 
the government’s priority has shifted to basic education since the Eighth Plan, primary 
education has been receiving more than 50%, followed by secondary education receiving about 
half that much (see also Figure A3.3). However, like the other two DMCs, Nepal also faces 
difficulties financing education and sustaining the completed ADB-financed primary education 
project. It has to depend largely on external aid for the development budget. The share of 
external aid in the total education budget increased from 10% in FY1991 to 25% in FY2000. 
 
C. Decentralization, and Local Institutional and Financial Capacity 
  
 1. Decentralization 
 
17. There is a clear trend in the three DMCs to decentralize education in general, and 
primary education in particular. They are in different stages of decentralization. Indonesia has 
already moved toward decentralizing general primary education to the elected bodies at the 
district and municipality levels. The decentralization of general schools under MONE has been 
effective since January 2001, while that of Madrasahs under MORA is being considered on a 
selective basis, depending upon the capability and willingness of the districts to provide financial 
support to the Madrasahs. According to the new legal arrangements, the central government 
responsibilities will be limited to setting national policies, the curriculum, examination system, 
standards for learning materials, academic achievement, and certification. School-based 
management (SBM) will be enhanced, and parent-teacher associations (PTAs) will be 
transformed into school management committees (SMCs) with more authority.   
 
18. Nepal has started decentralization on a pilot basis. The Local Self Governance Act 
(1999) and the Education Act (1971)-Seventh Amendment (2002) (EASA) have made legal 

                                                 
5 Under the Second Primary Education Development Program (PEDP II) currently being planned under a 

cooperative government and donor efforts, it is likely that the participation by external funding agencies will 
increase further.   
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provision for decentralization of educational activities. However, there is an inconsistency 
between the two legislations. EASA intends to enhance SBM by empowering SMCs and 
envisages locally elected bodies—district development committees (DDCs) and village 
development committees (VDCs)—as facilitators to monitor through the District Education 
Committees and Village Education Committees, whereas the Local Self Governance Act aims to 
make DDCs and VDCs fully responsible for primary education. This inconsistency has created 
confusion about the modalities of decentralization in Nepal. However, MOES is committed to 
follow the EASA provision and has moved toward the piloting of decentralized planning and 
implementation in five districts.  
 
19. Under MOES’ pilot decentralization plan, 100 primary schools in the five districts will be 
handed over to communities, with a block grant system based on a school funding formula 
introduced. MOES will not reduce the level of financial support to the schools. It will continue to 
shoulder such payments as pensions and gratuities of the present teachers who were recruited 
by the government. In addition to MOES’ decentralization initiative, there is another initiative 
under the assistance of the United Nations Development Programme started 2 years ago to 
evolve a local-based schooling system, in which local governing institutions, communities, and 
parents take ownership and responsibility in managing the schools. About 120 community-
owned schools (grades I–III, with more than 6,000 students) in underserved areas of six districts 
that do not receive direct support from MOES have been implementing this program. The 
Ministry of Local Development is the Executing Agency. 
 
20. In Bangladesh, decentralization is still under experimentation. Educational management 
in Bangladesh is considered extremely centralized, non-participatory, and bureaucratic.6 The 
government designs the curriculum, publishes the textbooks, distributes them to the students 
free of cost, recruits teachers directly, finances teacher salaries, and constructs and repairs 
physical facilities, while local school stakeholders have minimal involvement. The Directorate of 
Primary Education and its subordinate offices in the districts and subdistricts are entirely 
responsible for management and supervision of public primary schools, with little authority 
passing on to lower levels despite the existence of SMCs. SMCs do not have the administrative 
and financial resources to operate effectively. To encourage more community involvement in 
running primary schools, the government has recently authorized a new structure of SMCs (with 
12 members), with their role, purpose, duties, and responsibilities changed from those of the 
past. Moreover, PTAs are also being formed with 27 members, representing a cross-section of 
the village population to enlist the support of the local communities for improvement in the 
education environment. 

 
2. Local Institutional Management Capacity 

 
21. Decentralization implies delegation of education management and financing to the local 
government, communities, schools, and parents in order to improve management efficiency and 
financial capacity of the education system. This will increase the role and responsibilities of 
SMCs and PTAs through SBM. In Indonesia and Nepal, new laws and regulations provide for 
substantial decentralization to local communities, public primary schools, and SMCs. In 
Indonesia, SBM is ineffective because school principals and SMCs have little autonomy in 
running the schools or allocating resources and, hence, little incentive to use resources 
effectively. In Nepal, EASA mandates that each school has an elected SMC. Like in Indonesia, 

                                                 
6 Hossain, M.H. 1997. Decentralization of Educational Management and Planning of Primary Education in 

Bangladesh. Dhaka; and In Jalaluddin, A.K. and Chowdhury, AMR (editors). 1997. Getting Started: Universalizing 
Quality Primary Education in Bangladesh. 1997. 
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school principals and SMCs in Nepal still have limited management capacity, power, and 
resources to undertake the responsibilities.

7 In Bangladesh, in spite of the positive impacts of 
the new structure and responsibilities of SMCs and PTAs, these still do not have sufficient 
administrative capacity and financial resources to operate effectively. 
 

3. Local Financial Capacity   
 
22. A major challenge to implementing decentralization in Indonesia is that the poorer 
districts may not have adequate counterpart budget, as required in the decentralization 
procedure, to develop quality education given the pressing demand from other sectors 
competing for limited local funds. Prior to decentralization, regional revenues heavily depended 
on central transfers. For example, more than 80% of the budget of the districts was provided by 
the central government during 1995–2000. The regional governments generally have limited 
access to tax instruments because tax rates are still determined by the central government. At 
the district level, there are only minor local excise taxes. The district governments can set their 
tax rates within the ceiling rates set by the central government. Recently, the central 
government has revised Regional Tax Law (Law 34/2000), in which a new sharing scheme was 
introduced. Under the new scheme, there are three sources of local government budget: (i) the 
general fund allocation, based on a formula that incorporates financial needs and capacity of all 
regions, with a minimum of 25% of the central government’s domestic revenues to be 
distributed to the regions; (ii) the special fund allocation, which can be provided on a matching 
grant basis (with a minimum of 10% from the regional government) for specific sectors of 
national priority; and (iii) the regional revenue sharing, which is a portion of the regional revenue 
earned by the central government from the provincial natural resources that is to be returned to 
the host region. However, with the current assessment of tax instruments, it appears difficult for 
the regional governments to improve their revenue position and significantly reduce 
dependence on the central transfers, or to enhance the quality of basic education in schools 
serving the poorest and remote communities.  
 
23. In Nepal, district education offices under the Department of Education receive money 
from the central government and disburse to schools as directed. DDCs are also involved in the 
management of the funds. The government is planning to channel funds through DDCs at the 
district level and VDCs at the village level. Until now DDCs and VDCs have provided financial 
support to schools on an ad hoc basis through the funds they receive from the Ministry of Local 
Development, which requires DDCs and VDCs to spend at least 25% on human resource 
development. In Bangladesh, district education offices under the Directorate of Primary 
Education manage primary education. No financial resources are generated at the district level. 
Public schools are financed from the central government fund and some types of 
nongovernment schools are supported under the subventions program.  

                                                 
7 MOES. 2001. Report of the High Level Working Committee on Education, Concept Paper of the Working Policy. 

Kathmandu. 



 

Item FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998 FY2000 FY2001
GDP (at current price, Tk billion) 1,195 1,254 1,354 1,525 1,663 1,807 2,002 2,197 2,371 2,533 2,711 8.5
Overall Recurrent Exp. (Tk billion) 88 95 102 115 130 140 240 290 302 346 355 15.0
Total Recurrent Education Exp. (Tk billion) 14 17 18 20 21 23 27 30 33 36 37 10.5
Overall Recurrent Exp./GDP (%) 7.3 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.8 7.7 11.9 13.2 12.7 13.6 13.1 6.0
Total Recurrent Education Exp./GDP (%) 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.8

Overall Recurrent Exp. (Tk million) 87,906 94,504 101,873 114,971 130,225 139,627 239,941 289,498 302,187 345,969 354,792 15.0
Total Recurrent Education Exp. (Tk million)a 13,816 16,744 17,558 20,077 21,494 22,955 26,957 29,757 32,568 35,875 37,390 10.5
     PMED-Primary

b 6,654 7,472 7,979 8,560 9,404 9,990 11,475 12,020 13,121 13,783 14,284 7.9
     MOE 7,162 9,272 9,579 11,517 12,089 12,966 15,482 17,737 19,447 22,092 23,105 12.4
          Secondary 5,089 6,803 7,423 8,675 9,147 9,855 12,398 14,349 15,593 17,871 18,823 14.0
          TEVT 334 377 400 446 449 476 398 436 449 465 437 2.7
          Tertiary 1,171 1,330 1,434 1,647 1,714 1,817 1,962 2,178 2,560 2,919 2,936 9.6
          Others 568 762 322 750 780 818 725 775 845 838 909 4.8

Total Rec. Ed. Exp./Overall Rec. Exp. (%) 15.7 17.7 17.2 17.5 16.5 16.4 11.2 10.3 10.8 10.4 10.5 (3.9)
     Primary Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 48.2 44.6 45.4 42.6 43.8 43.5 42.6 40.4 40.3 38.4 38.2 (2.3)
     MOE's Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 51.8 55.4 54.6 57.4 56.2 56.5 57.4 59.6 59.7 61.6 61.8 1.8
          Secondary Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 36.8 40.6 42.3 43.2 42.5 42.9 45.9 48.2 47.9 49.8 50.3 3.2
          TEVT Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.1 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.3 (5.9)
          Tertiary Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 8.5 7.9 8.2 8.2 7.9 7.9 7.3 7.3 7.9 8.1 7.8 (0.9)
          Others' Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 4.1 4.6 1.8 3.7 3.6 3.6 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.3 2.4 (5.2)

a  In this case, "budget" and "expenditure" are used interchangeably because budget allocated from one source to a recipient will finally become its expenditure.
b  Primary education was in the Ministry of Education until FY1992, after which a separate ministry (PMED) was formed.

Sources:  Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, staff estimates.  

Table A3.1: Financial Capacity and Sustainability Prospects of Primary Education in Bangladesh

FY1993 FY1994

Ed. = education, Exp. = Expenditure, FY = fiscal year, GDP = gross domestic product, MOE = Ministryof Education, PMED = Primary and Mass Education Division (ministry level), Rec. = recurrent, TEVT = technical
education and vocational training.

FY2002FY1999

Annual
Growth  
Rate (%)FY1992
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Item FY1996 FY1997 FY1998 FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002

GDP (at current prices Rp billion)a 470,500 552,986 699,072 1,053,439 1,251,485 1,521,945 1,850,854 25.6
Overall Recurrent Exp. (Rp billion) 44,813 45,995 66,637 97,952 125,328 153,949 189,105 27.1
Total Recurrent Education Exp. (Rp billion)b 6,543 6,899 8,196 8,032 13,285 15,311 17,649 18.0
Overall Recurrent Exp./GDP (%) 9.5 8.3 9.5 9.3 10.0 10.1 10.2 1.2
Total Recurrent Education Exp./GDP (%) 1.4 1.2 1.2 0.8 1.1 1.0 1.0 (6.1)

Total Recurrent Education Exp. (Rp billion)b 6,543 6,899 8,196 8,032 13,285 15,311 17,649 18.0
Primaryc 3,577 3,912 4,408 4,518 7,493 8,687 10,071 18.8
Junior Secondary 1,192 1,304 1,469 1,506 2,498 2,896 3,357 18.8
Others 1,773 1,683 2,320 2,008 3,295 3,729 4,221 15.6

Total Recurrent Education Exp./Overall Recurrent Exp. (%) 14.6 15.0 12.3 8.2 10.6 9.9 9.3 (7.2)
Primary Recurrent Exp./Total Recurrent Education Exp. (%) 54.7 56.7 53.8 56.3 56.4 56.7 57.1 0.7
Junior Secondary Recurrent Exp./Total Recurrent Education Exp. (%) 18.2 18.9 17.9 18.8 18.8 18.9 19.0 0.7
Others' Recurrent Exp./Total Recurrent Education Exp. (%) 27.1 24.4 28.3 25.0 24.8 24.4 23.9 (2.1)

Exp. = expenditure, FY = fiscal year, GDP = gross domestic product, MONE = Ministry of National Education, MORA = Ministry of Religious Affairs.
a GDP for FY2002 was estimated based on its average annual growth rates of the past 5 years.
b In this case, "budget" and "expenditure" are used interchangeably because budget allocated from one source to a recipient will finally become its expenditure.
c This includes total recurrent primary education budget of MONE and MORA combined, of which the proportion of MORA's budget is only 2%. 
Sources: Ministry of Finance, MONE, MORA, staff estimates. 

Rate (%)

Table A3.2: Financial Capacity and Sustainability Prospects of Primary Education in Indonesia
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Item FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998 FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002
GDP (at current price, NRs billion)a 149 171 199 219 249 281 301 342 380 410 428 11.1
Overall Recurrent Exp. (NRs billion)b 10 11 12 19 22 24 27 31 35 43 49 17.4
Total Recurrent Education Exp. (NRs billion) 0.5 0.7 0.7 3.6 4.4 4.8 5.7 6.0 6.8 8.3 10.8 0.0
Overall Recurrent Exp./GDP (%) 6.6 6.7 6.2 8.8 8.7 8.6 9.0 9.1 9.1 10.4 11.5 5.7
Total Recurrent Education Exp./GDP (%) 0.3 0.4 0.4 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.5 23.1

Overall Recurrent Exp. (NRs million) 9,905 11,484 12,409 19,265 21,562 24,181 27,174 31,048 34,523 42,769 49,150 17.4
Total Recurrent Education Exp. (NRs million)c 473 685 742 3,612 4,359 4,822 5,742 6,040 6,774 8,285 10,776 36.7
     Primary 265 358 416 1,950 2,445 2,542 3,007 3,167 3,656 4,504 5,620 35.7
     Secondary 114 192 179 775 1,050 1,299 1,573 1,668 1,758 2,248 2,910 38.3
     Tertiary 74 106 116 644 679 775 937 936 946 1,000 1,390 34.2
     Others 20 29 32 243 186 206 224 270 414 534 856 45.5

Total Rec. Ed. Exp./Overall Rec. Exp. (%) 4.8 6.0 6.0 18.7 20.2 19.9 21.1 19.5 19.6 19.4 21.9 16.5
     Primary Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 56.1 52.3 56.1 54.0 56.1 52.7 52.4 52.4 54.0 54.4 52.2 (0.7)
     Secondary Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 24.1 28.1 24.1 21.4 24.1 26.9 27.4 27.6 25.9 27.1 27.0 1.2
     Tertiary Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 15.6 15.4 15.6 17.8 15.6 16.1 16.3 15.5 14.0 12.1 12.9 (1.9)
     Others' Rec. Exp./Total Rec. Ed. Exp. (%) 4.3 4.2 4.3 6.7 4.3 4.3 3.9 4.5 6.1 6.5 7.9 6.4
Ed. = education, Exp. = expenditure, FY = fiscal year, GDP = gross domestic product, Rec. = recurrent.
a
 GDP figures for FY2001–2002 are revised estimate and preliminary estimate, respectively. 

b
  Expenditure figures for FY2001–2002 are revised estimates.

c  
In this case, "budget" and "expenditure" are used interchangeably because budget allocated from one source to a recipient will finally become its expenditure.

Sources: Ministry of Education and Sports; Ministry of Finance; Economic Survey,  2001–2002; staff estimates.

Table A3.3: Financial Capacity and Sustainability Prospects of Primary Education in Nepal
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Figure A3.1: Trend of Government's Allocation of Recurrent Expenditure 
Across Education Subsectors in Bangladesh (FY1992–2002) 

 
 

Figure A3.2: Trend of Government's Allocation of Recurrent Expenditure Across 
Education Subsectors in Indonesia (FY1996–2002) 

 
Figure A3.3: Trend of Government's Allocation of Recurrent Expenditure Across 

Education Subsectors in Nepal (FY1992–2002) 
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TEVT = technical education and vocational training. 
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Public Private Public Private Public Private

20        10       10           4                       8                  8              4                4            8            8          20            10           10 
A. Number of Students Enrolled

1997 7,073   4,077  2,545      599         1,341   2,915         1,117      2,117        2,647    1,571    4,448   2,226     977        
1998 8,379   3,964  2,651      588         1,288   2,484         1,147      2,290        2,303    1,607    4,311   2,276     997        
1999 8,451   3,978  2,718      615         1,469   2,573         1,137      2,301        2,177    1,631    4,719   2,303     1,093     
2000 8,513   3,717  2,715      647         1,665   2,937         1,135      2,129        2,102    1,715    5,037   2,277     1,109     
2001 8,275   3,885  2,730      675         1,701   2,874         1,154      1,917        2,345    2,025    5,445   2,476     1,001     
2002 8,088   3,886  2,901      671         1,747   2,986         1,195      1,768        2,352    2,176    5,561   2,273     985        

Average Annual Growth Rate (%) 2.7 (1.0) 2.7 2.3 5.4 0.5 1.4 (3.5) (2.3) 6.7 4.6 0.4 0.2
B. Number of Female Enrollment

1997 3,296   2,084  1,271      276         665      1,379         538         972           1,270    735       2,206   1,093     317        
1998 4,046   2,041  1,311      247         654      1,192         565         1,058        1,125    748       2,186   1,114     308        
1999 4,144   2,047  1,308      243         729      1,230         561         1,116        1,036    756       2,402   1,135     373        
2000 4,194   1,869  1,315      251         829      1,424         560         990           1,005    807       2,601   1,219     366        
2001 4,135   1,939  1,354      247         845      1,403         586         865           1,120    950       2,773   1,243     337        
2002 4,065   1,989  1,515      270         870      1,466         613         812           1,125    1,027    2,876   1,249     391        

Average Annual Growth Rate (%) 4.3 (0.9) 3.6 (0.4) 5.5 1.2 2.6 (3.5) (2.4) 6.9 5.4 2.7 4.3
C. Physical Enrollment Capacity

1997 4,338   2,337  1,803      553         1,260   1,200         510         1,110        1,560    1,680    5,225   2,585     1,665     
1998 5,651   2,340  1,818      567         1,260   1,200         540         1,110        1,560    1,710    5,270   2,645     1,725     
1999 6,071   2,413  1,941      615         1,320   1,230         540         1,140        1,620    1,770    5,320   2,790     1,725     
2000 6,415   2,472  1,946      627         1,350   1,260         570         1,170        1,650    1,800    5,555   2,690     1,725     
2001 6,102   2,497  1,960      627         1,410   1,260         600         1,170        1,650    1,830    5,505   2,680     1,725     
2002 6,125   2,537  1,960      627         1,470   1,290         630         1,200        1,680    1,890    5,505   2,635     1,725     

Average Annual Growth Rate (%) 7.1 1.7 1.7 2.5 3.1 1.5 4.3 1.6 1.5 2.4 1.0 0.4 0.7
D. Capacity Utilization Rate (%)

1997 163.0   174.5 141.2 108.3 106.4 242.9 219.0 190.7 169.7 93.5 85.1 86.1 58.7
1998 148.3   169.4 145.8 103.7 102.2 207.0 212.4 206.3 147.6 94.0 81.8 86.0 57.8
1999 139.2   164.9 140.0 100.0 111.3 209.2 210.6 201.8 134.4 92.1 88.7 82.5 63.4
2000 132.7   150.4 139.5 103.2 123.3 233.1 199.1 182.0 127.4 95.3 90.7 84.6 64.3
2001 135.6   155.6 139.3 107.7 120.6 228.1 192.3 163.8 142.1 110.7 98.9 92.4 58.0
2002 132.0   153.2 148.0 107.0 118.8 231.5 189.7 147.3 140.0 115.1 101.0 86.3 57.1

Average Annual Growth Rate (%) (4.1) (2.6) 0.9 (0.2) 2.2 (1.0) (2.8) (5.0) (3.8) 4.2 3.5 0.0 (0.5)
Proj. = project, RNG = registered nongovernment.
Source: Sample surveys conducted in September 2002.

Table A4.1: Enrollment Trends by School Type in Project Countries: Sample Survey Results (1997–2002)
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Figure A4.1: Total Unit Cost Sharing (per Student) by School Type in Bangladesh: 
Sample Survey Results (2002) 

 
Figure A4.2: Composition of Parents' Annual Direct Costs (per Student) by School Type 

in Bangladesh: Sample Survey Results (2002) 

 
Figure A4.3: Total Unit Cost Sharing (per Student) by School Type in Indonesia: 

Sample Survey Results (2002) 
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Figure A4.4: Composition of Parents' Annual Direct Costs (per Student) by School Type 

in Indonesia: Sample Survey Results (2002) 

 
Figure A4.5: Total Unit Cost Sharing (per Student) by School Type in Nepal: 

Sample Survey Results (2002) 

 
Figure A4.6: Composition of Parents' Annual Direct Costs (per Student) by School Type 

in Nepal: Sample Survey Results (2002) 
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MATRIXES OF SUMMARY FINDINGS, KEY ISSUES, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Table A5.1: Bangladesh 
 

Summary Findings 
Government and Nongovernment 

Schools 
Project and Non-Project Schools 

Key Issues Recommendations for Government 
and Future ADB Operations 

Access    
• Public schools have higher 

enrollment than RNG schools and 
private Madrasahs 

 
• Public and RNG schools have 

about the same enrollment 
demand 

 

• Project public schools have higher 
enrollment and enrollment 
demand than non-project public 
counterparts  

  

Equity    
• RNG schools provide better 

access to disadvantaged groups 
than other school types 

 
• Parents of RNG schools pay more 

than public schools 
 

• Non-project public schools 
provide slightly better access to 
disadvantaged groups (but project 
schools provide more 
scholarships to poor students) 

• Need for better targeting in 
support to primary schools  

• Target the hard-core groups in 
poverty-stricken areas, regardless 
of the school types, so that RNG 
schools can be included (not just 
public and community schools) 
with equal support 

Quality    
• Public schools have much higher 

percentage of teachers with 
teaching certificates than RNG 
schools and private Madrasahs 

 
• RNG schools have smaller class 

size and more daily teaching 
sessions than public schools  

• Generally low quality indicators 
are found in all school types 

 

• Non-project public schools have 
slightly higher % of teachers with 
teaching certificates than project 
schools  

 
• Generally low quality indicators 

are found in both school types 

• Generally low quality indicators in 
all school types 

 
 

• Focus on improving quality, 
especially in teacher training (and 
try to increase the number of daily 
teaching sessions on a pilot basis) 

Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness    
• Public and RNG schools have 

about the same CEI (which are 
much higher than private 
Madrasahs) 

 
• Key problems of all school types 

are high dropout rates and low 
average scores (which are better 

• Non-project public schools have 
slightly higher CEI and slightly 
lower total unit cost than project 
schools  

• Generally low internal efficiency in 
all school types 

• Focus on reducing dropout rates 
and increasing students’ learning 
achievement by improving 
curriculum and teaching method 
to be student-centered 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CEI = composite efficiency index, RNG = registered nongovernment. 
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Summary Findings 
Government and Nongovernment 

Schools 
Project and Non-Project Schools 

Key Issues Recommendations for Government 
and Future ADB Operations 

average scores (which are better 
in public schools) 

 
• RNG schools are the most cost-

effective, followed by public 
schools  

 
Decentralization, and Institutional 
and Financial Capacity 

   

• Inadequate monitoring and 
supervision of nongovernment 
(non-profit and for-profit private) 
schools  

 
• Public schools still depend largely 

on central government budget 
 
• RNG schools depend less on 

central government budget and 
more on parents’ contributions 
compared to public schools 
(indicating that RNG schools are 
less of a financial burden to the 
government than public schools) 

 

 • Lack of effective regulatory 
frameworks to monitor and 
enhance nongovernment 
provision role 

 
• Weak SBM, especially in public 

schools  
 

• Facilitate establishment of 
effective regulatory frameworks 
through a policy covenant 

 
• Strengthen SBM by providing 

institutional capacity training to 
concerned local bodies 

 

SBM = school-based management. 
 

Table A5.1—Continued 
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Table A5.2: Indonesia 
 

Summary Findings 
Government and Nongovernment 

Schools 
Project and Non-Project Schools 

Key Issues Recommendations for Government 
and Future ADB Operations 

Access    
• Private Madrasahs have higher 

enrollment, but public Madrasahs 
have higher enrollment demand 

 
• Public Madrasahs have about the 

same enrollment as public general 
schools, but higher enrollment 
demand 

 
• Private Madrasahs have higher 

enrollment than private general 
schools, but much lower 
enrollment demand 

 
• Private general schools have 

lower enrollment than public 
counterparts, but have the highest 
enrollment demand of all school 
types 

 

• Non-project (public and private) 
Madrasahs have higher 
enrollment, but much lower 
enrollment demand than project 
counterparts 

  

Equity    
• Private Madrasahs provide better 

access to disadvantaged groups 
than other school types 

 
• Parents of private Madrasahs pay 

more than public Madrasahs and 
public general schools  

 
• Madrasahs (public and private) 

provide better access to 
disadvantaged groups than 
general schools (public and 
private) 

 
 
 
 
 

• Project public Madrasahs provide 
better access to disadvantaged 
groups than non-project 
counterparts 

 
• Project private Madrasahs provide 

less access to disadvantaged 
groups than non-project 
counterparts 

• Need for better targeting in 
support to primary schools 

• Target the hard-core groups in 
poverty-stricken areas and 
provinces, regardless of the 
school types, so that more private 
Madrasahs can be included with 
equal support 

ADB = Asian Development Bank. 
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Summary Findings 
Government and Nongovernment 

Schools 
Project and Non-Project Schools 

Key Issues Recommendations for Government 
and Future ADB Operations 

Quality    
• Public Madrasahs have the 

highest percentage of teachers 
with teaching certificates of all 
school types 

 
• Private Madrasahs have the 

lowest percentage of teachers 
with teaching certificates of all 
school types 

 
• Private general schools have 

higher percentage of teachers 
with teaching certificates than 
public counterparts 

 

• Project private Madrasahs have 
higher percentage of teachers 
with teaching certificates than 
non-project counterparts 

 
• Non-project public Madrasahs 

have higher percentage of 
teachers with teaching certificates 
than project counterparts 

• Generally lower quality indicators 
in private Madrasahs (than public 
counterparts), and in public 
general schools (than private 
counterparts) 

• Focus on improving quality, 
especially in teacher training (and 
try to increase the number of daily 
teaching sessions on a pilot basis) 

Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness    
• Private general schools have the 

highest CEI, followed by public 
general schools and public 
Madrasahs, respectively (with not 
much differences between public 
and private Madrasahs) 

 
• Key efficiency problems are 

generally low average scores and 
not very high transition rates to 
the junior secondary level (except 
in private general schools) 

 
• Public general schools are the 

most cost effective, followed by 
private Madrasahs and public 
Madrasahs, respectively 

 

• Project Madrasahs have higher 
CEI and are more cost effective 
than non-project Madrasahs (in 
the case of public) 

 
• Non-project Madrasahs have 

higher CEI and are more cost 
effective than project Madrasahs 
(in the case of private) 

• Generally lower efficiency in 
private Madrasahs (than public 
counterparts), and in public 
general schools (than private 
counterparts) 

• Focus on improving efficiency of 
public general schools by 
supporting the establishment of 
public- private partnerships with 
good private general schools 

 
• Focus on improving students’ 

learning achievement by 
improving curriculum and teaching 
method to be student-centered in 
all school types 

Decentralization, and Institutional 
and Financial Capacity  

   

• Inadequate monitoring and 
supervision of private Madrasahs 
and private general schools 

 
 

 • Lack of effective regulatory 
frameworks to monitor and 
enhance private provision role 

 
 

• Facilitate establishment of 
effective regulatory frameworks 
through a policy covenant 

 
 

Table A5.2—Continued 

CEI = composite efficiency index. 
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Summary Findings 
Government and Nongovernment 

Schools 
Project and Non-Project Schools 

Key Issues Recommendations for Government 
and Future ADB Operations 

• Public Madrasahs and public 
general schools still depend 
largely on central government 
budget 

 
• Private Madrasahs and private 

general schools depend much 
more on parents’ contributions 
and other sources (indicating that 
both types of private schools help 
reduce government’s financial 
burden) 

 

 • Weak SBM, especially in public 
schools  

 

• Strengthen SBM by providing 
institutional capacity training to 
concerned local bodies 

SBM = school-based management. 

Table A5.2—Continued 
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Table A5.3: Nepal 
 

Summary Findings 
Government and Nongovernment 

Schools 
Project and Non-Project Schools 

Key Issues Recommendations for Government 
and Future ADB Operations 

Access    
• Public schools have higher 

enrollment and enrollment 
demand than private schools  

• Project public schools have higher 
enrollment and enrollment 
demand than non-project public 
counterparts  

  

Equity    
• Public schools provide better 

access to disadvantaged groups 
 
• While public schools serve poorer 

families, private schools 
complement by serving the better-
off 

• Project schools provide better 
access to disadvantaged groups 
than non-project counterparts 

  

Quality    
• Public schools have much higher 

percentage of teachers with 
teaching certificates than public 
schools  

• Other quality indicators are much 
better for private schools than 
public schools  

• Project schools have much higher 
percentage of teachers with 
teaching certificates (other quality 
indicators do not differ much) than 
non-project counterparts 

 

• Generally low quality indicators in 
all school types 

 
 

• Focus on improving quality, 
especially in making teacher 
training facilities available to 
private schools as well (on a cost-
sharing basis); and try to reduce 
teacher absenteeism on a pilot 
basis (to increase teachers’ 
contact hours with students)  

Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness    
• Private schools have much higher 

CEI than public schools 
 
• Key problems of public schools 

are high repetition rates and low 
average scores 

 
• Private schools are more cost 

effective than public schools 
 

• Project schools have higher CEI 
than non-project counterparts 

 
 
 
 
 
• Project schools are more cost-

effective than non-project 
counterparts 

 
 

• Generally low internal efficiency in 
public schools  

• Focus on improving efficiency of 
public schools by supporting the 
establishment of public-private 
partnerships with good private 
schools  

 
• Focus on reducing repetition rates 

(by supporting some pre-primary 
classes on a pilot basis), and 
increasing students’ learning 
achievement (by improving 
curriculum and teaching method 
to be student-centered) 

 
 
 
 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CEI = composite efficiency index. 
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Summary Findings 
Government and Nongovernment 

Schools 
Project and Non-Project Schools 

Key Issues Recommendations for Government 
and Future ADB Operations 

Decentralization, and Institutional 
and Financial Capacity 

   

• Inadequate monitoring and 
supervision of private schools 

 
• Public schools still depend largely 

on central government budget 
 
• Private schools depend almost 

entirely on parents’ contributions 
(indicating that private schools 
help reduce government’s 
financial burden) 

 

 • Lack of effective regulatory 
frameworks to monitor and 
enhance private provision role 

 
• Weak SBM, especially in public 

schools  

• Facilitate establishment of 
effective regulatory frameworks 
through a policy covenant 

 
• Strengthen SBM by providing 

institutional capacity training to 
concerned local bodies 

 

SBM = school-based management. 
 


	Contents
	Executive Summary
	Background
	Current Status of Primary Education in Project Countries
	Assessment of Overall Primary Education in Project Countries
	Assessment of Government and Nongovernment Provision of Primary Education in Project Countries
	Main Findings, Key Issues, Lessons Learned, and Recommendations
	Appendixes
	Background Information on Selected Projects and Countries of their Origin
	Current Status of Primary Education in Project Countries
	Assessment of Overall Primary Education in Project Countries: Nationwide Results
	Assessment of Government and Nongovernment Provision of Primary Education in Project Countries: Sample Survey Results
	Matrixes of Summary Findings, Key Issues, and Recommendations




