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ABSTRACT  
 

This research investigates the purposes and the disbursement of Norwegian aid to 

education during the last ten years. The first part analyses the main documents that guided the 

strategy of Norwegian aid to education in the last decade. Two main documents, Education Job 

Number One and Education for Development, were reviewed in order to identify the main goals 

behind the Norwegian government’s distribution of aid to education. The research found that 

Norway distributes aid to education according to four main goals: a) Improving basic education, 

b) Improving the enrolment of girls in education, c) Fostering economic development, and d) 

Assisting fragile and conflict affected countries. The goals are associated with international 

strategies for educational development such as Education For All and Millennium Development 

Goals.  

The second part identifies the countries most in need of education support based on the 

formulated Norwegian goals. The analysis of the disbursement according to the goals revealed 

that Norwegian aid to education was not distributed evenly among all the neediest countries, but 

most priority has been given to fragile and conflict affected countries. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

According to William Easterly (Easterly at al., 2004, p. 7), “poor people die not only 

because of the world’s indifference to their poverty, but also because of ineffective efforts by 

those who do care". This study addresses this seemingly simple but empirically difficult 

question: Has Norway distributed aid to education to the countries most in need? 

 Education is regarded as the precondition for economic stability, and social and cultural 

development (Kragelund, 2010; Canavire et al., 2006; NMFA, 2003). Through education, other 

sectors, such as health and child care, can be promoted concurrently and thus contribute to 

reducing or eliminating poverty prevalence. It is based upon these premises that the international 

community has established action plans within the frameworks of Education for All (EFA), the 

Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and, more recently, the Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs). The goals of these international agendas relate to eradicating or halting, for 

example extreme poverty, the spread of HIV/AIDS and other health hazards, and is based on all 

developing countries having to improve part or most of their education systems (Buch et al., 

2015; NMFA, 2003). The goals also sought to eliminate gender disparity particularly in primary 

and secondary education (NMFA, 2003). The goals provided multilateral organizations and 

bilateral donors with directions for their assistance towards meeting the needs of marginalized 

groups and nations. Donors also committed themselves to improve policies on aid to education in 

order to make aid more effective (Bray et al., 2014). 

According to the Norwegian national review for Education for All (EFA), the Norwegian 

government has played a crucial role in supporting the development of education in low-income 

countries (NMFA, 2015). According to the report, the Norwegian government has been 

committed to achieving EFA by 2015. This is reflected in the policies and priorities, as well as in 

the strategic investments of the Norwegian government. Among other achievements, NMFA 

states that:  

Norway is a large contributor in international development cooperation, and the support 

to education has been loyally and systematically in accordance with the EFA priorities 

and goals. Universal access and gender equality in primary education have been given 
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particular attention (…) Norwegian support to education through multilateral 

organizations, global funds and other joint financing arrangements have contributed to a 

documented improvement in access to education and improved gender equality in many 

low-income countries (NMFA, 2015, p. 23) 

The statement stresses the contribution of the Norwegian government in development 

cooperation and the commitments of the country in achieving EFA.  

In the vast literature on aid to education, there are many statements from donor countries 

which indicate that donors are concerned with recipient “needs”. However, the existence of tied 

educational aid provision by various donor countries suggests that the objective of aid to 

education is not a concern only for the development of the needy countries. Causal analysis of 

aid flows to education suggests that political and foreign policy concerns are also relevant when 

donors target needy recipients. For instance, Bermeo (2016) advanced the notion that aid targets 

countries only where donors can also profit. These are not automatically the countries that are 

most in need, but nations that are significant for donors due to aspects such as vicinity, historical 

links, and pecuniary interconnectedness (Bermeo, 2016). Thus, if aid is considered as a means to 

accomplish the foreign policy agenda, donors will deliberately allocate aid not in terms of the 

neediest recipients, but to accomplish their foreign policy agenda (Novelli, 2012).  

Studies that have examined the underlying rationales of aid allocations examined 

countries, such as the United States (US), the United Kingdom (UK), France, Germany and 

Japan. However, Norway is another interesting case. According to the Norwegian government, 

its stated aim for aid to education is to promote the development and social advancement of 

people living in developing countries in response to Norway’s humanitarian concerns as well as 

its foreign policy and international commitments (NMFA, 2016). This implies that aid to 

education is tied to the foreign policy concerns of the Norwegian government. This does not 

necessarily mean that Norway only targets recipients in order to advance its foreign policy. But it 

does show the potential importance of exploring the commitments of the Norwegian government 

towards needy recipients understood both as countries and particular population groups. The 

rationales for support to some of the most important areas are introduced in the following. 
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1.1  Education, Basic Education and Economic Development  

In the past decade, millions of people around the world have escaped poverty through 

effective development aid and aid to education. Still, today, there is an estimated 50 million 

children out of school, of whom 30 million will never have access to basic education because of 

poverty, poor health care and conflict (UNESCO, 2016). International organizations, such as the 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the World Bank 

(WB) and the United Nations Children’s Fund (Unicef), advocate that targeting recipients 

according to EFA, MDGs (and now SDGs) can have positive outcomes for eradicating poverty 

in the world. Aid to education fosters better economies and a change in its allocation can have a 

significant impact on the accomplishments of the development goals in the world (UNESCO, 

2015; WB, 2014; Unicef, 2014). 

Lack of children in school means lack of economic and social prosperity (UNESCO, 

2014). No country in the world has achieved rapid and consistent economic growth without at 

least 40% of its population being literate (Hanushek et al., 2007). Improving basic education 

alone can drastically improve economic development. Education can provide the knowledge and 

skills that allow people to successfully overcome poverty and contribute to the development of 

their countries. Skilled workers can find jobs and fewer people will be unemployed. As the 

productivity of the labour force increases, i.e. the output per worker per hour produced, so the 

outputs produced per hour in a country would increase.  

Education promotes technological innovation which makes the labour force and the 

production process more efficient and productive (Misra, 2012). It is assumed that an educated 

individual is a skilled individual who will in turn be able to make constructive and sound 

decisions that would lead to development. In this regard, Hanushek et al. (2007) found that 

education can increase the wage of a person by 10% later in life. Hence the GDP of a country 

can increase by 1% annually if all girls and boys attend school (Figure 1.1). The data presented 

Figure 1.1 show a clear relationship between growth rates and school attainment. 
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Figure 1.1. Relationship between number of school years and growth in GDP    

Note: This is an added-variable plot of a regression of the average annual growth rate of real GDP per capita (%) 

during 1960–2000. 

Source: Hanushek and Wößmann (2007) 

 

1.2  Education for Girls  

One of the biggest challenges of education today is education of girls. In low-income 

countries girls are less likely to finish basic education than boys. While the number of children 

out of school has been declining since 2005, the number of out-of-school girls remains higher 

than that of boys - around 28 million boys and more than 31 million girls of primary school age 

are out of school globally. Moreover, over 100 million young women are unable to read a single 

sentence (UNESCO, 2016). However, there are significant regional differences. There is also 

wide variation in out-of-school rates for girls and boys of primary school age across regions. 

Generally speaking, in low and middle income developing countries, there is still considerable 

concern about the gender imbalance in access to primary and lower secondary education across 

different regions of the globe as displayed in Figure 1.2 (UNESCO, 2015).  
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Figure 1.2 Net enrolment rate and out-of-school girls and boys of primary school age, 2000–

2013 

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics global databases (2015) 

 

What kinds of societal benefits come from the education of girls?  The 2013/4 EFA 

Global Monitoring Report (GMR), Teaching and learning: Achieving quality for all, summarizes 

the importance of investing in education of girls. According to the report, investing in education 

of girls can help overall development of a country. If all girls have primary and secondary 

education, child marriage and child mortality could decrease by 49% and 64% respectively. 

Ensuring primary education of girls would mean that maternal deaths could be reduced by two-

thirds. Educating all women can help protect them from falling into the poverty trap. Helping 

them with the means to survive can generate economic growth (UNESCO, 2014). 

According to the World Health Organization (WHO), more than 15 million girls in the 

world today have HIV of whom 95% live in developing countries (WHO, 2017). Education can 

provide women with knowledge to prevent them from contracting the disease. The Joint United 

Nations Program on AIDS advocates that at least 7 million cases of girls having HIV/AIDS 

could have been prevented if they had attended school (UNFPA, UNAIDS, UNIFEM, 2014). In 

some countries, schooling is considered a “social vaccine” against deadly deceases. Moreover, 
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Unicef advocates that women that have at least six years of basic education are more likely to 

reduce the risk of infant or maternal mortality. Children raised by an educated mother have twice 

the chance to survive until the age of 5 than if they had an uneducated mother (Unicef, 2017). 

 

1.3  Education in Fragile States and Conflict Affected Countries  

In addition to accomplishing international goals and ensuring economic development aid 

to education can also provide a sense of security and hope (Minoiu et al., 2007). Children pay the 

highest price in situations of fragility, conflict, and natural disaster and aid to education is one 

way of addressing their needs. Of the estimated 30 million children of school age not having 

access to school or health care today, approximately half live in areas affected by crises where 

weak institutions and conflict continues to deprive them of their rights, among others, to 

education (UNESCO, 2017). In Syria, for example, more than 2.3 million children do not have 

access to education today (NMFA, 2014).  

Targeting these recipients through aid to education can help rebuild public institutions 

like schools and hospitals and make the first steps towards stability and peace. Education can 

provide some degree of normality, hope, stability and security. Moreover, teachers and 

volunteers can provide instruction and information that can help save lives and protect both the 

mental and physical health of the children. People can acquire knowledge and skills they need 

once the crisis or conflict is over and the work of reconstruction and reconciliation starts 

(UNESCO, 2014). Therefore, it is vital that aid, especially in education, flows to those most in 

need. 

 

1.4  Purpose of the Study  

The main goal of the study is to investigate the purposes and the provision of Norwegian 

aid to education during the last ten years in order to establish whether this aid has indeed 

addressed those most in need and thereby contributed to poverty reduction according to the 

general statements of the Norwegian government. In order to do so, the study specifically 

examines:  

1. The goals of Norwegian aid to education.  
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2. The distribution of aid to education in relation to the stipulated goals.  

3. The targeting of the recipients according to the guiding goals. 

 

1.5  Research Questions 

Given the purposes of the study, the research seeks to answer the following questions:  

1) What has been the rationale of the Norwegian government for aid to education during the 

last 10 years?  

a) What are the most important goals of Norwegian aid to education? Has Norwegian aid to 

education been delivered according to these goals? 

2) Has the Norwegian government prioritized the recipients most in need? 

1. Who are the recipients most in need according to the guiding policy goals? 

2. Have recipients most in need profited the most from Norwegian aid to education? 

 

 

1.6  Analytical Scope 

The study is limited to covering only the purposes and disbursement of Norwegian aid to 

education in the last ten years. The analysis of the rationale is mainly limited to a content 

analysis of the two most significant Norwegian education policy documents, Education Job 

Number one (NMFA, 2003) and Education for Development (NMFA, 2014). The purposes of aid 

are held against the reality through an analysis of statistics on disbursement of education aid.  

The analysis does not include a discussion of the possible impact in recipient countries. 

Although the case of Norway is particular, Norway expresses a strong commitment to 

support for education and is an important player internationally. The analysis of the intentions 

and reality of Norwegian aid distribution study can therefore contribute to wider understanding 

of how one particular, but important donor country works. It may also be the basis for further 

research since, as argued by Patton (2002, p.46), “While one cannot generalize from single cases 

or very small samples, one can learn from them – and learn a great deal, often opening up new 

territory for further research (...).”  
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1.7  Basic Concepts and their Application in the Study  

As will be discussed later, the study identifies four broad goals for Norwegian education 

aid that correspond to the general areas discussed above and that are important for addressing 

poverty reduction. The conceptual understanding of each goal is discussed in the following. 

 

1.7.1  Norwegian Aid to Education  

Development aid is generally understood as Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) as 

defined by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in the 

following way: 

Flows of official financing administered with the promotion of the economic development 

and welfare of developing countries as the main objective, and which are concessional in 

character with a grant element of at least 25 percent. By convention, ODA flows 

comprise disbursements by bilateral donors and to multilateral institutions (OECD, 

2003).  

This definition has been adopted by the Norwegian government and represents the 

amount of loans and grants offered to recipient nations. This classification excludes the technical 

support provided by the donor, funds accorded for reserved individual transfers, military 

contributions in one form or another, marketable funds and foreign direct investments (IMF, 

2003). The definition is by no means uncontroversial. For example, one fifth of donors’ 

development aid never leaves the country of origin, but is used for administration or other 

unidentified purposes and is classified as non-geographically allocated aid (Provost, 2013).  

The Norwegian government divides Norwegian aid for development into eight areas, 

namely:  a) Good Governance, b) Economic Development and Trade, c) Education, d) Health 

and Social Services, e) Environment and Energy, f) Emergency Assistance, g) Multilateral, and 

h) Donor Costs and Unspecified (Norad, 2017). Aid to education is categorized into five areas: a) 

Education and Research, b) Education Level Unspecified, c) Basic Education, d) Secondary 

Education, and e) Post-secondary Education (Norad, 2017). 

 This study considers only the aid disbursed directly from Norway to recipient countries 

and basic education will be analyzed as a separate area.  
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1.7.2  Aid to Basic Education  

Since the international conference on EFA held in Jomtien, Thailand in 1990, Norway 

has been an important player in furthering the visions of EFA that seek to provide at least basic 

education to all children in the world (Packenham, 2015). This study, therefore, uses the 

definition of basic education in the World Declaration on EFA as the basis of the research 

(UNESCO, 2007).  

The Declaration addresses the importance of meeting ‘basic learning needs’ which is 

considered as the ‘ultimate goal’ of basic education. The goals were to be implemented with the 

aim to enable everybody - children, youth and adults - to meet their basic needs for knowledge 

(UNESCO, 2007). According to its action plan, basic education is defined as “an action 

designed to meet basic learning needs”. In this regard, basic learning needs are defined as 

follows: 

Basic learning needs are those which comprise both essential learning tools (such as 

literacy, oral expression, numeracy, and problem solving) and the basic learning content 

(such as knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes) required for survival, to develop full 

capacities, to live and work in dignity, to participate fully in development, to improve 

quality of life, to make informed decisions, and to continue learning. The scope of basic 

learning needs and how they should be met varies by country and culture, and inevitably, 

changes over time (UNESCO, 2007, p. 7).  

According to the definition, literacy and numeracy, together with other essential tools, are some 

of the main basic learning skills required to accomplish the basic needs for education. Literacy is 

also considered as a driver for sustainable development which enables greater participation in the 

labour market, improves child and family health and nutrition, reduces poverty and expands life 

opportunities (UNESCO, 2007). 

It is on these grounds that this study focuses on the disbursement of Norwegian aid to 

basic education for the needy countries. The youth literacy rates in the developing countries will 

be the main indicator for the basic educational need of those countries (see also chapter 4).  
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1.7.3  Education for Girls  

As mentioned earlier, one of the most important goals in education today is education of 

girls. In this regard, the study considers the enrolment of girls in primary education as one of the 

main indicators.  

The study uses the datasets of the Global Education Monitoring Report (GEMR) and the 

World Inequality Database on Education (WIDE) in order to identify countries that have the 

highest percentage of primary school age girls out of school. The statistics provided by the 

GEMR and WIDE provide a wide range of information on education, enrolment, gender 

inequity, quality etc. Moreover, WIDE highlights the powerful influence of circumstances, such 

as wealth, gender, ethnicity and location, over which people have little control but which play an 

important role in shaping their opportunities for education and life. It draws attention to 

unacceptable levels of educational inequality across countries and between groups within 

countries, with the aim of helping to inform policy design and public debate (GEMR, 2017). 

 

1.7.4  Aid to Education for Economic Development  

This study relies on the Human Development Index (HDI) in order to define education 

for development. The HDI combines statistics on education, life expectancy and GDP per capita 

as indicators for all countries. These indicators are used to rank countries into four stages of 

human development. The higher the score on the indicators, the higher is the HDI of a country.  

  

 

Figure 1.3 Dimensions and indicators of the Human Development Index 

Source: United Nations Development Program (2016) 
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As argued by many, knowledge underlies all development achievements, from health 

advances and agricultural innovations to efficient public administration and private sector growth 

(King, 2011). For countries to reap these benefits fully, they need to unleash the potential of the 

human mind. And there is no better tool for doing so than education. The HDI scoring method 

acknowledges the role of education as the precondition for economic, social and cultural 

development. Through education, other sectors such as health and child care can be promoted 

concurrently and, thus, poverty prevalence can be reduced, if not eliminated (UNDP, 2016). 

With respect to the government of Norway, the key goal for the development of the 

needy recipients is to provide education as an essential foundation for development and 

economic stability (NMFA, 2014). It is upon this premise that the study identifies the countries 

that need educational aid in order to foster development. The study uses datasets from the 

Human Development Report (HDR) in order to identify countries with the lowest HDI scores. 

The HDR database provides a wide range of information on the definitions and measurements of 

the HDI. It identifies disadvantaged groups of societies and identifies deep-rooted, and often 

unmeasured, barriers to development. The annual table which lists all countries according to 

their HDI performance (UNDP, 2017) is analysed for the purposes of the study. 

 

1.7.5 Defining Fragile and Conflict Affected Countries 

The definition of state fragility goes beyond academic discussions to covering areas of 

policy, conflict and development (Brinkerhoff, 2014). Most donors have adopted the definition 

of fragile states from organizations such as OECD and WB. The Department for International 

Development (DFID) of the UK, for example, adopts the OECD definition of fragile states, 

namely those whose governments are unable to or will not deliver fundamental services to their 

citizenry, such as safety and security, education, transport, health, financial services, and social 

welfare services (Ault & Spicer, 2014).  

Another example is the definition by the Canadian International Development Agency 

(CIDA) and the United States Agency for International development (USAID) that both adopted 

the definition of fragile states from the WB. This definition identifies fragile countries according 

to the uncertainties of government authority, conflict affiliation, capacity of the economy, and 

legitimacy of the state. The parameters in this approach are demographics, the environment and 
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the performance of the state in governance and in the economy, human development, security 

and safety, crime, and political orientation (Ferreira, 2016).  

Both definitions emphasize the interconnectedness of the three important areas of 

development, conflict, and governance. Their interconnectedness permits the establishment of a 

state fragility matrix which is then applied to rate nations premised upon both legitimacy and 

efficacy. Efficiency and legitimacy cover four important dimensions, namely policy, economy, 

security, and social performance (Brinkerhoff, 2014). This study uses the WB definition to 

identify the most fragile and conflict affected countries.  

The Harmonized Fragility Index (HFI) of a country presented by the WB, otherwise 

known as the Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA), sums up Low-Income 

Countries Under Stress in relation to the legitimacy of the government and the conflict scores of 

each country. In sum, the WB uses a harmonized scoring in order to measure the extent of state 

fragility and utilizes it in a cross-country comparison. Countries are then ranked in an annual list 

called Fragility Year (FY). This list will be used in this study in order to identify and rank the 

most fragile countries in need of aid to education.  

 

1.8  Organization of the Study   

The study is divided into seven chapters. Following the introduction,  

Chapter Two embarks on a discussion of the literature on aid and aid to education. The 

purpose is to assess the reasons behind the allocation of aid by different donors to different 

recipient countries. 

Chapter Three presents the context of Norway with particular focus on Norwegian aid, 

Norwegian aid institutions, the evolution in Norwegian aid thinking and the Norwegian goals for 

education.  

Chapter Four presents the analytical framework for the study. Its insights derive from the 

world systems theory with particular emphasis on the rise of international models on education 

as a point of departure to investigate the guiding goals of Norwegian aid to education and to 

explain the findings of the study.   

Chapter Five discusses the research design and methodology for the study. It presents the 

sample and sampling techniques, the research methods, and the data collection and analysis 
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methods. It also discusses the validity and reliability of the data for the study 

Chapter Six presents and analyses the quantitative data on the amount and targets of 

education aid by the Norwegian government from 2005 to 2015. The chapter also identifies the 

neediest recipients in accordance with Norwegian goals compared to those recipients who 

actually benefited the most from Norwegian aid.  

Chapter Seven summarizes the quantitative and qualitative research findings and 

interprets them in light of world systems theory. The chapter also discusses some implications of 

the study for policy makers and future studies.  
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2 RATIONALES FOR PROVISION OF AID TO EDUCATION 

 

2.1  Introduction  

The following discussion on the rationales for aid to education is based on the wider 

literature on international development assistance in general, of which aid to education is a part. 

The rationales can be divided into three main groups. The first group assumes that donors have 

altruistic intentions when providing aid. Aid is provided to fulfill some of the basic needs of the 

recipients, such as education, health, democracy etc. The second group argues that donors 

allocate aid only in relation to their own needs. This group of studies presents donors as having 

selfish motives and not addressing the recipient’s needs. The third group centers on the 

assumption that donors target recipients according to their needs while simultaneously 

addressing their own foreign policy agenda. Aid is a tool to accomplish donors’ own 

international objectives while also bringing benefits to the recipients. 

 

2.2  Aid as a Means to Fulfil Recipient Needs 

Critics of aid frequently begin their argument by citing the abysmal historical record of 

aid (Easterly, 2011; Moyo, 2009). Aid has failed to accomplish its goals in places where it could 

perhaps do the most good - the poorest countries in the world, particularly those of Asia and sub-

Saharan Africa. They argue that there are diverse purposes for aid allocations but political 

motivation determines its type and amount. Donors have various reasons to target the recipients 

and only some address their needs. Aid is intended to serve the agenda of the donor. However, in 

doing so, recipients can also profit from it. Moreover, studies have shown that donors allocate 

different types of aid to different types of countries with positive outcomes. 

The purpose of the cross-country investigation by Canavire et al. (2006) was whether 

donors targeted recipients according to their own selfish motives. They did a quantitative study 

to determine if donors were driven by commercial and political interest in the process of 

allocating aid, and if their intentions addressed the needs of deserving recipients. Their study 

concluded that there is no evidence to prove that donor countries drive their individual political 
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interests when targeting recipients. Although cross-country studies have not produced enough 

policy transparency of the objectives of donors, the data presented for example in the EFA GMR 

show that there is a positive relationship between the allocation of aid and policy development, 

especially in education (UNESCO, 2015). In this regard, Hansen et al. (2000) argue that the 

question is not whether aid has a hidden purpose when targeting the recipients, but how and 

when a mix of instruments can be improved to work better in different circumstances. If aid is 

continuous and provided with the right tools, then it can have considerable results in terms of 

fulfilling the needs of the recipients.  

These ideas are supported in a study conducted by Minoiu et al. (2007). This study argues 

that if aid is targeted for a specific purpose and concentrated in one specific area, such as aid to 

education, it will automatically produce results according to its purpose. These positive results 

can, however, be seen only in the long term. The same findings appear in Tarp (2009) who 

studied aid targeting conflict affected countries. According to the findings, aid is very important 

especially in times of crises. However, donors that target such countries have to accept that the 

impact of aid is not immediate but its results can take more than 30 years to materialize. 

Therefore, aid alone cannot ensure immediate results and is not a quick solution to realize 

international goals (Tarp, 2009). 

Some argue that multilateral aid is more altruistic when targeting recipients, can better 

address the needs of the recipients and thus be more effective than aid through other channels. 

Radelet (2006) sees multilateral aid as being more generous and altruistic. According to his 

findings aid can better target the neediest recipients if it is channelled through multilateral 

agencies. The recipients that received aid from multilateral donors had positive results; those that 

did not had negative results. He further argues that aid must take into consideration the needs of 

the recipients. Multilateral organizations have more capacity and tools to do so than bilateral 

donors (Radelet, 2006). 

 

2.3  Aid as a Means to Fulfil Donor Needs 

In contrast to the studies above, the second group of studies reflects the assumption that 

donors target recipients in order to accomplish their own national or foreign agenda. Maizels and 

Nissanke (1984) demonstrate that aid is allocated not according to the recipient country needs, 
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but according to the national interest of the donor, particularly commercial interests such as trade 

relations. These findings have been confirmed by many other studies which support the relation 

between trade, foreign policy engagement, and aid allocations (Bermeo, 2016; Sogge, 2015; 

Easterly, 2012; Moyo, 2009; Alesina & Dollar, 2000). Subsequent studies suggest that strategic 

considerations, such as security or political alliances, are also important determinants of aid 

allocations.  

Alesina and Dollar (2000) found that donors tend to provide more aid to their former 

colonies or partner countries with United Nations voting patterns similar to their own. This is 

because donors can extend their power on decision making into the international arena. As Moyo 

(2009) argues, donors can also influence national decision making of the recipients by targeting 

only certain groups within a country. In this regard, aid is purposely given by the donor to the 

elites with the aim to receive commercial and political favours. The small elite in the recipient 

countries controls almost all aid and uses it for its own purposes. This leads to corruption which 

makes the government unable to strengthen the institutions and improve the democratic system 

of the country (Moyo, 2009).   

Another important critical study is conducted by Easterly (2012) who tries to answer the 

question – why the West’s charitable work has in fact accomplished “so much ill and so little 

good”? Easterly supports the idea that developing the world through aid is too wide-ranging and 

seems to have been unfeasible so far. Donors should focus more on the specific needs of the 

countries. Aid should be used to attain specific targets by solving tasks, such as building schools 

and hospitals, assist fragile and conflict-affected countries, or ensuring access to education. It is 

more important to focus on each problem individually than using a wide-ranging framework for 

development assistance (Easterly, 2012).  

Sogge (2015) concludes that aid only helps bilateral donors, leaving little space for the 

poor that need it the most. The study’s concluding remarks are that the fundamental pursuit of 

donors is to help themselves and not the recipients. A donor with money to spend will do so 

primarily in pursuit of its own interests. The reason that aid has been growing despite its lack of 

success is that it is based on the interests of the donors.  
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2.4  Aid as a Means to Accomplish the Political Agenda of the Donors 

Aid can be defined as soft or hard power in the hands of states. Donors can allocate cash, 

resources, services, grants, and concessional loans in order to promote the development goals of 

the recipients. However, donors can also use foreign aid as a means to enforce different political 

agendas. The politically driven aid makes donors less concerned about how the recipient uses aid 

which in turn makes it less effective and does not address the needs of the recipients (Nye, 

2011). This kind of aid is usually motivated by the geopolitical position of recipients and the 

needs of the donor to explore it. However, there are cases when well organized politically driven 

aid can have positive results, such as the Marshall Plan. In this case, it may not only benefit the 

recipient but also help like-minded nations to recover their economy (Dreher et al., 2013).  

Another way of understanding aid is to see it as a positive relationship for both the donor 

and the recipient country. Pronk (2001) describes aid as a linear process from which both the 

donor and the receiving country profit. Foreign aid is important for recipients whatever the 

circumstances.  

 

2.4.1 Aid as a Means to Address Geopolitical and Strategic Concerns of 

Donors   

Most studies agree that the strategic position of a recipient country plays a significant role 

in the decisions to allocate aid (Addison et al., 2005; Tarp, 2009). Nilsen (2010) argues that aid 

is allocated more in countries where recipients are strategically important for the donors. The 

condition for allocating aid is in line with international agreements and addresses recipients’ 

needs. However, donors tend to allocate aid when it is also in their own interest. According to 

Nielsen (2010), the current debate is divided between donors that believe that aid should be 

allocated according to the needs of the recipients and donors that believe that foreign aid is also 

an instrument of foreign policy. However, there is also a middle position which considers that 

donors are interested in maximizing both diplomacy and development at the same time. The need 

orientation is a strategic choice by donors, rather than evidence of norms and domestic 

considerations regarding poverty reduction in recipient countries. This is because the effective 
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development of the strategically important recipients represents a goal for donors (Nielsen, 

2010). 

Bermeo (2016) advanced the notion of intentional development, which advocates that 

foreign aid targets recipients where the benefits of donors are the greatest. These are not 

automatically the countries that are most in need, but countries that are significant for donor 

countries due to, for example, vicinity, historical links, and pecuniary interconnectedness. In an 

increasingly dependent world, donors such as the US, the UK and Germany pursue economic 

benefits abroad. Thus, a developed donor country, interested in maximizing its own welfare, will 

concentrate its efforts in poorer countries where the degree of interdependence between them is 

high. This can make targeting by donors less driven by needs and more by its potential to be 

economically explored by the donors. However, strategic importance and needs can also 

interrelate depending on the political agenda of the donor. Strategic development often relates to 

different approaches for aid giving. Fragile countries receive a higher percentage of their aid in 

the form of technical assistance and through non-governmental organizations. Additionally, in 

these countries donors focus more on providing humanitarian assistance and aid for social 

services. The less fragile the countries are, the more they receive in form of cash transfers for 

their needs (Bermeo, 2016).   

In the same line of thought, Berthelemy (2006) analyses the allocation of aid considering 

indicators for recipient needs, and donor interest and advantages in the allocated aid. The interest 

pursued by donors, especially by the US, UK, Japan and, more recently, China, reflects concerns 

such as geopolitical interests, political alliances, historical or geographical factors, or commercial 

interests related to trade partners. In this regard, the commercial interests had the biggest role in 

aid allocations which suggests that the motives for targeting the recipients are more selfish than 

altruistic.  

However, all donors do not behave in the same way and at least some of their aid is 

correlated with the needs of the recipients. The Nordic countries, for example, were found to be 

the least selfish of the donors, but represent a small proportion of total bilateral aid to education. 

Multilateral aid is also regarded as least selfish. This kind of aid follows more closely the norms 

for altruistic aid with less focus on commercial or political interests and more on achieving 

international development goals (Berthelemy, 2006).  
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2.4.2 Aid as a Means to Address Security Concerns of Donors 

Another orientation for allocating aid is targeting recipients according to donors’ security 

agenda. In parallel with addressing development goals and applying humanitarian approaches, 

there is also an increase in western interventionism. This is done by combining money lending, 

aid giving, or other forms of assistance with military interventions (Novelli & Cardozo, 2012). 

Usually these interventions, especially in conflict countries, have been justified as “humanitarian 

interventions” to bring democracy, freedom, and establishing human rights (Holtgrefe et al., 

2000).  Novelli et al. (2012) link aid to education and donor concern for their security through 

the example of the shift in Dutch aid policies during the intervention in Afghanistan. The 

justification for mixing aid with military “assistance” is the rise of extremism in fragile and 

conflict-affected countries. Associating aid with a military presence can be precarious, especially 

when local and international aid workers are involved in building schools or hospitals. The study 

concludes that both the sustainability and ethics of military involvement in humanitarian 

assistance remain highly contentious.  

Nye (2011) argues that the purposes for targeting recipients can vary from accomplishing 

security to expanding commercial interests. When, for example, the US and Canada offer aid to 

Egypt, Israel, Pakistan and Afghanistan, this is in order to sustain their own defence agenda. 

China has increased its aid to Africa to get access to vast reserves of natural resources and ties its 

assistance to concessional contracts. However, this does not exclude cases when properly 

managed aid can follow humanitarian purposes if donors have the will to provide such kind of 

help. Even then there is no justification for assisting fragile recipients through military presence. 

Aid needs to promote peace, include local participation and allow the needed time for results to 

appear.   

Gilpin (2011) argues from a dependency position to explain donors’ motives for targeting 

recipients. Donors that want to impose their security or political agenda on recipients usually 

create a dependency relationship. On the other hand, recipients desire to decrease their 

dependency on security assistance from and economic reliance on donors. The study 

distinguishes between two main reasons in this aspect: vulnerability and sympathy. The first one 

refers to dependency created by strings (interest rates) attached to the allocation of aid provided 

by the donor. The second refers to the likelihood of political manipulation because of security 

and economic interdependence. Neither type addresses recipient needs (Gilpin, 2011). 
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2.5  Summary  

The first group of literature suggests that donors target recipients according to their needs 

and that aid is allocated more for humanitarian and development purposes. Donors provide aid 

without political ties. However, aid needs to be provided for an extended period in order to 

produce positive results. Donors are generally considered to be altruistic when targeting needy 

countries. 

The second group argues that donors in general are motivated by their own interests when 

targeting recipients. Donors use the international development agendas, such as EFA, MDGs 

(and now SDGs), to advance their foreign policy agendas in the recipient nations. The role of 

donors in accomplishing development goals is unclear, especially when their policies and 

practices focus on commercial or geopolitical interests.  

The third group argues that donors target the neediest recipients but aid is also used as a 

tool to implement their political agenda. Donors allocate aid on conditions which in most cases 

do not reflect the recipient’s needs. Examples of donors are the US, UK, Netherlands and China. 

The Nordic countries appear to be less driven by political interests. They seem to be more 

altruistic when targeting the neediest recipients.  

The research suggests that donors may provide aid to developing countries for a number 

of reasons. Donors may be genuinely interested in addressing the needs of the recipient countries 

and may at the same time have an ulterior motive. Furthermore, the delivery of aid may be 

shaped by cultural, industrial and other ties and by policy concerns related amongst others to 

security issues. 

As mentioned earlier, the literature review was based on the general literature on foreign 

aid with little focus on education. Furthermore, the studies had no focus on Norwegian aid in 

general, its aid to education or reasons for targeting recipients. The next chapter covers these 

aspects by providing the background for Norwegian aid, including for education, and the main 

assumptions behind it from 1990 up to 2015. 
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3 THE CONTEXT FOR NORWEGIAN AID TO EDUCATION 

 

3.1  Introduction 

This chapter provides a brief overview of Norwegian aid allocations since 1990 and 

introduces the main actors involved in handling it, in particular the Norwegian Agency for 

Development Cooperation (Norad) and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway (NMFA). The 

chapter also includes the main ides that have shaped Norwegian aid thinking from the end of the 

Cold War until now as related both to development in general and to education specifically. 

 

3.2  Norwegian Aid Allocation 1990-2015 

From 1990 up to 2015, Norwegian aid for development amounted to 437,812.5 million 

NOK of which 6.4% (28,117.1 million NOK) went to education. In 2015, Norwegian 

development aid amounted to 34,496.3 million NOK which represents 1.05% of the GNI (gross 

national income) of the country. Norwegian aid to education in 2015 was 2,477.2 million NOK 

or 7% of development aid. Norway distributed aid to more than 110 recipients, the top four 

countries for aid to education being Palestine, Nepal, Madagascar and Zambia (Norad, 2017).  

Aid to education was mostly given to support basic education. Total aid for basic 

education from 1990 to 2015 was 14,673.7 million NOK or 52% of the total amount of aid to 

education. Aid to basic education for the 2015 financial year was 1,702.5 million NOK, a 33% 

increase from the previous financial year (1,143.6 million NOK) (Norad, 2017).  

According to Buchert (2014, p. 101), according to the White Paper “Education for 

development”, Norway plans to increase even more the total aid budget for education in the 

upcoming years:   

[The]Norwegian goal is that of reaching 3.4 billion NOK by 2017. Set in the Norwegian 

context, the target figure for 2017 corresponds to the budget for education at the disposal 

of the municipality of the capital of the country, Oslo. 
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Since the publication of the White Paper in 2014 the disbursement of Norwegian aid to education 

has increased by almost 65%, from 1,814.5 million NOK in 2014 to 3,172.7 million NOK in 

2016, approaching the set target of 3.4 million NOK in 2017. 

 

3.3  Norwegian Aid Management 

As can be seen in Figure 3.1, decision-making and management of Norwegian aid 

involves a number of bodies. While decision-making rests with Parliament, the comparative 

functions of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway (NMFA) and the Norwegian Agency for 

Development Cooperation (Norad) have changed over time.  

Norad was established in 1968 and was until 2004 the main implementing aid agency, 

while NMFA was the policy maker.  As Norwegian assistance for development grew rapidly 

during the 1990s, Norad’s role increased as well. In 2003, the Norwegian Government changed 

its role from an implementing agency to a technical advisory directorate and quality controller 

under the NMFA, leaving NMFA in charge of both policy making and implementation. 

Although Norad’s role has been reduced, it is still in charge of aid channeled to Norwegian 

NGOs and of various support schemes to the private sector. Norad provides technical and policy 

guidance to all Norwegian NGOs including on education. It also quality assures the use of 

development aid to all bodies and communicates the outcomes, directs independent evaluations 

of all actions funded by Norwegian development aid, and ensures that statistics are available for 

the public and private sectors (Norad, 2017). 

 NMFA has two ministries, one for Foreign Affairs and one for the Environment and 

International Development (NMFA, 2017). The NMFA is accountable for policy-making, policy 

decisions and 62% of the aid budget (including for the multilateral system). Embassies manage 

18% of the aid budget and Norad 13%. The office of the National Auditor, Nor-fund and the 

Peace Corps receive the remaining 7% (OECD, 2008).  NMFA is also important because of its 

role in advising and supporting national, international and private agencies (NMFA, 2017). 
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Figure 3.1 Decision-making and management of Norwegian aid, by involved bodies 

Source: OECD (2008)  

 

NGOs are important channels for Norwegian aid. The five largest NGOs in the last 10 

years are Norwegian Church Aid (NCA), the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC), the 

Norwegian Read Cross (NRC), the Norwegian Peoples Aid (NPA) and Save the Children (Toje, 

2010). In the 1990s, there were three main ways in which NGOs received funding from the 

Norwegian government for their work: 

i. Support for single projects on a yearly basis. 

ii. Project-based framework agreements which usually ran for five year periods.  

iii. Program based framework agreements which assumed that projects run by the 

organization were part of a holistic and coordinated programme concept.  

In 2001, these three forms were combined, and support is now mainly based on the programme-

based frameworks of the organizations. In addition, many NGOs receive support directly from 

the Norwegian embassies in the recipient countries (Toje, 2010).  
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3.4  Norwegian Development Perspectives  

During the 1990s, Norway adopted a policy of engagement that aimed at inspiring other 

governments and organizations to promote peace, democratization and human rights (NMFA, 

2013). According to Nielsen (2010), there was an acknowledgment among Norwegian policy 

makers to increase aid as an important tool for development, peace, human rights and education 

(Nielsen, 2010). In this regard, the Norwegian government developed a White Paper, North-

South development (Strand, 1998), which presented the focus of Norwegian development aid in 

the upcoming years. 

The end of the Cold War also led to changes in the structure and focus of development 

aid (Selbervik & Nygord, 2005). Democracy and human rights was considered to have won over 

communism and the justification for interventions in order to protect these principles was 

becoming more legitimate. In this regard, Norway became a leading country in promoting human 

rights and peace, premised upon the reasoning that this role was particularly suited for a small, 

rich country like Norway that had no ambition to become an overriding power. The idea that 

Norway had a particularly altruistic attitude towards development aid also influenced the rhetoric 

regarding Norway’s role as a facilitator of peace around the world (Nielsen, 2010).  

This turn in Norwegian development thinking evolved parallel to the idea that education 

is a central tool for development. Before the 1990s, aid for education was marginal for 

development. However, with the changing international climate in the 1990s, Norway 

emphasized education as a driving force in the development process (NMFA, 2014). Education 

was not just a supplement to development efforts but became one of the main justifications for 

granting aid to recipients most in need. Education was considered as part of the struggle to 

strengthen institutions, promote democratization, fight against poverty and empower societies 

(Strand, 1998).     

 

3.5  Development of the Norwegian Educational Aid Policies  

Since the beginning of the 1990s, the Norwegian government has taken several actions 

with the aim to improve its policies on aid to education. The first significant step was taken in 

1990 by Royal Decree (Strand, 1998). The Royal Decree led to an independent commission to 

review the development policies of the Norwegian government. The commission’s goal was to 
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evaluate the Norwegian post-1990 foreign strategy and suggest how the main development goals 

of the Norwegian North-South aid strategy could be better achieved (Bjorklund & Salvanes, 

2010). The perspective of aid to education was driven by the belief that education could have a 

huge impact on promoting human rights as well as international development goals. Moreover, it 

was considered as a tool in reaching target groups in the rest of the world (Strand, 1998). 

The argument for granting educational aid as part of development aid was dominant 

among donors at the time and granting aid to education was influenced by international 

agreements such as EFA (Strand, 1998). Before EFA strategies were integrated into the 

Norwegian government approaches, aid to education constituted a small proportion of 

development aid. This changed with the foreign policy reforms in late 1994. The Royal Decree 

commission assembled by the Norwegian government presented a policy document report to the 

Norwegian parliament in late 1994 which marks the beginning of a new era for the Norwegian 

government approach to education aid.  

The new policy approach considered education as one of the most important tools for 

eradicating poverty and strengthening relations between the South and the North. Moreover, 

education was seen as a means to contribute to the international objectives and to spread human 

rights (Strand, 1998). As a result, in June 1996 the Norwegian government decided that the 

minimum of 10% of all aid grants to education projects should be gradually increased to 15% in 

the upcoming years (Strand, 1998). This aid was to be implemented by NGOs who already 

played an important part in promoting and delivering Norwegian aid. NGOs were seen as 

complementing bilateral aid to recipient countries where state-to-state cooperation was the 

primary form of aid (Bjorklund & Salvanes, 2010). 

  

The change in Norwegian aid thinking during the mid-1990s was also influenced by the 

idea that education as a human right could contribute to changing the world and revitalizing the 

belief that education is a tool that strengthens democracy and fosters development (Strand, 

1998). The same ideas inspire Norwegian policy makers today. 

 

3.6  Recent Documents on Education  

In January 2003, the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs published Education Job 

Number one. The document provides information about the strategies of the Norwegian 

government on aid to education. Moreover, the document provides an explanatory overview of 
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the educational achievements of the Norwegian government in relation to the international 

commitments. It begins by indicating the rationale behind the very idea of allocating 

development aid to needy recipients with a particular focus on education and it ends with the 

recommendation that includes the strategies to accomplish EFA by 2015 (NMFA, 2003).  

A second document, Education for Development, is a White Paper published by NMFA 

in October 2014. This document traces the educational development agenda of the Norwegian 

government in partnership with other donors and international organizations. As a White Paper, 

it presents an authoritative report of the Norwegian government achievements and future 

commitments. Among other things, it marks the attempts of the Norwegian government to make 

the allocation of aid to education more efficient and more oriented towards needy recipients 

(NMFA, 2014). 

Both documents recognize that education is regarded as the precondition for economic 

stability, peace, equality, and social and cultural development. The four main goals presented in 

the documents aim at targeting recipients most in need. There are four important areas: a) 

education support to diminish extreme poverty and encourage economic development; (b) 

support for basic education; (c) education support to fight gender inequality; and (d) education 

support to assist fragile and conflict affected countries (Figure 3.2). Each of these is discussed 

below.  
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Figure 3.2 Goals for Norwegian aid to education 

Source: NMFA (2003); NMFA (2014) 
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3.6.1 Education as a Right and Key to Development 

According to the documents, the consideration of education as a prerequisite for 

development and as a human right revolutionized Norwegian foreign assistance to developing 

countries. Development of education became the primary principle for allocating funds in order 

to develop nations across the world. Norwegian policy makers were inspired by the desire to 

provide educational assistance to people regardless of their race, sex, gender, language, 

geographical location, and religious or political affiliation. Education was regarded as a basic 

human right that could change the world and revitalize the spirit of sustainable development in 

developing countries. Therefore, the Norwegian government’s objectives for assistance to 

recipient countries were founded on education which was considered as a catalyst and driver of 

development (NMFA, 2003). It is easily observed in the documents that through education, the 

Norwegian government aimed to play a significant role in promoting diversity and 

democratization in the developing countries by making them respect and honour human rights. 

Moreover, through the disbursement of aid to education the Norwegian government aimed at 

ensuring social and economic growth of the recipient countries (NMFA, 2014).  

Norway aimed to reach the poorest and most vulnerable recipients. Through education, 

the poor recipient countries would be provided with a foundation for employment and income 

generating activities as well as economic development. According to NMFA (2014), support for 

education was a means to strengthen solidarity between the Norwegian government and the 

developing world in the effort to improve the recipient countries’ economic stability as well as 

the livelihood of the local people. In principle, by providing support for education of the local 

citizens in needy nations, they would be provided with the necessary tools to voice the opinions 

of the weak and make them independent and responsible (NMFA, 2003).  

In line with international policies for EFA and MDGs, the Norwegian government 

submitted its Action Plan that sought to target the poorest and neediest recipients (NMFA, 2015). 

The MDGs and EFA emphasized the elimination of gender disparity in both primary and 

secondary education as well as ensuring that every boy and girl child completed his/her full 

primary education (NMFA, 2003; NMFA, 2014). The Action Plan aimed at supporting the goals 

of education in all targeted recipient countries through budgetary allocations and commitment to 

education. Through its international participation and commitment to drive its own educational 

aid agenda, the Norwegian government also sought to inspire other donors and development 
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institutions across the world. In this way, the government wanted to ensure that other 

development organizations provided necessary assistance for development in a united effort to 

promote education in the developing nations (NMFA, 2003).  

According to the documents, the Norwegian government sought the cooperation of 

recipient country governments, multilateral institutions, and like-minded nations to ensure that 

the disbursed aid to education reached the targeted nations, mostly the poor and least developed 

ones (NMFA, 2014). Most importantly, in its effort to promote education in developing countries 

the Norwegian government recognized the recipient country responsibility to take ownership of 

the development. Accordingly, the Norwegian government applied a strategy through which 

there was a clear division of roles and defined a more profound form of cooperation with the 

targeted recipients (NMFA, 2003).  

The strategy required that the recipient country accepted the obligation to develop 

efficient and up-to-date plans and implemented reforms ensuring that the aid for education was 

properly used. The strategy emphasized that the local government authorities must take full 

responsibility for the implementation of educational goals in their respective countries. 

Moreover, they were charged with the responsibility of promoting and integrating the EFA goals 

(NMFA, 2003). In other words, the local authorities had to integrate the international 

commitment to development and education into their national legislation, support and 

commitment and to particularly ensure that every child would receive primary education on an 

equal basis.  

 

3.6.2 Basic Education as a Means for Development 

As mentioned earlier, education was conceived in the documents as the precondition for 

development and weapon against poverty in developing nations. Lack of literacy and numeracy 

was considered the main obstacle for social and economic development. This was contrasted 

with a deficiency in basic knowledge and technical expertise as significant hurdles for 

development and economic progress in both the public and the private sectors. Thus, by 

investing in human resources, donors would promote economic development as well as combat 

the prevalence of poverty in these nations (NMFA, 2014). Besides, the documents stress that 

primary education is the best investment to ensure that the country would earn the highest return. 
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This is based on the view that educating a child means educating the whole society and that 

educating girls would enhance knowledge in important areas such as birth control, HIV/AIDS as 

well as income generating activities (NMFA, 2013).  

Education is believed to strengthen the local citizens’ competencies, cultural identity as 

well as capacity to adequately manage the fast-moving technological revolution and use it for 

social development. Most African and Asian countries have a difficult situation with respect to 

reaching the MDGs and EFA especially in terms of accomplishing the strategies for primary 

education. This is because many children, especially girls, have no access to primary education 

and those who access it have poor facilities, amongst others because of overcrowding, lack of 

necessary equipment and being in an education system of generally poor quality (NMFA, 2003).  

Furthermore, most of the countries in the developing world had or have tensions between 

different forms of education. On the one hand, there was a colonial school system while on the 

other hand there were various traditional pre-colonial systems of education. Some countries have 

rigid and authoritarian forms of teaching methods with learning activities based on having the 

teacher at the centre of the whole process (NMFA, 2003). These tensions work against the 

underlying principles of the EFA agenda which is the primary objective of the international 

commitment. The process was also challenged by systematic discrimination. Disadvantaged 

groups of the population, women and girls in particular, were not given the opportunity to access 

education.  

Besides, the international educational commitment has also been affected by the 

HIV/AIDS pandemic in most parts of the developing nations. The pandemic accounted for many 

school dropouts and massive loss of technical and administrative expertise in schools. Many 

children were left orphaned and had to care for themselves since nobody was there to care for 

them (NMFA, 2014). The Norwegian strategy document also highlights that although there are 

few available educational institutions in some recipient regions, their main focus was academic 

with few of them, if any, promoting vocational and technical expertise. The strategy thus 

recommends the adoption and construction of vocational training centers in these nations. It also 

recommends a thorough promotion campaign on the prevalence of HIV/AIDS and the need for 

preventive measures, especially through education, in order to reduce the loss of educational 

officials and improve school attendance. 
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3.6.3 Recipient Engagement and Education for Girls 

Norway has adopted a broad approach for its agenda. According to the document the 

government emphasis on aid to education depends on the receiving country’s need, the support 

from other donor countries, as well as the choice of assistance channels (NMFA, 2003). In line 

with the objectives of the international education commitment and the international goals, the 

two documents emphasize that Norwegian education efforts should never be regarded as 

sufficient to cover the recipient’s needs and that local collaboration is also necessary. In other 

words, the local authorities in the targeted countries are required to shoulder the responsibility of 

development by guaranteeing, for example, the rights of children and young people in their 

respective countries.  

Each country has to establish proper systems to facilitate easy implementation of the 

international agenda at the national level. The receiving country has the responsibility to analyse 

their situation, define their goals according to the MDGs and EFA, and then establish practical 

strategies and plans to achieve the stipulated goals. Thus, as part of the joint international effort, 

the Norwegian government provides its educational support through collectively established 

national plans developed by the recipient country. The aim is to enhance national ownership as 

well as improve the sense of transparency and responsibility of the local governments (NMFA, 

2014). As a donor country, Norway designed its educational strategy for individual countries so 

that all measures are in accordance with the recipients’ national poverty reduction guidelines. In 

this way, the recipient country also supports the global education agenda (NMFA, 2003; NMFA, 

2014).  

The Norwegian Strategy for delivering aid to education has education of girls as its 

primary focus. Education of girls can help reduce maternal and infant mortality, thus leading to 

reduced birth rates. Besides, education of girls is considered as the best development investment 

since it creates an upward spiral that can support economic stability and development. To 

support education of girls, the Norwegian government invested large amounts of aid to ensure 

the enrolment of girls in primary and secondary education. Among other things, this was done by 

strengthening community involvement through awareness campaigns among the local people, 

the public authorities and parents (NMFA, 2003). The campaign emphasized girls’ and women’s 

rights and the importance of the opportunity to access education. Through collaboration with 

local authorities and organizations, Norway provided financial incentives to accomplish these 
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goals. Through an effective use of the funds, Norway helped build more schools and improve 

school facilities for girls in order to increase their chances for attending and completing 

education. The documents emphasize that education of girls also goes a long way in terms of 

reducing cases of child labour, human trafficking and sexual exploitation (NMFA, 2003; NMFA, 

2014).  

Moreover, the documents highlight that Norway would use a part of the aid in order to 

support literacy training programs with particular priority given to women. This would be done 

through the provision of relevant teaching materials as well as testing of new methods that aim to 

improve educational productivity. The Action Plan therefore also supports teacher training and 

development (NMFA, 2003).  Norway also wants to ensure that the teaching environments are 

good and conducive to learning. This means building new schools, rehabilitating old schools and 

providing necessary teaching materials, furniture and equipment. The Norwegian government 

also intends to promote and adopt technologies that merge traditional and modern approaches to 

education as a way to modernize education and creating a bridge between remote and populated 

places. Vulnerable groups, such as children with disabilities, minorities and children displaced 

owing to armed conflicts, are prioritized. This is to be done through providing specialized 

programs in order to integrate these groups into the mainstream education system provided with 

specialized equipment and teachers. Some funds aim to create awareness of children, their 

families, and teachers about the universal accessibility of education (NMFA, 2014). 

While Norway is to provide financial assistance and relevant educational materials, each 

recipient country has to develop the content of its schooling. The content, educational strategies 

and curricula have to reflect as well as promote international human rights principles, such as the 

right to education, equality and tolerance. The donor country should provide support for 

experimental initiatives geared towards improving the quality of education. These involve testing 

democratic forms of social interaction and teaching international methodologies to ensure 

development and safety. This is also essential to promote the basic knowledge of and 

empowering the local community, especially women, as well as learning the responsibilities that 

come with the many government institutions (NMFA, 2014).  
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3.6.4 Norwegian Aid to Fragile States  

According to the documents a special emphasis is given to fragile and conflict affected 

regions. Fragile states are characterised by weak, corrupt and unstable regimes that have 

inadequate control over their territory. They have poorly functioning economies due to 

corruption and conflicts (NMFA, 2014). Most of the children who cannot access education in the 

developing countries are in situations of poverty, conflict or live with poor government 

institutions (UNESCO, 2014). Both documents highlight that children should access education 

irrespective of the circumstances. Educational institutions should be available and secure in order 

to bring some kind of hope to the community. Moreover, education could help in re-establishing 

stability and bringing back peace (NMFA, 2014). 

 Norway seeks to help recipients that are politically unstable or that have a history of 

conflict affiliation. In conflict-torn regions, Norway is committed to helping and constructing 

central government structures parallel to the peace efforts of the country (NMFA, 2014). Among 

other things, Norway has used education as a tool to assist and help these countries. In view of 

the negative impact of weak institutions, corruption, poor decision-making or conflict, the 

Norwegian government has tried to prevent schools from being a centre of violence or conflict. 

This has been done through empowering the local institutions and through specialized programs 

aimed at spreading awareness among the local community. In cases where government 

institutions are not in place Norway has tried to assist NGOs, international organizations and 

peacekeeping missions in order to promote stability. Norway has provided a set of standards for 

the management of its aid which the fragile or conflict affected countries have to follow. This 

has been done in order to ensure that aid to education is used appropriately and reach the most 

affected areas of the fragile country (NMFA, 2014).  

However, the government believes that its effort in partnership with the local 

governments is only useful to the extent that local government structures are in place to 

implement and oversee the whole process. In this regard, Norway is involved in continuous 

evaluation of ways that could be adopted by partner organizations in order to target the fragile 

countries most in need. This has led to the adoption of international agendas from partners, such 

as UN, WB and UNESCO that have wanted to assist the most disadvantaged nations. The data 

provided by these organizations assessed the needs of the recipients. Additionally, this was to 

help identify the vulnerable groups in the target regions to maximize the effect of aid. To this 
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end, the Norwegian government uses an innovative approach which combines the willingness to 

take necessary risks and the political will to evaluate and develop new strategies for assistance of 

fragile states (NMFA, 2003; NMFA 2014).   

 

3.7  Summary  

The two documents outline the development of Norwegian aid to education. They explain 

why the government of Norway regards education as the key to development in developing 

countries and why it invests in the education sector. Basic education, education of girls, and 

fragile and conflict affected countries are the focus of the educational aid strategy.  

A critical review of the documents also shows that the Norwegian government prioritizes 

low-income countries when providing aid for education. The documents clearly indicate that one 

of the prerequisites for aid disbursement is the situation of the target country especially in terms 

of educational development. The aid distribution is also part of the government of Norway’s 

commitment to and collaboration with wider international efforts to improve development in 

developing countries.  

In order to analyse the actual distribution of Norwegian aid seen in the context of these 

wider policy intentions and goals, the following chapter presents the analytical framework that 

serves as a lens for the investigation.  
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4 WORLD SYSTEMS THEORY AS THE ANALYTICAL 

FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY 

 

4.1  Introduction 

This chapter introduces the explanatory framework for the investigation of the study, 

namely world systems theory as developed by Meyer et al. (1997). The theory explains the role 

of international actors, such as Norad, in the context of a world cultural model. The existence of 

the model leads to isomorphism of goals and policies, amongst others, for education in different 

kinds of countries across the world.  

 

4.2  World Systems Theory: A Framework for Understanding International 

Models on Aid to Education 

The theory by Meyer et al. (1997) explains the role of nation states and international 

organizations in the world system (Figure 4.1). It focuses on the impact of internationalization on 

nation-states through the existence of a global culture. According to the theory, the existence of 

the world culture can explain occurrences of structural institutionalization and isomorphism in 

the world system. The dissemination of the world culture and its models takes place through 

international systems and organisations, such as the UN, UNESCO, WB, OECD and other 

bodies, and leads to nation states’ “conformity to the worldwide models of national identity and 

state structure” (Meyer et al., 1997, p. 158).  

Powerful nations (most developed countries, including Norway) and multilateral 

organizations are, thus, catalysts for constructing and propagating worldwide models for 

implementation in developing countries as well. The models shape the ideologies and structures 

in almost all areas of rationalized social life in the developing countries (Chabbott, 2003). 

Nation-states are, thus, understood as exogenously constructed entities rather than self-directed 

actors. They are formed by a rationalized world institutional and cultural order and are essential 

for the further dissemination of world models through organisations and associations. 
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Figure 4.1 The world as enactment of action  

Source: Meyer et al., (1997, p. 151) 

 

Accordingly, the world institutional and cultural order defines the roles and activities of all other 

actors, including both international institutions and developing countries (Mearsheimer, 2001). 

Jones and Coleman (2005) argue that the multilateral institutions with their agendas, for example 

EFA, MDGs and SDGs, provide other international actors with a consensual basis for 

engagement that is grounded in common adherence to international agreements and norm-driven 

behaviour:  

International co-operation is thereby seen as a highly rational activity undertaken by 

willing participants (actors) who both embrace and promote normative frameworks and 

their accompanying rules, as a means of transcending the need to be constantly 

examining the implications of multilateral engagement for any immediate impacts on 

national interests (Jones & Coleman, 2005, p. 13).  

This demonstrates the importance of the developed countries as main actors in the world system 

to fulfil universal norms. Since, as argued by Chabbott (2003), the world is becoming more 

interconnected, there is increased international interdependence and a continued development 

imperative. This includes addressing economic and political issues in developing countries and 

providing models for action, policy and information (Chabbott, 2003; Mearsheimer, 2004, p. 13; 

Meyer et al., 1997).  

 International models, such as EFA, MDGs and SDGs, thus, determine the choices of 
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governments in nation-states when designing and implementing strategies and policies (Meyer et 

al., 1997; Chabbott, 2003). This can lead to countries exceeding their functional capacities, e.g. 

formulating unrealistic poverty reduction strategy plans or inefficient educational policies 

(Chabbott, 2003). According to Chabott (2003), international models should not be imported into 

national agendas without consideration of the needs and particular context. They are likely to be 

transformed during implementation.  

 

4.3  International Agendas on Education 

The end of communism changed the geo-political climate, emphasizing the importance of 

poverty reduction and providing an opportunity to consolidate western norms that had so far 

been spread to developing nations in the South to now include former socialist nations as well 

(Hayman, 2006; Jones & Coleman, 2005). In the 1990s and 2000s, economic development, 

effectiveness of policies and human development, which were all part of the economic and 

financial approach to education, were endorsed in the developed nations (Samoff, 2007). 

International organizations, acting on behalf of developed countries and promoting western 

norms, reinforced the notion of global responsibility towards low-income countries. They 

introduced strategies for action, ensuring the conformity of those nations to particular 

educational reforms (Chabbott, 2003; Jones & Coleman, 2005). This involved the use of 

education as a tool to promote economic and social progress and reducing poverty (Chabbott, 

2003; Hayman, 2006).  

Multilateral and bilateral development aid was important for this effort. New strategies 

for aid to education were adopted and included in coherent policy frameworks (Hayman, 2006). 

Needy countries were required to enhance their structural capacities to adapt to the new 

conditions of aid. This included the creation of poverty reduction strategy policies and adoption 

of western norms for, e.g. democratization and public participation, in order to receive aid 

(Hayman, 2006).  

During the 1990s, there were a number of global conferences at which frameworks for 

development were formulated which guided donors in the coming years. An important 

assumption of the conferences was that nation-states are the “proper unit of planning” and that 

every state should be equally represented regardless of wealth or size (Chabbott, 2003, p.137). 
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The international initiatives were not necessarily aligned with particular nation-states, but can 

best be understood as products of the institutionalized ideas on development, nation-states, and 

international organizations (Chabbott, 2003). Nation-states tend to conform to the actions taken 

within these conferences, even if they sometimes do so only nominally, and low income nation-

states often commit to goals which are outside their resource capacities in order to receive aid 

(Meyer et al., 1997; Chabbott, 2003).   

The World Conference on Education for All (WCEFA) and the UN Summit for the 

development of the MDGs led to specific frameworks for education in developing countries 

influenced by world culture (Chabbott, 2003). WCEFA was followed up at the World Education 

Forum in Dakar in 2000 when the six specific educational goals to be reached by 2015 were 

formulated, namely: a) expand early childhood care and education; b) universalize primary 

education; c) improve access to life-skills learning; d) achieve a 50% improvement in adult 

literacy; e) achieve gender equality; and f) enhance the quality of education (UNESCO, 2005). 

The MDGs announced in September 2000, reconfirmed two goals addressing education: a) 

universal access to primary education (MDG 2), and b) gender parity in education as part of the 

goal on gender equality and women’s empowerment (MDG 3).  

In addition to the educational goals, MDGs covered poverty, health, equality, 

environment and partnership for development (Figure 4.2). Significantly, education was the key 

or precondition to achieving all MDGs (UNESCO, 2013). EFA places a strong emphasis on the 

quality of education seen in a lifelong learning perspective which is now reflected in the newly 

formulated SDG4 on education (UN 2017). During 2000-2015, the MDGs and the EFA goals 

provided the frameworks for accomplishing the needs of developing countries and have been the 

basis for mobilizing resources. Both developed and developing countries included the goals in 

their development policies (UNESCO, 2005). 
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Figure 4.2 Linkages between the MDGs and the EFA goals  

 

The conference supported western ideals, including human rights and the collective 

responsibility for promoting educational development and progress, in response to the negative 

effects of the previous four decades of “development” (Chabbott, 2003; Hayman, 2006). Equally 

important was the notion that every individual has the right to education, and that the nation-state 

has the responsibility to develop the human potential through providing basic education 

(Chabbott, 2003). Developed countries were called upon to financially aid the development of 

education systems in needy nations in the context of interdependence and global responsibility 

(Chabbott, 2003; Samoff, 2007).  

The influence of international, generally western, norms on education in developing 

countries is predominant despite the fact that, in many cases, aid to education represents only a 

small proportion of a recipient’s total education budget (Samoff, 2007). The political influence 

that comes from aid to education is high as it is considered a main source for addressing the 

needs of the developing nations. Recipients, therefore, generally conform to the requirements of 

donors in order to receive funding (Samoff, 2007). 
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4.4  The Relationship between International and Norwegian Goals for 

Education  

The EFA goals and the MDGs have provided an important framework for investment in 

education, endorsed by most of the developed countries, including Norway that has been an 

important partner since their creation (NMFA, 2003). The goals have shaped the implementation 

of development policies, helped focus priorities within countries, shaped the architecture of 

development assistance, encouraged greater participation and gender equity, and emphasized the 

importance of delivering on promises of the right to education to all citizens (Lewin, 2015). The 

frameworks have helped mobilize large amounts of aid that might not otherwise have been made 

available. The relationship between the Norwegian goals on education, the EFA goals and the 

MDGs is presented in Table 4.1.  

 

Table 4.1 Norwegian goals, EFA goals and MDGs 

Norwegian Goals 

(NGs) 

 

EFA goals 

 

MDGs 

Relationship NGs, 

EFA goals, MDGs 

1. Education for 

development and 

poverty education 

1. Expand early 

childhood care and 

education 

1. Eradicate extreme 

poverty and hunger 

 

All MDGs and EFA 

goals 

2. Improve basic 

education 

2. Universalize 

primary education 

2. Universal access 

to primary education 

EFA1, EFA2, EFA4, 

MDG 2, MDG3 

3. Improve access of 

girls to basic 

education 

3. Improve access to 

life-skills learning 

3. Promote gender 

equality and 

empower women 

EFA1, EFA 2, 

EFA3, EFA5, MDG 

2, MDG3, MDG4, 

MDG5 

4. Assist fragile and 

conflict affected 

states through 

education  

4. Achieve a 50% 

improvement in 

adult literacy 

4. Reduce child 

mortality 

 

MDG2, MDG8, 

EFA1, EFA2, EFA 3 

 5. Achieve gender 

equality 

5. Improve maternal 

health 

 

 6. Enhance the 

quality of education 

6. Combat 

HIV/AIDS, malaria 

and other diseases 
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  7. Ensure 

environmental 

sustainability 

 

  8. Develop a global 

partnership for 

development 

 

 

Although the goals and agendas are interrelated, it can be argued that the Norwegian 

goals more directly support some goals rather than others. As previously discussed (see chapter 

3), NG1 aims at (economic) development and poverty reduction. This depends on successful 

accomplishment of all EFA goals and the MDGs since education is considered as the main tool 

to fight poverty and promote development (NMFA, 2014). NG2 considers basic education as a 

means to improve the health care of children (EFA1) and contributes to the accomplishments of 

basic skills such as literacy and numeracy (EFA4) (NMFA, 2003; NMFA, 2014). Through 

improving access of girls to basic education, as stated in (NG3), the Norwegian government 

supports most of the EFA goals and MDGs (EFA1, EFA2, EFA3, EFA5, MDG2, MDG3, 

MDG4, MDG5).  NG4 is not related directly to the international agendas for EFA and MDGs. 

However, according to the documents Education Job Number one and Education for 

development (NMFA, 2003; NMFA, 2014) basic education (e.g. EFA2, MDG2) in fragile and 

conflict affected countries can help children achieve better health care and provide all (EFA3, 

EFA4) with skills needed for reconstruction and development once the conflict is over (MDG8, 

EFA3, EFA4).  

Yet, the effectiveness of these international goals often depends on the foreign policy 

agenda of the developed countries and their use of aid as a means to promote their own interests 

(Bermeo, 2016; Sogge, 2015; Easterly, 2012; Moyo, 2009; Alesina & Dollar, 2000; Samoff, 

2007). In this understanding the exogenous influence of any government on countries in need 

starts with the formulated strategies for, e.g. EFA and MDGs, and ends with their 

implementation in the developing countries. Although the attention may be towards the needs of 

developing countries, this is affected by the policy concerns of the developed nations. 

 This multi-purpose understanding of the purposes of aid guides the analysis in this study 

of the distribution of Norwegian aid to education. Before embarking on this analysis, the 

research design and methodology is presented in the following chapter.  
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5 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY  

 

5.1  Introduction 

This chapter discusses the philosophical underpinnings, the research design and the research 

methods for the study. It explains the criteria and indicators used to select and analyse the sample 

and also discusses issues of validity and reliability of the data and the instruments. 

 

5.2  Ontology and Epistemology  

There are two dominant opposing positions with regard to ontology and epistemology, 

namely the positivistic and the interpretivist paradigms. Positivists believe that the world can be 

observed and measured without meditation, thereby denying any appearance/reality dichotomy 

(Marsh & Furlong, 2002). Interpretivists, on the other hand, believe that it is not possible to 

make objective statements about the real world since it is socially and discursively constructed. 

Like the world is socially constructed, so are social phenomena (Marsh & Furlong, 2002, p. 26). 

As this study examines Norwegian goals for and disbursement of aid, it relies on both the 

positivistic and interpretive points of view which has permitted the use of both qualitative and 

quantitative methods (Hall, 2014). This is supported by the pragmatic paradigm as understood by 

Morgan (2007). Pragmatism is based on the belief that theories can be both contextual and 

generalizable by analyzing them for ‘‘transferability’’ to another situation. The pragmatic 

researcher is similarly able to maintain both subjectivity in their own reflections on research and 

objectivity in data collection and analysis (Morgan 2007). The pragmatic approach combines 

qualitative and quantitative research methods and, as argued by Bekele (2004), takes into 

account what works. It gives the researcher the freedom to select the methods, techniques and 

philosophical beliefs.  
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5.3  Research Methods  

The mixed methods, i.e. qualitative and quantitative methods, were selected in order to 

address the research questions in the best possible way. According to Creswell & Plano (2011, p. 

6): 

Mixed methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions as well as 

methods of inquiry. As a methodology, it involves philosophical assumptions that guide 

the direction of the collection and analysis and the mixture of qualitative and quantitative 

approaches in many phases of the research process. As a method, it focuses on 

collecting, analysing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative data in a single study 

or series of studies (Creswell & Plano et. al. 2011, p. 6) 

Mixed methods can imply a variety of research designs, for example Sequential 

Explanatory Design, Sequential Exploratory Design, Sequential Transformative Design, 

Concurrent Triangulation Design, Concurrent Nested Design and Concurrent Transformation 

Design (Creswell & Plano et. al., 2011). In this study, the exploratory design was used because it 

permits a two-phase design where one dataset using one method can be complemented with a 

second dataset using another method (Morgan, 1998). The design applied in this study is 

displayed in Figure 5.1 which shows that the results of the data collected through the qualitative 

methods informed the quantitative data collection method. 

 

 

Figure 5.1 Instrument Development Model in mixed methods 

 

The exploratory design is based on the assumption that an investigation is needed when the 

instruments for measuring are not available, the variables are unknown or there is no guiding 
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theory. The research in this design begins qualitatively, thus it is best suited for exploring a 

specific phenomenon (Creswell, 2003).  Or, as expressed by Creswell et al., (2011, p. 86): the 

exploratory design is “…particularly useful when a researcher needs to develop and test an 

instrument because one is not available or identify important variables to study quantitatively 

when the variables are unknown”. The design is also appropriate when a researcher wants to 

generalize results to different groups (Morse, 1991), test aspects of an emergent theory or 

classification (Morgan, 1998) or explore a phenomenon in depth and then measure its 

prevalence.  

 

5.4  Applying the Exploratory Design in the Study  

In this study, the exploratory design can address the social phenomenon of aid and 

support it with concrete numbers. From the epistemological viewpoint of qualitative research, 

knowledge is considered as subjective and is based on interpretation of the social phenomenon 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). Thus, the first phase of the investigation (qualitative) was 

regarded as more appropriate in order to give meaning to the issues studied in the documents. 

Qualitative methods were used to analyze the strategies and policies underlying the Norwegian 

government’s educational aid to various recipients. Particularly, the analysis of the documents 

aimed to identify the main guiding goals employed by the Norwegian government. Moreover, 

through analyzing the documents, the study aims to get a deeper understanding of the rationales 

behind the Norwegian government’s targeting of particular recipients. 

The quantitative part aims to analyze the implementation of the Norwegian guiding goals. 

From a positivistic standpoint, quantitative research is conducted on the assumption that 

knowledge is discrete and objective, can be empirically tested, and that inferences can be made 

(Bryman, 2012). This means that the method is applicable when testing empirical data such as 

numbers. Accordingly, the quantitative method was used to investigate the amount and 

distribution of Norwegian aid to education from 2005 to 2015.  

 

5.5  Document Sample    

The data mining method was employed in order to collect the information needed for the 
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conduct of the research. According to O’Leary (2013), the data mining technique is the process 

of analyzing already available information through the setting of certain criteria. This is done in 

order to identify and extract the needed information before establishing trends and patterns in the 

data. This technique was suitable for the analysis of data on Norwegian development aid in the 

last 10 years (O’Leary, 2013).  

The sample of documents included primary and secondary data sources which were 

obtained from already published government records and online government databases, such as 

regering.no, Norwegian Aid Statistics at Norad.no, GEMR online database, UNESCO online 

database, UN online database, and WB online database, OECD and DAC. Using these sources 

facilitated the research because the data are readily available for the public. The data from the 

NMFA and Norad are authentic and credible. As Ritchie at al. (2013) argue, online government 

publications are contemporary as they provide up to date insights. Public records, statistical and 

historical documents, technical journals and reports, books and other relevant sources were also 

used as secondary data with the aim to complement the main findings of the research.   

Of the range of documents for review, specific ones were selected according to defined 

criteria. The first criterion was that they had explicitly articulated the objectives for Norwegian 

aid to education. Other criteria included that they were most frequently cited and referred to by 

related studies produced by experts and agencies that are respected and regarded as authorities in 

the field of (Norwegian) aid to education. The frequently cited authors and documents were 

identified through extensive reading, bibliographical search, web search, and review of the 

websites on Norwegian aid allocations.  

After the identification of the most relevant materials, two main documents (Education 

Job Number one and Education for development) were selected for further analysis (see chapter 

3). The choice of the selected documents was based on the following criteria: 

a) They reflect the subject matter under investigation.  

b) They present the historical development of Norwegian aid to education with a clear 

explanation of how the agenda of providing educational assistance was achieved.  

c) They explain why the government of Norway regards education as the key to 

development in developing countries and why Norway invests in the education sector.  

d) They explain the rationale of Norway for granting educational aid to the neediest 

recipients.  
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In the analysis of the documents, key words were highlighted in order to substantiate the 

underlying themes, as suggested by Neuman (1997) and to answer the overall research question 

related to the rationales for Norwegian aid. Key words included, amongst others: Norwegian aid, 

Education, Norwegian goals, International strategies, EFA, MDG, Development, Human 

Development, Equality, Access to education and Right to education. 

 

5.6  Data Sample and Analysis 

The quantitative part of the study aimed at evaluating the extent to which the guiding 

goals were applied during the last 10 years. To do so the amount of allocated aid to education 

was analyzed. The study uses datasets for aid allocations to education for six geographical 

regions each of which has a specified number of recipient countries. These regions include Asia 

(32 countries), Africa (57 countries), Latin America (30 countries), Europe (13 countries), 

Oceania (8 countries), and the Middle East (10 countries) (see Table 6.1). The analysis also 

includes non-geographical datasets, such as administration expenditures, global unspecified aid 

allocation and multilateral aid. The research analyzes a group of 57 countries (see Appendix 2) 

from a total of 150 countries. The 57 countries were the most relevant seen in relation to the four 

guiding goals in the policy documents. 

In order to relate the goals to the quantitative data, a set of indicators representing each 

goal was used. The indicators for analyzing the four guiding goals appear in Figure 5.3. Using 

the youth literacy rate leads to a sample of 32 countries (see Table 6.4). These countries were 

identified by UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) as the neediest ones in terms of education 

aid for the years 2014-2015. All of them have a literacy rate of the youth population below 70% 

(UIS, 2017). 

The second indicator was used to identify countries that needed support for education of 

girls and was retrieved from the GEMR database (UNESCO, 2017) (see Table 6.5). In all 30 of 

the 104 countries were selected based on the percentage of girls out of school which was 70% or 

higher (UNESCO, 2017). 
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Figure 5.3 Indicators for analysis of the Norwegian goals for education 

 

The third and fourth indicator (HDI scoring and GDP per capita) were retrieved from the 

UN database of the Human Development Rapport (HDR). In all 35 countries were selected from 

the HDR database which lists countries according to their Human Development Index (HDI) 

ranking. The countries selected had a HDI ranking below 0.518 and a GDP per capita below 

3,500 US$ (UNDP, 2017).  

The fifth indicator represented the fragility index of a country. WB publications were 

used to identify most of the fragile countries. The Fragility Year (FY) list published by the WB 

indicates the harmonized CPIA of each country together with the indicator of conflict affiliation 

which is the sixth indicator used in this study. In all 35 countries with the lowest harmonized 

CPIA ranking were used from the FY list for 2014.  

For the analysis, all recipients in the research are compared to recipients that benefited 

the most from the allocation of Norwegian aid to education and basic education. The data to 

identify these recipients was collected from the Norad database. From a total of 109 recipients, a 

sample of 30 recipients were identified as having benefited the most from the allocation of aid to 

education (Table 6.2). These recipients had benefited more than the average from aid allocated 
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by the Norwegian government, i.e. had received at least 92 million NOK of aid to education in 

the last 10 years. The same method was used to identify the recipients that have profited the most 

from the allocation of aid to basic education. In all 22 recipients were identified as having 

benefited the most from the aid allocated to all recipients, i.e. more than 70 million NOK of aid 

allocated to basic education in the last 10 years (Table 6.3). Although the sampling of the data 

did acknowledge the non-geographical allocation of aid, it was not included in the analysis 

because it does not represent direct disbursement of aid from Norway to a recipient country. 

 

5.6.1 Identifying the Neediest Countries 

As mentioned earlier one of the goals of the research was to investigate if the Norwegian 

government targeted the neediest recipients during the last 10 years according to the four goals 

retrieved from the document analysis. In order to identify the neediest recipients the Weighted 

Scoring Method was used because of its assumed reliability. According to Zimmer (2011, p. 1):  

Weighted Scoring is a technique for putting a semblance of objectivity into a subjective 

process. Using a consistent list of criteria, weighted according to the importance or 

priority of the criteria to the organization, a comparison of similar “solutions” can be 

completed. If numerical values are assigned to the criteria priorities and the ability of the 

product to meet a specific criterion, a “weighted” value can be derived. By summing the 

weighted values, the product most closely meeting the criteria can be determined. 

The Weighted Scoring Method is best conducted in a spreadsheet/table where the data are 

listed properly according to the priority given by the indicators. The data can later on be 

compared and recorded. Among other values priority values can be numeric. The values that 

work best can be identified according to the indicators. The numeric values can range from 0 to 

10 depending on the indicators. Although in most cases 0 is a non-measurable number, it is 

important because it presents the requirements or criteria that do not apply to a particular study 

or project. The standard set of criteria may have values that are not applicable. For example, if 

the requirement list is standardized, then removing the requirement rather than rating it zero may 

generate questions about it being missing (Zimmer, 2011).  
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The first step to identify the neediest recipients was to develop a table with all 57 

recipients used for the analysis in this research (see Appendix 2). These recipients were later 

ranked alphabetically in a list to which all data from the indicators were added. After that, 

numeric values from 0 to 3 were added to all the indicators (see Appendix 3). The higher the 

numeric value, the lower the performance of the indicator. Countries with a numeric value of 3 

were considered as those that needed aid to education the most, countries with the numeric value 

of 2 were countries with average need of educational aid, and countries with the numeric value 

of 1 were countries in need of moderate amounts of aid to education. A 0 value were countries 

that needed some kind of aid although it was not relevant to the indicator presented.  

For the youth literacy rate indicator, 32 countries with a youth literacy rate from 19.1% 

up to 70.1 % were listed (see Table 6.4). Later on, these countries were divided into 3 groups and 

the numeric values were added. The numeric value of 3 was used for the first 11 countries in 

Table 6.4 that had a youth literacy rate from 19.1% up to 46.7%. The numeric value of 2 was 

used for the second group of 11 countries that had a youth literacy rate from 48.1% up to 60.7%. 

The third group was represented by 10 countries and had the numeric value of 1. This group 

consisted of countries with a youth literacy rate from 61.5% up to 70.1%.  

The second indicator, percentage of primary school age girls out of school, lists 30 

countries with a range from 16% to 76% (see Table 6.5). The same method was used in order to 

add the numeric values. The 30 countries were divided into 3 groups: those that needed the most 

aid to education, those that needed average amounts of aid to education and those that needed 

moderate amounts. The first 10 countries with the numeric value of 3 had a percentage of 

primary school age out-of-school girls between 76% and 36%. The numeric value of 2 was 

assigned to countries with a percentage between 36% and 26%. Numeric value 1 was assigned to 

countries between 26% and 16%. A zero numeric value referred to countries that had less than 

16% of primary school age girls who were out-of-school. These countries are not included in 

Table 6.5.  

For the third and fourth indicators, HDI and GDP per capita, a table with 35 countries 

was developed (Table 6.6). There were 12 countries with a numeric value of 3. They ranged 

from a HDI scoring of 0.352 to 0.427 and a GDP per capita from 656 US$ to 1,500 US$. There 

were 12 countries with a numeric value of 2. The HDI scoring was between 0.435 and 0.493 and 

the GDP per capita was from 1,500 US$ to 2,500 US$. There were 22 countries with a numeric 
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value of 1. Their HDI scoring was 0.493 to 0.518 and their GDP per capita from 2,500 US$ to 

3,500 US$. The numeric value of 0 was given to the countries that had a higher HDI score than 

0.518 and a GDP per capita above 3,500 US$.  

According to the fifth indicator, harmonized CPIA, there were 35 fragile and conflict 

affected countries. Of these, 12 countries were assigned a numeric value of 3. They had a range 

of harmonized CPIA scoring from 0 up to 2.75. Seven of them are considered as conflict 

affected. The second group of countries with a numeric value of 2 had a harmonized CPIA 

scoring from 2.8 up to 3.2. Nine of them were considered as conflict affected. The third group of 

countries with a numeric value of 1 had a harmonized CPIA from 3.2 up to 3.7. Five of them 

were considered as conflict affected countries. In addition to the conflict indicator, the numeric 

value of 1 was added in cases where conflict was present and 0 in the cases where conflict was 

absent.  

The final indicator is the population of each country. It is assumed that the population 

size of a country can affect the amount of aid allocated since the results of aid depend on 

population size. For example, aid allocated to Gambia with a population of 1,882,450 million 

could be lower than aid to Ethiopia with a population of 99,465,819 million if the results are 

measured per beneficiary. The selected 57 countries were, therefore, divided into 3 groups: 

countries with a population of more than 20 million were assigned a numeric value of 3; 

countries with a population of 10- 20 million were assigned a value of 2; and the countries with a 

population of less than 10 million were assigned a value of 1. All the data are presented in 

Appendix 1.  

After assigning numeric values to all countries (i.e. 0, 1, 2 and 3), the values were added 

in order to identify the countries with the highest score (see Appendix 3). The highest score is 

considered 18 (i.e. 6 indicators x 3), the lowest score is 1 since population is always present in a 

country. The 20 highest ranking countries were considered those most in need according to the 

four goals of the Norwegian government. The amounts of aid to education allocated in the last 10 

years by the Norwegian government were then added for each country in order to analyze which 

countries benefited the most from Norwegian aid to education. The results of the analysis appear 

in the next chapter. 
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5.7  Reliability and Validity  

According to Bryman (2008) reliability and validity are the two main criteria used to 

evaluate social research. Reliability means ensuring the consistency of the study. Validity is 

concerned with the truthfulness of the study and the integrity of conclusions that can be 

generated from the research (Bryman, 2005).  

To make the qualitative part of the study consistent, the same type of criteria was used to 

select the documents for content analysis. Important themes arose from the analysis based on the 

use of key words.  

In the quantitative part, the study used standardized indicators for analysis. To ensure 

validity, the research process was fully explained and the underlying assumptions for the choice 

of methods were clarified. The combination of data sources helped to conduct data triangulation 

and to ensure that the inferences of the study are valid.  

The selected documents specified the commitments and the strategies of the Norwegian 

government for assisting education in developing countries, while the quantitative data showed 

the actual distribution of aid to education. No analysis was made of the use of the funding in the 

recipient countries or whether aid reached the ultimate beneficiaries. The reality of Norwegian 

aid may, therefore, be different from both goals and distribution. However, the analysis in the 

following chapter can still be understood as a first step to understand the relationship between 

goals and their implementation by the Norwegian government. 
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6 NORWEGIAN AID DISBURSEMENT AND NEEDY 

RECIPIENTS  

 

6.1  Introduction  

In this chapter, the findings from the quantitative analysis are presented. The analysis is 

done in light of the four goals on Norwegian aid to education that were analyzed previously 

(chapter 3). The chapter analyses the Norwegian government support for basic education, 

education for girls, education for development, and support for fragile and conflict affected 

countries from 2005 to 2015. The data was collected from six regions and a data panel was 

constructed for 56 recipients for the10 year timeline.  

 

6.2  Distribution of Norwegian Aid to Education  

This section analyses the regional distribution of Norwegian aid to education in the last 

10 years seen in relation to total development aid. Table 6.1 shows that the amount of Norwegian 

aid to education varies between the regions. The amount of educational aid allocated to Africa 

during 2005-2015 was the highest (5,213.5 million NOK). It represents 8.5% of total 

development aid (61,361.7 million NOK) for the region, 1.8% of total development aid (287,184 

million NOK) allocated to the world and 27.5% of the total amount of educational aid (18,983.2 

million NOK). 

 

Table 6.1 Norwegian development aid and aid to education 2005- 2015, by region (million 

NOK) 

Region 

 

Total 

Develop. 

Aid 

(2005-

2015) 

Total 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005-

2015) 

Develop. 

Aid 

(2005) 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005) 

Develop. 

Aid 

(2010) 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2010) 

Develop. 

Aid 

(2015) 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2015) 

Africa 

 

61,361.7 5,213.5 4,617.5 420.5 5,735.5 457.6 5,425.8 655.3 

Asia 

 

30,888.1 2,669.7 3,358.8 254.7 3,214.0 204.4 2,674.8 246.1 
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Europe 

 

7,485.1 746 817.8 40.1 683.5 120.1 757.1 23.4 

Latin 

America 

18,554.7 603.1 681.9 46.0 1,382.3 53.6 1,921.1 62.2 

Oceania* 

 

105.1 0.9 3.1 0.1 10.9 0 19.7 0 

Middle 

East  

13,016.3 841 751.7 50,4 892,3 62,2 2,395.5 277,4 

Not 

Geograph. 

Allocated 

155,773 8,903.6 7,764.9 850,1 14,505.4 704,3 21,303.5 1,212.4 

Total  

 

287,184 18,983.2 17,995.0 1,661.8 26,423.9 16,02.3 34,496.3 2,476.8 

*Oceania refers to the insular region between Asia and Latin America. 

Source: Norad (2017), NMFA (2017) 

 

 The second most receiving region is Asia. The allocation of educational aid amounted to 

2,669.7 million NOK accounting for about 8.6% of the total amount of Norwegian development 

aid distributed to this region, 0.9% of the total developmental aid allocated to the world and 14% 

of the total amount of educational aid.  

The third region was the Middle East with 841 million NOK of aid allocated to education 

of the total of 13,016.3 million NOK in development aid for the region. The support for 

education amounts to approximately 6.5% of total developmental aid for the region, 0.3% of the 

total amount of developmental aid and 4.4% of total educational aid.  

Europe is number four with the amount of 746 million NOK in educational aid of the 

total amount of 7,485.1 million NOK for development aid. This means that only 10% of the 

region’s development aid went to education. It represents 0.26% of total development aid and 

3.9% of total aid to education allocated to the world. As noted by Aleson and Dollar (2000), 

European countries during this period were economically stable and most of the developing 

countries, such as most of the Balkan countries and Eastern Europe, were above the global 

poverty rate. Hence their need for aid was not as high as in other regions of the world.  

Between 2005 and 2015, Latin America received the lowest amount of aid by the 

Norwegian government, 603.1 million NOK. This represented just 3.2% of total development aid 

(18,554.7 million NOK) allocated to the region, 0.2% of total development aid, and 3.2% of total 
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educational aid allocated to the world.  

As for Oceania, the numbers are insignificant (less than 1 million NOK of aid for 

education). This is approximately 0.8% of total development aid (105.1 million NOK) allocated 

to the region, 0.00031% of total development aid allocated to all recipients and 0,005 % of total 

educational aid to education. In contrast to the other regions Oceania has a significantly lower 

population (39 million) meaning that the comparative effect of even small amounts of aid can be 

higher.  

The remaining amount is Not Geographically allocated and includes administration, 

multilateral aid and global unspecified sectors of education. These sectors received educational 

aid amounting to 8,903.6 million NOK of total development aid of 155,773 million NOK. It 

represented 5.7% of total development aid for the sector, 3.1% of total development aid and 47% 

of total aid allocated to education. This means that almost 50% of educational aid was allocated 

for administration purposes and unspecified aid.  

The trend in the allocation of educational aid during the period was fluctuating. Africa 

had a stable increase from 2005 to 2010 by 8.5% followed by another increase from 2010 to 

2015 by 43.4%. On the other hand, the amount of aid allocated to Asia decreased from 2005 to 

2010 by 24.5% but increased from 2010 to 2015 by 20%. During 2005-2010 aid to Europe 

increased by as much as 200% but decreased again during 2010-2015 by 418%. The increase of 

aid to education between 2005 and 2010 can be attributed to the conflict situation in the Balkan 

countries during the late 1990s and 2000s which brought much attention to the region (Özerdem 

& Gianni, 2005). As mentioned before, from 2010 to 2015 the decrease of aid can be attributed 

to the increased economic stability of most of the South East European countries (Aleson & 

Dollar, 2000). Latin America had a stable increase by 16% during 2005 to 2010 and of 16% 

during 2010 to 2015 as well. The Middle East had an increase by 23.5% from 2005 to 2010 and 

then a huge increase by 345.6% from 2010 to 2015. The rise in the allocation of aid during this 

period can possibly be attributed to the conflicts escalating in this region, as well as the need in 

the region to improve education. These needs were consistent with the Norwegian policy goals 

for education (NMFA, 2014). 

Overall, although there were some fluctuations in the trends of the Norwegian aid 

allocation to education, Norway increased the total amount of aid from 2005 to 2015, particularly 

to the Middle East and Africa. These were also regions with a high number of fragile and conflict 
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affected countries (Fareon, 2008).  According to Duffield (2007), conflict and fragility gained a 

particular importance in development assistance as the international development agenda shifted 

towards security concerns after the year 2000. The total amount of educational aid for countries 

in the six regions amounted to 10,725.4 million NOK during 2010-2015, increasing from 9,860.7 

million NOK distributed between 2005 and 2010. The rise of Norwegian aid to education can be 

attributed to the fact that Norway is a strong supporter of the EFA goals and the MDGs which 

emphasize education as one of the keys for a country’s growth and overall development (NMFA, 

2003). It is further noted that Norway emphasizes universal education as it shapes individuals’ 

character and behaviour and help in making good choices in life both socially and economically. 

 

6.2.1 Who Benefits the Most from Norwegian Aid to Education?  

The recipients that benefited the most from Norwegian aid to education in the last 10 

years (2005 -2015) appear in Table 6.2. Table 6.2 identifies 30 countries that have profited the  

 

Table 6.2 Most receiving countries of Norwegian aid to education, 2005-2015 (million NOK) 

 

Country  

 

Region 

  

Population 

Total 

Develop. 

Aid 

(2005 to 

2015) 

Total Aid 

to Ed. 

(2005 to 

2015) 

Aid to Ed. 

(2005) 

Aid to Ed. 

(2010) 

Aid to Ed. 

(2015) 

Palestine  Middle 

East 

 4,550,368  6,869.2 841.0  43.4 50.8 51.2 

Nepal  Asia  26,494,504  2,933.5 649.3  41.8 59.0  113.8 

Madagascar  Africa  22,434,363  908.9 549.9 43,5 56.0  28.8 

Zambia  Africa  16,212,000  3,720.4 521.5 130.7 14.4  67.0 

Uganda  Africa  37,873,253  4,232.5 491.8 35.4 33.4 67.0 

Bangladesh  Asia  168,957,745  1,266.9 410.9 70.3 3.0 5.3 
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Tanzania Africa  51,820,000  6,347.1 397.4 27.0 51.0 30.1 

Sudan* Africa 40,235,000  4,894.9 394.4 29.5 89.0 14.3 

Afghanistan  Asia 33,332,025  7,278.0 368.3 6.9 16.5 22.6 

Somalia Africa  12,316,895  3,067.4 329.6 5.1 24.5 65.0 

Ethiopia  Africa  99,465,819  2,876.8 292.1 19.3 21.7 68.1 

Malawi Africa  16,407,000  4,651.1 243.6 3.7 9.0 116.7 

Pakistan  Asia  201,995,540  2,567.9 227.0 30,6 56,4 -1,4 

South 

Sudan* 

Africa  12,340,00  2,392.7 213.4 0 0 65.5 

Zimbabwe  Africa  12,973,808  1,430.9  180.2 5.5 13.7 25.5 

Nicaragua  Latin 

America 

 6,167,237  1,138.8 174.9 14.5 12.6 22.4 

Viet Nam Asia 92,700,000  1,592.2 163.1 13.5 1.1 6.0 

Kosova Europe  1,859,203  759.4 170.7 0 45.8 8.7 

Lebanon Middle 

East 

 6,184,701  1,223.5 150.7 0.4 6.5 96.1 

Angola Africa  25,789,024  1,036.1 140.3 29.5 9.7 0 

South Africa Africa  54,956,900  1,078.8 131.8 17.6 19.0  5.6 

Mozambiqu

e 

Africa  24,692,144  4,718.9 125.1 8.5 9.4 15.7 

Burundi Africa  11,178,921  1,052.0 120.8 2.3 3.6 2.6 
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Syria Middle 

East 

N/a  1,349.4 118.8 0 0 52.8 

Bolivia Latin 

America 

 11,410,651  3,59.5 115.9 8.8 1.6 9.8 

Myanmar Asia  51,486,253  1,468.2 104.4 0.6 3.8 30.1 

Mali Africa  14,517,176  1,117.5 99.9 8.1 9.2 13.4 

Congo Dem. 

Rep. 

Africa 81,680,000  2,004.3 97.5 1.1 8.3 17.5 

Sri Lanka Asia  20,277,597  1,949.1 93.7  39.9  9.9  2.1 

Cambodia  Asia  15,957,223  498.8 92.6 4.3 9.1 17.1 

Total    7,6784.7 8,010.8    

*South Sudan became independent from Sudan in 2011. 

Source: Norad (2017); NMFA (2017) 

 

most (more than 90 million NOK) from Norwegian aid to education in the last 10 years 

(2005-2015). The recipients are listed progressively from the ones that received the most at the 

top to the ones that received the least at the bottom of the table.   

As can be seen Palestine received the highest amount of aid to education (841.0 million 

NOK) which accounted for 12% of total development aid for this country during 2005- 2015. 

This is followed by Nepal with a total aid allocation to education of 649.3 million NOK which 

corresponds to 22% of total development aid for the country during the period. The third 

recipient was Madagascar with a total aid to education allocation of 549.9 million NOK, 

representing 60.5% of total development aid for the country in the last 10 years. Other recipients 

received between 90 and 500 million NOK. 

In total, the 30 recipients received 76,784.7 million NOK in development aid or 26.7% of 

the 287,184 million NOK for total developmental aid to the world. As regards education the 25 

recipients received 8,010.8 million NOK out of a total of 18,983.2 million NOK. This represents 
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42% of the total aid to education allocated by the Norwegian government in the last 10 years, 

and 10.4 % of developmental aid allocated to the 30 recipients. 

 

6.2.2 Who Benefits the Most from Norwegian Aid to Basic Education? 

As previously discussed, basic education is one of the stated goals for Norwegian support 

for education and has had high priority in educational aid disbursement (NMFA, 2003; NMFA 

2014).   

Table 6.3 presents the 22 recipients that benefited the most from Norwegian aid to basic 

education during 2005-2015. The countries are listed progressively with those receiving the 

largest amount at the top. 

 

Table 6.3 Most receiving countries of the Norwegian aid to basic education, 2005-2015 (million 

NOK) 

Country   Region  Population Total Aid 

to Ed. 

(2005 to 

2015) 

Total Aid 

to Basic 

Ed. (2005 

to 2015) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2005) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2010) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2015) 

Bangladesh  Asia  168,957,745 410.9 354.8  57.2  1.8  4.6   

Madagascar  Africa  26,494,504 549.9 279.2  12.0 32.8  20.8 

Nepal Asia  22,434,363 649.3 249.5 39.7 4.6 38.7 

Somalia  Africa  16,212,000 329.6 244.9  2.1  21.5  0 

Uganda  Africa  37,873,253 491.8 228.9 15.5 14.9 18.6 

Malawi Africa  168,957,745 243.6 174.0  2.3  2.1  107.4 

Zambia Africa  51,820,000 521.5 160.3  19.5  9.2  3.0 

Afghanistan  Asia 40,235,000 368.3 147.7  1.6  16.4  19.5 
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Sudan Africa  12,316,895 394.4 145.4  14.4  27.5  1.0 

Pakistan Asia 33,332,025 227.0 143.2  30,1  21.9  -22 

Ethiopia Africa  99,465,819 292.1 140.6  7.1  14.1  38.3 

South Sudan Africa  16,407,000 213.4 122.4  - -  49.5 

Palestine  Middle 

East 

 201,995,540 841.0 117.3  27.8 9.4 10.6 

Lebanon Middle 

East 

 12,340,00 150.7 110.8  0.4  3.3  95.1 

Zimbabwe  Africa  12,973,808 180.2 100.4  3.5  11.4  16.0 

Nicaragua  Latin 

America 

 6,167,237 174.9 98.4  9.6  6.2  12.2 

Mali  Africa 92,700,000 99.9 93.7  7.1  8.3  13.4 

Angola Africa  1,859,203 140.3 80.5  22.3  0.5 0 

Cambodia   Asia  25,789,024 92.6 76.6  3.4  5.8  16,3 

Liberia Africa  54,956,900 79.1 75.8  0 18.8  0 

Viet Nam Asia  24,692,144 163.1 70.8  3.0  -4.0  15 

Mozambique Africa  11,178,921 125.1 69.9  6.9  3.7 10.8 

Source: Norad (2017) NMFA (2017) 

 

Table 6.3 shows that Bangladesh benefited the most (more than 200 million NOK) from 

the allocation of aid to basic education with a total of 354.8 million NOK representing 86% of 

total aid to education for the country during 2005-2015. Madagascar is second with 279.2 million 

NOK, representing 51% of its total aid to education. The third country is Nepal with total aid to 

basic education of 249.5million NOK which is equivalent to 38% of the total aid to education 
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during 2005-2015. Somalia and Uganda received 244.9 million NOK and 228.9 million NOK, 

respectively for basic education. These amounts represent 74% and 47%, respectively, of total 

aid to education allocated to these countries. Other countries received between 70 and 200 

million NOK in aid to basic education.  

 In total, the top 22 recipients received 3,285.1 million NOK or 60% of the total of 

3,539.2 million NOK of educational aid allocated to these countries.  

 

6.3  Norwegian Aid to Education According to the Four Guiding Goals  

This part of the chapter presents the neediest countries according to the six indicators of 

youth literacy rate, girls of primary school age who are out of school, HDI and GDP per capita 

the harmonized CPIA score, and the population of the countries.  

 

6.3.1 Allocation of Norwegian Aid for Basic Education  

According to the policy documents, Norway gives high priority to basic education which 

is the most important part of Norwegian education aid delivery and consistent with the 

international policies on EFA and MDGs (NMFA, 2003; NMFA, 2014).  As discussed earlier, 

Norway also placed special attention to the targeting of the most deserving and neediest 

recipients.  

Table 6.4 identifies the neediest countries for basic education according to the indicator 

of the youth literacy rate. In all 32 countries are ranked progressively with the population 

having the lowest literacy rate (19%) at the top of the table. 

 

Table 6.4 Youth literacy rate (%) by country and aid to basic education 2005-2015 (million 

NOK)  

Country  Youth 

Literacy 

Rate  

(%) 

Total 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005-

2015) 

Total 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2005-

2015 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2005) 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2010) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2010) 

 Aid to 

Ed. 

(2015) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2015) 
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Niger 19.1 63.0 39.8  0.6  0.6  1.8  1.8  44.5 29.5 

Guinea 30.4 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 

South Sudan* 31.9 213.4 122.4  -  -  -  -  65.5 49.5 

Burkina Faso 36 12.5 12.0  0  0  1.8  1.8  2.5 2.5 

Central 

African R. 

36.8 4.0 4.0  0  0  0  0  0 0 

Afghanistan* 38.2 368.3 147.7  6.9  1.6  16.5  16.4  22.6 19.5 

Benin 38.4 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 

Mali* 38.7 99.9 93.7  8.1  7.1  9.2  8.3  13.4 13.4 

Chad 40.2 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 

Ivory Coast  43.1 21.0 6.7  0.5  0.5  0.1  0  6.1 1.1 

Liberia* 47.6 79.1 75.8  1.8  0  18.8  18.8  3.8 3.8 

Sierra Leone 48.1 6.3 4.8  6.2  4.8  0.1  0  0 0 

Ethiopia*  49.1 292.1 140.6 19,3  7.1  21,7  14,1  68,1 38,3 

Somalia* 49.7  329.6 244.9 5.1  2.1  24.5  21.5  65.0  51.2 

Mauritania 52.1 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 

Gambia 55.5 3.4 0  0.8  0  0  0  0 0 

Senegal 55.7 4.6 4.6  0  0  0.9  0.9  0.7 0.7 

Pakistan* 56.4 227.0 143.2  30,6  30.1  56,4  21.9  -1.4 -22 

Mozambique* 58.8 125.1 69.9  8.5  6.9  9.4  3.7  15.7 10.8 
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Nigeria 59.6 31.2 0  0.1  0  0  0  20.0  0 

Guinea Bissau 59.9 0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Haiti 
60.7 17.1 15.1  0  0  0  0  9.0  9.0 

Bangladesh* 61.5  410.9  354.8  70.3  57.2  3.0  1.8  5.3  4.6 

Zambia* 63.4  521.5  160.3 130.7  19.5  14.4  9.2  9.2  3.0 

Papa New 

Guinea 
64.2 0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 

Madagascar* 64.7  549.9  279.2  43.5  12.0  56.0  32.8  28.8 20.8 

Nepal* 64.7  649.3  249.5  41.8  39.7  59.0  4.6  113.8 38.7 

Bhutan 64.9  7.8 0  0.2  0  1.1  0  0 0 

Malawi* 65.8  243.6 174,0  3.7  2.3  9.0  2.1  116.7 107.4 

Togo 66.5  0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 

Timor-Leste 67.5 28.2 0 1.3  0  0  0  0.5 0 

Yemen 70.1 5.3 5.0  0  0  0  0  5.0 5.0 

*Countries that benefited the most from aid to basic education.  

Source:  UIS (2017); Norad (2017), (NMFA, 2017)  

  

Table 6.4 shows that Niger, Guinea and South Sudan were the lowest performing 

countries in basic education based on the literacy rate. According to UNESCOs Institute of 

Statistics (2017) only 19.1% of the population in Niger could read and write, followed by Guinea 

(30.4%) and South Sudan (31.9%). Niger received 39.8 million NOK for basic education in the 

last 10 years which represents 63% of total aid to education for the country. Guinea on the other 

hand, received no aid to education at all from the Norwegian government in the last 10 years. 

South Sudan received 120 million NOK for basic education which is equivalent to 56.4% of the 
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total amount of aid to education in the since 2011. This makes South Sudan one of the largest 

beneficiaries of Norwegian aid to education.  

Of the 32 recipients with a literacy rate lower than 70% only 13 benefited highly from 

Norwegian aid to basic education. Of these, 5 countries received less than 5 million NOK and 11 

countries received no aid to basic education at all. The countries that received more than 200 

million NOK are Bangladesh (with a literacy rate of 61.5% and 354.8 million NOK allocated to 

basic education), Madagascar (with a literacy rate of 64.7% and 279.2 million NOK for basic 

education), Nepal (with a literacy rate of 64.7% and 249.5 million NOK) and Somalia (with a 

literacy rate of 49.7% and 244.9 million NOK of aid for basic education in the last 10 years).  

This means that Norway did not distribute aid to basic education according to the 

neediest countries if the literacy rate is used as an indicator. Niger, Guinea, Burkina Faso, 

Central African Republic, Benin, Chad, Ivory Coast and Sierra Leone have literacy rates below 

50% and are not considered by the Norwegian government as important recipients for basic 

education aid. In countries such as Guinea, Central African Republic, Benin and Chad, Norway 

allocated less than 5 million NOK in 10 years. Each of these countries has a population of more 

than 5 million people which suggests that population size is not reflected in the amount of aid 

allocated. The allocation of aid can also be affected by the willingness of each recipient to accept 

aid from the donor.  

 

6.3.2 Allocation of Norwegian Aid to Education for Girls 

One of the most important goals of the Norwegian government is support for education of 

girls (NMFA, 2003). Norway has paid special attention to recipients with low participation of 

girls in schools especially in primary education. Norway has also targeted countries where girls 

were discriminated against and had the highest percentage of girls who are out of school. This 

section examines the allocation of Norwegian aid to education with special emphasis on 

targeting recipients with the lowest performance on education of girls.   

Table 6.5 presents 30 countries with the highest percentage of girls out of primary school 

during 2005-2015. The 30 countries are ranked progressively with those at the top having the 

highest number of girls out of school 
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Table 6.5 Girls of primary school age out of school (%), by country and aid to education 2005-

2015 (million NOK) 

Country  Girls 

Out of 

Primary 

School 

(%) 

Total 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005-

2015) 

Total 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2005-

2015 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2005) 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2010) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2010) 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2015) 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

(2015)  

South Sudan* 76 213.4 122.4  - -    -  - 65.5 45.5 

Niger 54 63.0 39.8  0.6  0.6  1.8  1.8 44.5  29.5 

Afghanistan* 53 368.3 147.7  6.9  1.6  16.5  16.4 22.6 19.5 

Somalia* 51 329.6 244.9  5.1  2.1  24.5  21.5 0 0 

Burkina Faso 50 12.5 12.0  0  0  1.8  1.8 2.5 2.5 

Chad 49 0 0  0  0  0  0 0 0 

Mali* 49 99.9 93.7  8.1   7.1  9.2  8.3 13.4 13.4 

Guinea  47 0 0  0  0  0  0 0 0 

Central African 

Republic 
36 4.0 4.0  0  0  0  0 0 0 

Guinea-Bissau  36 0 0  0  0  0  0 0 0 

Senegal  34 4.6 4.6  0  0  0.9  0.9 0.7 0.7 
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Nigeria 31 31.2 0  0.1  0  0  0 20.0 0 

Ethiopia* 30 292.1 140.6 19.3  7.1  21.7  14.1 68.1 38.3 

Pakistan* 30 227.0 143.2  30.6  30.1  56.4  21.9 -1,4 -22 

Ivoiry Coast 30 21.0 6.7  0.5  0.5  0.1 0 6.1 1.1 

Benin 28 0 0  0  0  0  0 0 0 

Gambia 27 0 0  0  0  0  0 0 0 

Yemen 27 5.3 5.0  0  0  0  0 5.0 5.0 

Sudan* 26 394.4 145.4  29.5  14.4  89 27.5 14.3 1,0 

Timor Leste  26 28.2 0 1.3 0 0 0 0.5 0 

Burundi* 25 120.8 24,4 2,3 0 3,6 3,6 2,6 0 

Mozambique* 24 125.1 69.9  8.5  6.9  9.4  3.7 15.7 10.8 

Sierra Leone  22 6.3 4.8  6.2  4.8  0.1  0 0 0 

Congo Dem. 

Rep.* 
22  97.5  32.7  1.1  0 8.3  2 17.5 14.4 

Madagascar* 20  549.9  279.2  43.5  12.0  56.0  32.8 28.8 20.0 
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Ghana  19  29.2  0.6 0.7  0  3.0  0.2 2.1 0 

Djibouti 19  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Liberia* 17 79.1 75.8  1.8  0  18.8  0 0 0 

Mauritania 17  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 

Zambia* 16 521.5 160.3 130.7  19.5  14.4  9.2 9.2 3.0 

*Countries that benefited the most from aid to basic education.  

Source: UNESCO (2017); Norad (2007); NMFA (2017) 

 

Table 6.5 shows that South Sudan, Niger, Afghanistan, Somalia and Burkina Faso are the 

lowest performing countries since less than 50% of girls of primary school age attend school. 

According to the GEMR (UNESCO, 2017), only 24% of girls of the relevant age group were 

enrolled in school in South Sudan - Niger had 46%, Afghanistan 47%, Somalia 49% and Burkina 

Faso 50%.  

 As discussed previously, South Sudan received 213.4 million NOK in total aid for 

education of which 120.4 million NOK went to basic education making it one of the highest 

receiving countries of basic education and education of girls since it gained independence in 

2011. Niger received the modest amount of 63 million NOK in total aid to education of which 

only 39.8 million NOK went to basic education in the last 10 years. Afghanistan received 368.3 

million NOK in total aid to education of which 147.7 million NOK was for basic education. 

Somalia also received a relatively high amount of aid to education and basic education, namely 

329.6 million NOK and 244.9 million NOK respectively. Burkina Faso did not receive a 

substantial amount of aid since total aid to education was only 12.5 million NOK over the 10 

years of which most was for basic education (12 million NOK).  

Of the 30 recipients, only 10 received more than 100 million NOK in aid to education 

and basic education in the last 10 years. Of these 4 countries received less than 5 million NOK 

(Sierra Leone, Yemen, Senegal, Central African Republic) and 6 no aid to education at all 
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(Mauritania, Djibouti, Gambia, Benin, Guinea-Bissau, Chad). The country that profited the most 

was Madagascar, namely 549.9 million NOK of which 279.2 million NOK was for basic 

education. Countries that received more than 200 million NOK are Zambia (521.5 million NOK 

for education of which 160.3 million NOK was for basic education). Sudan received 394.4 

million NOK in aid to education of which 145.4 million NOK was for basic education. Ethiopia 

received 292.1 million NOK for education of which 140.6 million NOK was for basic education. 

Pakistan received 227 million NOK for education of which 143.2 million NOK was for basic 

education.   

Table 6.5 shows that Norway has not always allocated aid to the neediest countries in 

order to improve education of girls in terms of enrolment. Niger, Chad, Guinea, Central African 

Republic, Guinea-Bissau, Senegal and Nigeria have more than 30% of girls of primary school 

age out of school but are not priority countries for Norwegian government aid. Chad, Central 

African Republic and Guinea-Bissau received less than 5 million NOK or even no aid at all over 

the 10 years. Norway did allocate large amounts of aid to some of the countries who had the 

highest percentage of girls out of school (South Sudan, Niger, Afghanistan and Somalia), but did 

so unevenly for the remaining countries.  

 

6.3.3 Allocation of Norwegian Aid for Development  

The third goal is investing in education as a means for development as well as fighting 

poverty in the least and less developed recipient countries (NMFA, 2014). In order to examine 

this, countries are ranked in terms of their Human Development Index (HDI) which classifies 

countries according to three indicators: Life expectancy, Education and GDP per capita. Table 

6.6 lists 35 countries with the Lowest HDI scoring, GDP per capita and LDC indicator 

progressively with the lowest ranked country at the top of the table. 
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Table 6.6 Country ranking according to HDI and GDP per capita, 2015 and aid to education 

2010-2015 (million NOK)  

 

Country  

 

Region  

 

Population 

 

HDI 

GDP/ 

Per 

Capit

a 

(US $) 

LDC Total 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005

-

2015) 

Aid 

to 

Ed. 

(200

5) 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2010

) 

Aid 

to 

Ed. 

(201

5) 

Central 

African 

Republic 

Africa  4,709,000 0.352 656 yes 4.0 0 0 0 

Niger 

 

Africa 18,636,600 0.353 1,114 yes 63.0 0.6 1.8 44.5 

Chad 

 

Africa 13,670,084 0.396 1,081 yes 0 0 0 0 

Burkina Faso 

 

Africa 17,322,796 0.396 1,791 yes 12.5 0 1.8 2.5 

Burundi* 

 

Africa 11,178,921 0.402 818 yes 120.8 2.3 3.6 2.6 

Guinea 

 

Africa 8,746,128 0.414 1,271 yes 0 0 0 0 

South 

Sudan* 

Africa 12,340,00 0.418 1,671 yes 213.4 - - 65.5 

Mozambique

* 

Africa 24,692,144 0.418 1,228 yes 125.1 8.5 9.4 15.7 

Sierra Leone 

 

Africa 7,075,641 0.420 1,652 yes 6.3 6.2 0.1 0 

Eritrea  

 

Africa 6,380,803 0.420 1,322 yes 13.8 1.6 0.5 5.0 

Guinea-

Bissau 

Africa  1,693,398 0.424 1,568 yes 0 0 0 0 

Liberia  

 

Africa 4,503,000 0.427 882 yes 79.1 1.8 18.8 3.8 

Congo Dem. 

Rep.* 

Africa 81,680,000 0.435 785 yes 97.5 1.1 8.3 17.5 

Mali* 

 

Africa 14,517,176 0.442 2,265 yes 99.9 8,1 9,2 13,4 

Ethiopia*  

 

Africa 99,465,819 0.448 1,916 yes 292,1 19,3 21,7 68,1 

Gambia 

 

Africa 1,882,450 0.452 1,664 yes 3.4 0.8 0 0 
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Ivory Coast 

 

Africa 23,740,424 0.474 3,506 - 0 0 0 0 

Malawi* 

 

Africa 16,407,000 0.476 1,139 yes 243.6 3.7 9.0 116.

7 

Afghanistan* 

 

Asia 33,332,025 0.479 1,967 yes 368.3 6.9 16.5 22.6 

Yemen 

 

Middle 

East 

25,408,000 0.482 2,580 yes 5.3 0 0 5.0 

Benin 

 

Africa 10,879,829 0.485 2,185 yes 0 0 0 0 

Togo 

 

Africa 7,552,318 0.487 1,546 yes 0 0 0 0 

Sudan* 

 

Africa 40,235,000 0.490 4,834 yes 394.4 29.5 89.0 14.3 

Uganda*  

 

Africa 37,873253 0.493 2,067 yes 491.8 35.4 33.4 67.0 

Haiti Latin 

Ameri. 

10,604,00 0.493 1,784 yes 17.1 0 0 9.0 

Senegal 

 

Africa 15,589,489 0.494 2,525 yes 4.6 0 0.9 0.7 

Lesotho  

 

Africa 2,067,000 0.497 3,133 yes 0.2 0 0 0 

Comoros 

 

Africa 798,000 0.497 1,529 yes 

 

0.1 0.1 0 0 

Rwanda 

 

Africa 11,262,564 0.498 1,905 yes 9.6 2.4 0.2 1.9 

Madagascar* 

 

Africa 22,434,363 0.512 1,505 yes 549.9 43.5 56.0 28.8 

Mauritania 

 

Africa 4,067,564 0.513 4,404 yes 0 0 0 0 

Solomon 

Islands 

Oceania 642,000 0.515 1,996 yes 0 0 0 0 

Zimbabwe* 

 

Africa 12,973,808 0.516 1,953 yes 180.2 5.5 13.7 25.5 

Papua New 

Guinea 

Africa 7,059,653 0.516 3,542 - 0 0 0 0 

Cameroon Africa 22,534,532 0.518 3,260 - 6.9 1.3 0.4 0.4 

*Countries that benefited the most from the allocation of aid to education.  

Note: Somalia is not included in the table although it is one of the least developed countries (scoring 0.285 in 2012) 

because of lack of data for 2015. 

Source: UNDP (2017); Norad (2017); NMFA (2017) 



 69 

Table 6.6 shows that Guinea, South Sudan, Mozambique, Sierra Leone and Eritrea had 

the lowest HDI scores (below 0.420) and relatively low GDP per capita (less than 1,700 US$) in 

2015. All countries are classified as least developed countries (LDCs). Central African Republic 

received 4 million NOK in total aid for education during the last 10 years which amounts to 

0.02% of total aid to education by the Norwegian government over the last 10 years. This makes 

Central African Republic the lowest ranking HDI country which has benefited the least from aid 

to education from the Norwegian government in the last 10 years. Niger received the modest 

amount of 63 million NOK in total aid to education which translates into 0.3% of total aid to 

education in the last 10 years. Chad received no aid to education despite being one of the 

neediest recipients based on its HDI. Burkina Faso received the modest amount of 12.5 million 

NOK which amounted to 0.065% of total aid for education in the last 10 years. Burundi received 

120 million NOK in aid to education (0.6% of total aid to education). Burundi is also one of the 

least developed countries to profit the least from Norwegian aid to education. Guinea received no 

aid to education in the last 10 years. South Sudan and Mozambique received respectively 213.4 

million NOK and 125.1 million NOK. Sierra Leone and Eritrea received the modest amount of 

63 million NOK and 13.8 million NOK in aid to education in the last 10 years.  

Of the 35 recipients in Table 6.6 only 10 received more than 100 million NOK in aid to 

education in the last 10 years. Of these, 6 received more than 200 million NOK and 4 more than 

300 Million NOK. Madagascar benefited the most with 549.9 million NOK followed by Uganda, 

Sudan and Afghanistan. In all 18 recipients received less than 10 million NOK of which 9 

received no aid to education at all. Other countries receiving a modest amount of aid were Haiti 

(17.1 million NOK), Mali (99.9 million NOK), Democratic Republic of Congo (97.5 million 

NOK), and Liberia (97.1 million NOK).  

Table 6.6 shows that Norway, in most cases, has not distributed aid according to the HDI 

and GDP per capita indicators. Although Central African Republic, Chad, Guinea, Sierra Leone, 

Guinea-Bissau are considered as the least developed countries in the HDI, they received less than 

10 million NOK in aid to education. However, the trends in the allocation of aid indicate a 

positive increase of aid to education in the years 2010 to 2015 when more was provided to needy 

countries than during 2005-2010.   

Table 6.6 shows that, with some exceptions, the Norwegian government provided a larger 

amount of educational aid to recipients with more stable economies than the neediest ones. This 
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confirms one of the conclusions from the document analysis, namely that Norway prefers to 

target recipients with stable institutions to help ensure positive results.  

 

6.3.4 Aid to Education for Fragile and Conflict Affected Countries 

The goal to support democracy and strengthen institutions in developing countries 

through education translates into support, amongst others, for fragile and conflict affected 

countries. Appendix 1 lists 35 fragile and conflict affected countries according to their 

harmonized CPIA with a scoring not higher than 3.7 HCPIA created in 2014 and made available 

by the WB (WB, 2014). Appendix 1 ranks the countries progressively according to their scoring 

(lowest to highest) and forms the basis for Table 6.7 which presents the allocation of Norwegian 

aid to education in fragile and conflict affected countries during 2005-2015.  

 

Table 6.7 Norwegian education aid to fragile and conflict affected countries 2005-2015 (million 

NOK) 

 

Country 

 

Region 

 

Population 

Total 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005-

2015) 

 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2005) 

 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2010) 

 

Aid to 

Ed. 

(2015) 

Syria* 

 

Africa N/a 118.8 0 0 52.8 

Palestine* 

 

Middle 

East 

4,550,368 841.0 43.4 50.8 51.2 

Somalia* 

 

Africa 12,316,895 329.6 5.1 24.5 65.0 

South 

Sudan* 

Africa 12,340,00 213.4 - - 65.5 

Eritrea 

 

Africa 6,380,803 13.8 1.6 0.5 5.0 

Zimbabwe*  

 

Africa 12,973,808 180.2 5.5 13.7 25.5 

Sudan* 

 

Africa 40,235,000 394.4 29.5 89.0 14.3 

Comoros 

 

Africa 798,000 0.1 0.1 0 0 

Micronesia, 

FS 

Oceania 106,104 0 0 0 0 
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Guinea 

Bissau 

Africa 1,693,398 0 0 0 0 

Marshall 

Islands  

Oceania  53,376 0.9 0.1 0 0 

Libya 

 

Africa 6,411,774 0 0 0 0 

Central 

African Rep. 

Africa 4,709,000 4,0 0 0 4,0 

Afghanistan* Asia  33,332,025 368.3 6.9 16.5 22.6 

Chad 

 

Africa 13,670,084 0 0 0 0 

Haiti 

 

Latin 

America 

10,604,00 17.1 0 0 9.0 

Kiribati 

 

Oceania 103,500 0 0 0 0 

Tuvalu  

 

Oceania 10,640 0 0 0 0 

Yemen 

 

Middle 

East 

25,408,000 5.3 0 0 5.0 

Congo, 

Dom. Rep.* 

Africa 81,680,000 97.5 1.1 8.3 17.5 

Madagascar*  

 

Africa 26,494,504 279.2 12.0 32.8 20.8 

Ivory Coast Africa 23,740,424 21.0 0.5 0.1 6.1 

Togo 

 

Africa 7,552,318 0 0 0 0 

Solomon 

Islands  

Oceania 642,000 0 0 0 0 

Malawi* 

 

Africa 168,957,745 249.5 39.7 4.6 38.7 

Congo Rep. Africa 4,662,446 40.1 17.0 3.4 1.9 

Timor Leste 

 

Asia 1,167,242 28.2 1.3 0 0.5 

Burundi* Africa 11,178,921 120.8 2.3 3.6 2.6 

Sierra Leone 

 

Africa 7,075,641 6.3 6.2 0.1 0 

Liberia Africa 4,503,000 79.1 1.8 18.8 3.8 

Kosova* Europe 1,859,203 170.7 0 45.8 8.7 
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Bosnia & 

Herzegovina 

Europe 3,531,159 43.5 0.9 7.5 0.2 

Myanmar* 

 

Asia 51,486,253 104.4 0.6 3.8 30.1 

Mali* 

 

Africa 92,700,000 99.9 8.1 9.2 13.4 

Nepal 

 

Asia 26,494,504 649.3 41.8 59.0 113.8 

*Countries that benefited the most from aid to education.  

Source: Norad (2017), NMFA (2017) 

 

Appendix 1 shows that Syria, Palestine, Somalia and South Sudan are the lowest 

performing countries according to the average scoring of the HCPIA. Although the WB did not 

publish the HCPIA for Syria and Palestine in 2014, it was estimated that they have one of the 

lowest HCPIAs in the world, making them in critical need of assistance to ensure security and 

stability (WB, 2014). Syria received 118.8 million NOK in educational aid in the last 10 years 

followed by Palestine with the record amount of 841.0 million NOK for a population of only 4.5 

million people. Palestine has benefited the most from Norwegian aid to education. Somalia and 

South Sudan scored less than 2 in the HCPIA and each received the considerable amounts of 

329.6 million NOK and 213.4 million NOK of aid to education.  

Of the 35 recipients, only 13 received more than 100 million NOK in aid to education. Of 

these, 8 received more than 200 million NOK and an additional 5 countries received more than 

300 million NOK (Palestine, Nepal, Sudan, Afghanistan and Somalia). Except for Nepal, these 

countries have a relatively low harmonized score in the CPIA of less than 2.9 and are all conflict 

affected countries. Other countries that have received large amounts of aid (more than 200 

million NOK) are Madagascar, Malawi and South Sudan. Madagascar and Malawi are ranked in 

the middle with a score of 3.1and 3.2 of harmonized CPIA. South Sudan, on the other hand, is 

ranked amongst the 5 lowest harmonized CPIA scoring countries (1.864) and is considered a 

conflict affected country. In all 12 countries received less than 10 million NOK although some of 

them, such as Comoros, Micronesia FS, Guinea-Bissau, Marshal Islands and Libya had a 

harmonized CPIA lower than 2.8. Of these 12 countries, 9 received no aid to education. Other 

countries that received a modest amount of aid were Eritrea, Haiti, Ivory Coast, Republic of 

Congo, Timor-Leste, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Bosnia and Hercegovina, and Mali.  
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 Table 6.7 shows that, in most cases, Norway allocated aid to education by prioritizing 

countries with low scoring on the harmonized CPIA and, even more so, countries involved in 

some form of conflict. Syria, Palestine, Somalia, Zimbabwe and Sudan have benefited the most 

from Norwegian aid to education. These are conflict affected countries with the lowest 

harmonized CPIA. This can be an indication that Norway allocates more educational aid to 

countries that are more fragile and conflict affected based on a belief that such aid will be 

utilized to help the local communities as well as build strong institutions. Aid allocations 

increased during 2010-2015 compared to the earlier period. On this basis, the Norwegian 

government could be seen to have altruistic motives when providing more aid to education to 

countries that need it the most in order to ensure that they achieve their objective of making 

educational institutions a safer place for all children. However, as argued by Novelli et al. (2012) 

the focus of the developed countries in fragile and conflict affected countries can also mean that 

donors are addressing their own international security concerns.  

 

6.4  The Neediest Recipients    

This part of analysis focuses on the 15 neediest recipients according to the Norwegian 

goals in order to examine the commitment of Norway towards targeting the neediest recipients 

over the last 10 years.  

Table 6.8 lists 15 countries out of the 55 countries analysed in this thesis (see Appendix 2 

and Appendix 3). In order to rank the countries all the indicators have been considered, namely 

lowest HDI scoring, lowest GDP per capita, lowest HCPIA scoring, conflict affected, lowest 

youth literacy rate, highest percentage of girls of primary school age out of school, and 

population size. These indicators have numeric values (see chapter 5) which were added up in 

order to present the final score for each country. The score represents the “level of need” of the 

countries. The 15 countries most in need are ranked progressively in Table 6.8. 
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Table 6.8 Ranking of countries according to all selected indicators and aid to education and basic 

education, 2005-2015 (million NOK) 

 

Country  

 

Score 

 

Aid to 

Ed. 

2005-

2015 

 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

2005-

2015 

 

Aid to 

Ed.  

2005 

 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

2005 

 

Aid to 

Ed.  

2010 

 

Aid to 

Basic 

Ed. 

2010 

 

Aid to 

Ed.  

2015 

 

Aid 

to 

Basic 

Ed. 

2015 

Somalia* 

 

17 329.6 244.9  5.1  2.1  24.5  21.5 0 0 

Chad 

 

17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

South Sudan* 17 213.5 122.4 - - - - 65.5 49.5 

Afghanistan* 16 

 

368.3 147.7 6.9 1,6 16.5 16.4 22.6 19.5 

Central 

African Rep. 

16 4.0 4.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mali* 

 

14 99.9 93.1 8.1 7.1 9.2 8.3 13.4 13.4 

Niger 

 

14 63.0 39.8 0.6 0.6 1.8 1.8 44.5 29.5 

Guinea-

Bissau 

14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Liberia  

 

14 791 75.8  1.8  0  18.8  18.8  3.8 3.8 

Burkina Faso 13 2.5 12.0  0  0  1.8  1.8  2.5 2.5 

Guinea 

 

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dem. Rep. of 

Congo 

12  97.5  32.7  1.1  0 8.3  2 17.5 14.4 

Mozambique*  12 
125.1 

69.9  8.5  6.9  9.4  3.7  15.7 10.8 

Yemen 

 

12 5.3 5,0  0  0  0  0  5.0 5.0 

Ivory Coast 

 

12 21.0 6.7  0.5  0.5  0.1  0  6.1 1.1 

* Countries that benefited the most from aid to education.  

Source: UNDP (2017); UIS (2017); UNESCO (2017); WB (2014); Norad (2017); NMFA (2017) 
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According to the analysis, Somalia has the most need for educational aid. With a 

population of 12,316,895 million, Somalia had a literacy rate of only 37.8%, 51% of girls of 

primary school age were out of school, HDI scoring was 0.285 and the GDP per capita was 284 

US$. Somalia is also a conflict affected country with one of the lowest harmonized CPIA 

scorings (1.2).  The country is one of the biggest beneficiaries of Norwegian aid to education 

(ranked 10 in Table 6.2). Norway allocated 329.6 Million NOK in aid to education over the last 

10 years of which 244.9 million NOK went to basic education (ranked 4th in Table 6.3).  

The second neediest recipient is Chad with a population of 18,636,600 million. Chad has 

a youth literacy rate of 40.2% and 49% of the girls of primary school age are out of school. The 

HDI scoring stands at 0.396 with a GDP per capita of 1.081. Chad is listed as a conflict affected 

country and has a 2.9 harmonized scoring of CPIA. Nevertheless, the Norwegian government 

allocated no educational aid to Chad in the last 10 years although Chad has approximately the 

same indicators as Somalia. The same is the case for Guinea-Bissau and Guinea which are listed 

number 8 and 11. Both of these countries have some of the lowest indicator scorings (see 

Appendix 3) but received no aid for education from Norway. They both have a population of less 

than 10 million and are not listed as conflict affected countries. 

 South Sudan with a population of 12,340 million is one of the countries with the lowest 

indicators when it comes to youth literacy rate and the percentage of girls of primary school age 

out of school. Only 31.9% of the youth is literate and 76% of primary school age girls are out of 

schools. The HDI scoring is 0.418 with and it has a 1,671US$ GDP per capita. Moreover, the 

country has a very low harmonized CPIA score of 1.867 and is considered a conflict affected 

country. South Sudan has benefited the most from Norwegian aid to education. It ranks 14th in 

aid to education with a total of 213 million NOK allocated and 12th in basic education with 122.4 

million NOK allocated.  

Afghanistan with a population of 33,332,025 million is the fourth neediest country. 

About 38% of the youth population is literate and 53% of primary school age girls are out of 

school. Afghanistan has a HDI score of 0.749 and a GDP per capita of 1967. It has a HCPIA 

score of 2.9 and is considered as a conflict affected country. Afghanistan is also among the 

countries that has received the highest amount of aid to education. It ranks 9th (368.3 million 

NOK) in aid to education and 8th in aid to basic education (147.7 million NOK).  

Central African Republic with a population of 4,709,000 million is in fifth place. It has a 
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HDI score of 0.352 and one of the lowest GDPs per capita, 656 million NOK. Central African 

Republic has a harmonized CPIA of 2.8 and is listed as a conflict affected country. The youth 

literacy rate is one of the lowest with only 36.8% of the population being literate and 36% of 

girls of primary school age out of school.  Norwegian aid to education amounted to only 4 

million NOK over the last 10 years and all was for basic education. Other countries that received 

relatively little were Yemen with a population of 25,408,000 million and 5.3 million NOK of 

educational aid, Burkina Faso with a population of 17,322,796 million and 12.5 million NOK of 

aid to education, and Ivory Coast with a population of 23,740.424 million and 21 million NOK 

of educational aid. Niger, Liberia, the Democratic Republic of Congo and Mali received a 

medium range amount of aid to education and basic education in the last 10 years.  

In respect of all needy recipients, the countries in Table 6.8 are among those that should 

have been prioritized in Norwegian aid to education based on the four goals. However, the 

distribution of aid shows that with the exception of five countries (Somalia, South Sudan, 

Afghanistan, Mali and Mozambique) Norway has not targeted these recipients. Three countries 

(Chad, Guinea Bissau and Guinea) received no aid at all and three countries (Central African 

Republic, Burkina Faso and Yemen) received a small amount of aid to education in the last 10 

years. The four remaining countries received modest amounts of aid. Importantly, the five 

countries that benefited the most from Norwegian government aid to education in the last 10 

years, namely Palestine, Nepal, Madagascar, Zambia and Uganda, are not represented in Table 

6.8. 
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7 CONCLUSION 

 

7.1  Introduction 

This Chapter presents the summary and conclusion of the findings in light of the world 

systems theory and the literature reviewed in chapter 2. The chapter concludes with suggestions 

for further work in the area.  

 

7.2  Summary of Findings  

The study examined the purposes of Norwegian aid to education seen in relation to the 

needs of the developing countries with point of departure in two government documents, namely: 

Education Job number one and Education for Development. Two sets of research questions were 

formulated. The first ones focused on an examination of the main goals of Norwegian aid to 

education in the last ten years. The second ones aimed, for each goal, at identifying countries 

most in need in order to explore whether there is consistency between the goals and the reality in 

the Norwegian aid distribution.   

The analysis of the first sets of questions showed that the Norwegian goals to education 

are in accordance with the international goals and education development agendas, namely the 

MDGs and EFA goals. Specifically, the first goal of the Norwegian aid to education, education 

as a means for economic development and poverty reduction, is consistent with all the MDGs 

and EFA goals.  

The second goal, support for basic education, can be related to expanding early childhood 

care and education (EFA1), universalizing primary education (EFA2, MDG2), improving access 

to life-skills learning (EFA3), and achieving 50% improvement in adult literacy (EFA4).  

The improvement of education of girls, which is the third goal for the Norwegian aid to 

education, can be related to early childhood care and education (EFA1), universalizing primary 

education (EFA2, MDG2), achieving gender equality (EFA5), promoting girls’ equality and 

empowering women (MDG3), reducing child mortality (MDG4), and improving maternal health 

(MDG5).  

The final goal, e.g. education as a means to assist fragile and conflict affected countries, 
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has no direct relationship to the EFA goals and MDGs. However, the Norwegian government 

emphasizes the importance of education in fragile and conflict affected countries as a means to 

empowerment, protection of children and strengthening institutions (NMFA, 2014). In that 

sense, this goal can be related to EFA1 (expand early childhood care and education), universalize 

access to primary education (MDG2, EFA2), Improve access to life-skills learning (EFA3) and 

develop a global partnership for development (MDG8).  

The study furthermore investigated the distribution of the aid to education in relation to 

the four goals in a general sense since it does not cover an analysis of the actual relationship 

between the distribution of aid and the EFA goals and MDGs It appears from the analysis that, 

overall, although there were some fluctuations in the trends of the Norwegian aid allocation to 

education, the total amount of aid increased over the 10 years studied (2005-2015). Middle East 

and Africa were the regions that received a proportionately higher amount of aid. The findings 

also show that the allocation of aid has generally been distributed in accordance with the 

stipulated goals although the amount of aid in proportion to the needs of the countries was 

uneven. For example, some of the neediest countries (i.e., Chad, Guinea-Bissau, and Guinea) 

received no aid from Norway.  

The analysis of the distribution of aid in relation to each of the four goals showed the 

following:  

Goal 1, promoting economic development and reducing poverty:  Norwegian aid to 

education was mainly distributed to countries with a stable economy. This excluded some of the 

neediest countries. Of the 35 countries with the lowest HDI scores and GDP per capita, only 12 

countries received large amounts of aid, 14 countries received modest amounts, and 9 countries 

received no aid at all.   

Goal 2, supporting basic education: the Norwegian government did not allocate aid in 

view of the highest need of countries. Of the 32 needy countries, 11 countries with very low 

literacy rates (i.e., Guinea, Benin, Chad, Mauritania, Gambia, Nigeria, Guinea Bissau, Papua 

New Guinea, Bhutan, Togo, and Timor Leste) received no aid to basic education at all. 

Moreover, 5 low literacy countries (i.e., Central Africa R., Sierra Leone, Senegal, Yemen, and 

Ivory Coast) received modest amounts compared to countries with higher literacy rates.  

Goal 3, improvement of girls’ enrolment in primary education: aid was not always 

distributed to countries that had the lowest enrolment rates. For instance, 7 of the 30 needy 
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countries with a high percentage of girls out of primary school (i.e., Chad, Guinea, Guinea 

Bissau, Benin, Gambia, Djibouti, Mauritania) received no aid from the Norwegian government  

Goal 4, aid to education in fragile and conflict affected countries: in most cases, priority 

in the provision of aid to education was given to the most fragile countries (low harmonized 

CPIA score) and, even more, to countries involved in some form of conflict. Of the 35 needy 

countries analyzed, only 12 countries (i.e., Comoros, Micronesia FS, Guinea Bissau, Marshall 

Island, Libya, Central African Republic, Chad, Kiribati, Tuvalu, Yemen, Togo, Solomon Islands 

and Sierra Leone) received modest amounts of aid to education. Norway allocated more 

educational aid to countries that are considered more fragile and conflict affected and the 

allocation increased progressively over the years.  

In light of the second sets of research question, an adapting scoring method was 

developed in order to evaluate the needs of the countries according to the four Norwegian goals 

combined. This method identified the neediest countries and observed that the Norwegian 

government has not always allocated aid according to their needs. Countries ranked as the 

neediest ones (Chad, Central African Republic, Burkina Faso, Guinea Bissau, Guinea and Ivory 

Coast) received insignificant amounts of aid or no aid at all.  

 

7.3  Interpreting the Findings 

The understanding of the Norwegian government’s rationales for distributing aid to 

education derives from the views of Meyer et al.’s (1997) world systems theory. The theory 

argues that the world society is constituted by a set of fundamental principles and models 

(exogenous in nature), mainly ontological and cognitive in character, defining the nature and 

purposes of all actors involved (Meyer et al., 1997). The Norwegian strategy or goals for 

education were understood in the context of the international frameworks for development (i.e., 

EFA and MDGs) which have guided the nature and purpose of the Norwegian aid to education 

and have helped mobilize aid from Norway and other countries (Lewin, 2015). Norway is 

therefore following international guidelines for development when targeting recipients and 

emphasizing those most in need. This is in accordance with the observations made by 

Berthelemy (2006) which show that the Nordic countries are more altruistic and less selfish than 

many other donors, as the kind of aid they allocate is less focused on commercial or political 



 80 

interests and more focused on achieving the international goals for development (Berthelemy, 

2006).  

However, the analysis of the disbursement of Norwegian aid to education in relation to 

the goals studied, concluded that the rationales of the Norwegian government when targeting 

needy countries may combine both altruistic and “other” intentions (i.e., selectivity, geopolitical 

and strategic objectives). The findings show that the Norwegian aid did not always target the 

neediest recipients. This is particularly valid for some of the poorest low-income countries, such 

as Chad and Guinea, which received no aid from the Norwegian government. On the other hand, 

the allocation of aid to fragile and conflict affected countries was given to the neediest countries. 

Countries that had the lowest indicators on the fragility index (i.e. harmonized CPIA score) 

benefited the most from the Norwegian aid to education. Hence, it can be argued that Norway 

was more responsive to meeting the needs in countries which are more fragile and conflict 

affected than to meeting the needs in other deserving states. Syria and Palestine are examples of 

countries that benefited the most from Norwegian aid to education in the last 10 years while 

other countries, such as Central African Republic and Benin with similar conditions, did not 

receive any aid at all. In this regard, Nielsen (2010), Berthelmey (2006) and Bermeo (2016) 

argue that donors that focus mostly on conflict affected countries are usually interested in 

addressing diplomacy and development simultaneously and that the needs orientation can be a 

strategic choice of donors to advance their foreign policy agenda or security concerns. 

Overall, it seems that Norway adheres to international models for development or the 

agendas agreed at the international level when setting its own priorities for aid to education. In 

the distribution of aid to education, there is a concern with countries in need. However, it is only 

in the case of NG4 that there is full attention to the countries most in need. This can perhaps be 

explained by a possible shift from an altruistic attention to poverty reduction, with attention to a 

wide range of low-income countries, to a higher policy attention to security issues and 

subsequent focus on countries in conflict or classified as fragile.    
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7.4  Implications and Suggestions for Follow-Up  

7.4.1 Implications for Policy-Makers 

There are several implications from the findings of the study that could be considered by 

Norwegian policy-makers on aid to education. 

First, the findings show that Norway does not always give the highest priority to some of 

the neediest countries when it comes to basic education. Although the efforts of Norway and 

partner organizations to improve access to basic education, understood as access to primary 

education, has helped many children, there is still a great need to invest in areas with high rates 

of return, such as early childhood care and education and basic learning skills for youth and 

adults.  

Second, Norway does not consistently target countries with low enrolment rates of girls 

in basic education and high numbers of out-of-school girls. Norway also does not address the 

need for education of girls above the basic education level at least as the goals are formulated. 

Therefore, it may be relevant to review whether the choice of recipient countries needs to be 

modified so that other low-income countries, and particularly the LDCs, are considered for 

increased support. This is particularly important in view of the Norwegian wish to fight poverty 

more efficiently.    

Third, although the findings show that increased priority has been given to fragile and 

conflict affected regions, there is a need to consider the timelines for support for reconstruction 

and development as well, and to review who the recipients are in view of the changing situations 

in the world.   

 

7.4.2 Suggestions for Follow-Up Studies 

In terms of follow-up to the current study, several suggestions can be made. Although the 

study has provided evidence suggesting that country needs play a role in the decisions on 

Norwegian aid allocations, more analysis is needed. For example, within the framework of this 

study, it would have been interesting to analyse the comparative importance of the four stated 

goals over time and their relationship to each of the stipulated goals on the international agendas.  

It would also have been interesting to understand better why and how Norway choses the 

recipients for aid. The underlying argument in this study is based on the use of particular 
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indicators (e.g. youth literacy rate) which may not reflect the choice of the Norwegian 

government in their decision on who should benefit from basic education.  

Finally, allocation of aid does not reflect the reality on the ground. Case studies of the use 

of Norwegian aid, for example in countries that are known as corrupt, whether conflict-affected 

or not, could be particularly interesting.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 83 

REFERENCES 

 

Addison, Tony, Mavrotas George, McGillivray Mark (2005). Development assistance and

 development finance: Evidence and global policy agendas, UNU-WIDER, United

 Nations University (UNU), No. 2005/23 

Alesina, A., and D. Dollar (2000). Who Gives Foreign Aid to Whom and Why? Journal of 

 Economic Growth, 5: 33-63. 

Bekele, Teklu A. (2004). ICT Integration at Addis Ababa University, Institute for Educational 

 Research Faculty of Education, University of Oslo 2004 

Bermeo, S. (2016). Aid Is Not Oil: Donor Utility, Heterogeneous Aid, and the Aid-

 Democratization Relationship.” International Organization, 70(1): 1-32. Retrieved from: 

http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract?fromPage=online&aid=10119129&

fulltextType=RA&fled=S0020818315000296 

Berthelemy, J. (2006). Bilateral Donors’ Interest vs. Recipients’ Development Motives in Aid  

           Allocation: Do All Donors Behave the Same? Review of Development Economics 10  

 (2): 179-194 

Berthelemy, J. (2006). Aid allocation: Comparing donors’ behaviours, Swedish Economic 

 Policy Review (13) pp. 75-109  

Beynon, J. (2003). ‘Poverty Efficient Aid Allocations: Collier/Dollar Revisited’. 

Bjorklund, A., & Salvanes, K. G. (2010). Education and family background: Mechanisms and 

 policies. 

Bray, L., O'Brien, M. R., Kirton, J., Zubairu, K., & Christiansen, A. (2014). The role of 

 professional education in developing compassionate practitioners: A mixed methods 

 study exploring the perceptions of health professionals and pre-registration students. 

 Nurse education today, 34(3), 480-486. 

Brinkerhoff, D. W. (2014). State fragility and failure as wicked problems: beyond naming and 

  taming. Third World Quarterly, 35(2), 333-344. 

Brown, W. (2009) Reconsidering the Aid Relationship: International Relations and Social 

 Development, The Round Table, 98 (402), pp. 285-299, 

 DOI:10.1080/00358530902895386 

http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract?fromPage=online&aid=10119129&fulltextType=RA&fled=S0020818315000296
http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract?fromPage=online&aid=10119129&fulltextType=RA&fled=S0020818315000296


 84 

 http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/00358530902895386 

Bryman, A. & Emma, B. (2011). “Business Research Methods.” Third edition. Oxford  

             University Press 2011. pp. 26-27  

Bryman, A. (2012), Social Research Methods. Third edition. Oxford University Press, 2008. 

 p. 30 

Buch, R., Säfvenbom, R., & Boe, O. (2015). The relationships between academic self-efficacy, 

  intrinsic motivation, and perceived competence. 

Buchert, L., (2014). “Education and Skills post-205 and the Global Governance of Education: 

 Norway’s Education Aid in a Post-2015 Perspective. NORRAG. p. 101

 http://www.norrag.org/fileadmin/Full%20Versions/NN51.pdf 

Canavire, G., P. Nunnenkamp, R. Thiele, and L. Triveño (2006). Assessing the Allocation of 

 Aid: Developmental Concerns and the Self-Interest of Donors. The Indian Economic 

 Journal 54(1): 26–43.  

Chabbott, C., & Ramirez, F. O. (2000). Development and education. In Handbook of the 

 Sociology of Education (pp. 163-187). Springer US. 

Chabbott, C. (2003). Constructing education for development: International organizations and 

 education for all. Routledge. 

Creswell, John W. (2003). Research design: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

 approaches, 2nd edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. pp. 216 

Creswell, John W. & Plano Vicky L. Klark, (2011). “Designing and Conducting Mixed 

 Methods Research” second edition, Sage Publications California, p. 6 

Crossley, John. (2010). Context matters in educational research and international 

 development: Learning from the small states experience. Prospects, 40(4), 421-429. 

Dreher, A., Eichenauer, V. and Gehring, K. (2013). Geopolitics, Aid and Growth, CESifo 

  Working Paper Series No. 4299  

Easterly, W, Ross L, and David, R, (2004). New Data, New Doubts: A Comment on 

 Burnside and Dollar's 'Aid, Policies, and Growth. The American Economic Review 94.3 

  (2004): 774-80.  

  Easterly, W. (2012). Was development assistance a mistake?, New York University, 

 Department of Economics 

   Fearon, J., Humphreys, M., Weinstein, J., (2008) Community‐Driven Reconstruction in Lofa  

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/00358530902895386


 85 

            County Impact Assessment Retrieved from  

            http://www.columbia.edu/~mh2245/FHW/FHW_final.pdf 

  Gilpin, R. (2001). Global Political Economy. Understanding the International   

  Economic” Order, Princeton University Press, pp. 81-93 

Hall, Ralph (2014). Mixed Methods In research of Paradigm. The University of New South 

 Wales Sidney, Australia.  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259045135_Mixed_Methods_In_search_of_a_p

aradigm 

  Hansen, H. and F. Tarp (2000), Aid effectiveness disputed, Journal of International 

 Development, vol.12, p.375–398 
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix 1 List of countries according to harmonized Country Policy and Institutional 

Assessment (CPIA) and Conflict Affiliation 

Country Harmonized 

CPIA 

Average  

Active 

Conflict 

Political 

Mission  

Peace 

Keeping 

Mission 

Failed 

State 

Index 

LDC/ 

Countries 

Syria 

 

** Present Present None Critical - 

Palestine 

 

** Present Present None Critical yes 

Somalia 

 

1.2 

 

Present Present None Alert yes 

South Sudan 

 

1.867  

 

Present None None Alert yes 

Eritrea 

 

2.0 - None None Alert yes 

Zimbabwe  

 

2.2 

 

- None None Alert yes 

Sudan 

 

2.5 

 

Present None Present Alert yes 

Comoros 

 

2.6 - None None Alert yes 

Micronesia, 

FS 

2.7 

 

Present None None Alert yes 

Guinea-

Bissau 

2.7 - None Present Alert yes 

Marshall 

Islands  

2.7 - None None Alert yes 

Libya 

 

2.75 Present Present None Alert - 

Central 

African R. 

2.8 Present Present Present Alert yes 

Afghanistan 2.9 Present Present  Present Alert yes 

Chad 

 

2.9 Present None None  Critical yes 

Haiti 

 

2.9 

 

Present None None stable yes 

Kiribati 

 

2.9 - None Present Stable yes 

Tuvalu  2.9 - None None Alert - 
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Yemen 

 

3.0 Present None None Alert - 

Congo, Dom. 

Rep. 

3.0 Present None Present Alert yes 

Madagascar  

 

3.1 

 

- None  None Alert yes 

Ivory Coast  3.1 Present None Present Alert yes 

Togo 

 

3.1 

 

Present None None Alert yes 

Solomon 

Islands  

3.2 Present None None Alert yes 

Malawi 

 

3.2 

 

- None  None Alert yes 

Congo Rep. 3.2 

 

- None None Alert yes 

Timor-Leste 

 

3.2 - None None Critical yes 

Burundi 3.3 Present Present None Alert yes 

Sierra Leone 

 

3.3 - Present None Alert yes 

Liberia 

 

3.4 

 

Present Present None Critical yes 

Kosovo 

 

3.5 - Present Present Alert - 

Bosnia & 

Herzegovina 

3.6 - Present None Stable - 

Myanmar 

 

3.69  

 

Present Present None Alert yes 

Mali 

 

3.7 

 

Present None Present Alert yes 

Nepal 

 

3.7 

 

- Present None Alert yes 

Source: World Bank (2014) 
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Appendix 2 List of countries according to Population, HDI, GDP, Conflict affiliation, 

harmonized CPIA, Youth Literacy Rate and Girls of primary school age out of school 

 

Country  

 

Region  

 

Population 

 

HDI 

 

GDP 

(PPP) 

 

Conflict 

 

 

HCPIA 

 

 

Youth 

Literacy  

Rate 

(%)  

Girls Out 

of 

Primary 

School.  

(%) 

Afghanistan 

 

Asia 33,332,025 0.479 1,967 Present 2.9 38.2 53 

Bangladesh  

 

Asia 168,957,745 - - - - 61,5 - 

Benin 

 

Africa 10,879,829 0.485 2,185 None - 38,4 28 

Bhutan 

 

Asia 742,737 - - - - 64,9 - 

Bosnia and 

Hercegovina  

Europe 3,531,159 - - None 3.6 98,5 - 

Burkina 

Faso 

Africa 17,322,796 0.396 1,791 None - 36 50 

Burundi  

 

Africa 11,178,921 0.402 818 Present 3.3 85.6 25 

Chad 

 

Africa 18,636,600 0.396 1,081 Present 2.9 40,2 49 

Cameroon 

 

Africa 22,534,532 0.518 3,260 - - 75 - 

Central 

African 

Rep. 

Africa  4,709,000 0.352 656 Present 2.8 36.8 36 

Congo Rep. 

 

Africa 4,662,446 - - None  3.2 79,3 - 

Congo 

Dem. 

Republic 

Africa 81,680,000 0.435 785 Present 3.0 77.3 22 

Comoros 

 

Africa 798,000 0.497 1,529 None 2.6 77.8 - 

Djibouti  

 

Africa 846,687 - - - - N/A 19 

Eritrea  

 

Africa 6,380,803 0.420 1,322 None 2.0 73.8 - 

Ethiopia  

 

Africa 99,465,819 0.448 1,916 Present - 49.1 30 

Gambia 

 

Africa 1,882,450 0.452 1,664 N/a - 55.5 27 

Guinea Africa 8,746,128 0.414 1,271 None - 30.4 47 
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Guinea-

Bissau 

Africa  1,693,398 0.424 1,568 None 2.7 59.9 36 

Ghana 

 

Africa 27,043,093 - - - - 76,6 19 

Haiti Latin 

America 

10,604,000 0.493 1,784 Present 2.9 60.7 - 

Ivory Coast 

 

Africa 23,740,424 0.474 3,506 Present 3.1 43,1 30 

Kiribati 

 

Oceania  103,500 0.588 1,821 None 2.9 N/a - 

Kosova 

 

Europe 1,859,203 - - None 3.5 91,9 - 

Lesotho  

 

Africa 2,067,000 0.497 3,133 - - 79,4 - 

Libya 

 

Africa 6,411,774 - - Present 2.75 91 - 

Liberia  

 

Africa 4,503,000 0.427 882 Present 3.4 47.6 17 

Madagascar 

 

Africa 22,434,363 0.512 1,505 None 3.1 64.7 20 

Mali 

 

Africa 14,517,176 0.442 2,265 Present 3.7 38,7 - 

Malawi 

 

Africa 16,407,000 0.467 1,139 None 3.2 65.8 - 

Mauritania  

 

Africa 4,067,564 0.513 1,996 - - 52,1 17 

Marshall 

Islands 

Oceania 53,376 - - None  2.7 N/A N/A 

Micronesia, 

FS 

Oceania 106,104 - - Present 2.7 N/A N/A 

Mozambique 

  

Africa 24,692,144 0.418 1,228 None - 58.8 24 

Myanmar  

 

Asia  51,486,253 - - Present 3.69 93,1 - 

Nepal 

 

Asia 26,494,504 0.558 2,481 None 3.7 64,7 - 

Niger 

 

Africa 18,636,600 0.353 1,114 None - 19.1 54 

Nigeria  

 

Africa 188,462,640 - - - - 59,6 31 

Pakistan 

 

Asia 33,332,025 - - - - 56,4 30 

Papa New 

Guinea 

Africa 7,059,653 0.516 3,542 - - 64,2 - 
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Palestine  Middle 

East 

4,550,368 - 2,900 Present ** 96,3 - 

Rwanda 

 

Africa 11,262,564 0.498 1,905 N/a - 70.5 - 

Senegal  

 

Africa 15,589,489 0.494 2.525 - - 55,7 34 

Sierra-Leone 

 

Africa 7,075,641 0.420 1,652 Present  3.3 48.1 22 

Solomon 

Islands  

Oceania 642,000 0.515 1,996 Present 3.2 84,1 - 

Somalia  

 

Africa 12,316,895 0.285 

** 

284 Present 1.2 37,8 51 

South Sudan 

 

Africa 12,340,00 0.418 1,671 Present 1.867 31.9 76 

Sudan 

 

Africa 40,235,000 0.490 4,834 Present 2.5 75,9 26 

Syria  

 

Asia N/A - - Present ** 86,4 N/A 

Togo 

 

Africa 7,552,318 0.487 1,546 Present 3.1 66.5 - 

Timor-Leste  

 

Asia 1,167,242 - - None  3.2 67,5 26 

Tuvalu 

 

Oceania 10,640 - - None 2.9 N/A N/A 

Uganda  

 

Africa 37,873253 0.493 2,067 None - 73.9 - 

Yemen 

 

Middle 

East 

25,408,000 0.482 2,580 Present 3.0 70,1 27 

Zambia  

 

Africa 16,212,000 - - - - 63,4 16 

Zimbabwe 

 

Africa 12,973,808 0.516 1,953 None 2.2 86,5 - 

Source: UNDP (2017); UIS (2017); UNESCO (2017); World Bank (2014) 
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Appendix 3 List of countries according to the scoring method  

 

Country  

 

Population 

 

 

HDI 

GDP 

(PPP) 

 

Conflict 

 

 

HCPIA 

 

Literacy  

Rate 

(points) 

Girls 

Out of 

School  

(age 

Primary 

ed.) 

 

Total 

Points 

Somalia  

 

2 3 3 1 3 2 3 17 

Chad 

 

2 3 3 1 2 3 3 17 

South Sudan 2 3 2 1 3 3 3 17 

Afghanistan 3 2 2 

 

1 2 3 3 16 

Central 

African Rep. 

1 3 3 1 2 3 3 16 

Mali 

 

2 2 2 1 1 3 3 14 

Niger 

 

2 3 3 0 0 3 3 14 

Guinea-

Bissau 

1 3 2 0 3 2 3 14 

Liberia  

 

1 3 3 1 2 3 1 14 

Burkina 

Faso 

2 3 2 0 0 3 3 13 

Guinea 

 

1 3 3 0 0 3 3 13 

Dem. Rep. 

of Congo 

3 2 3 1 2 0 1 12 

Mozambique  3 3 3 0 0 2 1 12 

Yemen 3 2 1 1 

 

2 1 2 12 

Ivory Coast 

 

3 2 0 0 2 3 2 12 

Sudan 

 

3 2 0 1 3 0 2 11 

Ethiopia  3 2 2 0 

 

0 2 2 11 

Burundi  

 

2 3 3 1 1 0 1 11 

Benin 

 

2 2 2 0 0 3 2 11 
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Sierra Leone 

  

1 3 2 1 1 2 1 11 

Madagascar 

 

3 1 2 0 2 1 1 10 

Haiti 2 1 2 1 2 2 0 10 

Sierra-Leone 1 3 2 0 

 

1 2 1 10 

Gambia 

 

1 2 2 0 0 2 3 10 

Malawi 

 

2 2 3 0 1 1 0 9 

Togo 

 

1 2 2 1 2 1 0 9 

Pakistan 

 

3 0 0 1 0 2 2 8 

Uganda  

 

3 1 2 0 0 2 0 8 

Zimbabwe 2 1 2 

 

0 3 0 0 8 

Senegal  

 

2 1 1 0 0 2 2 8 

Rwanda 2 1 2 

 

0 0 0 3 8 

Nigeria  

 

3 0 0 0 0 2 2 7 

Eritrea  

 

1 3 3 0 0 0 0 7 

Comoros 

 

1 1 2 0 3 0 0 7 

Solomon 

Islands  

1 1 2 1 2 0 0 7 

Nepal 

 

3 0 1 0 1 1 0 6 

Syria  

 

2 0 0 1 3 0 N/a 6 

Palestine  

 

1 0 1 1 3 0 0 6 

Micronesia, 

FS 

1 0 1 1 3 0 0 6 

Myanmar  

 

3 0 0 1 1 0 0 5 

Cameroon 

 

3 1 1 0 0 0 0 5 

Timor-Leste  1 0 0 0 1 1 2 5 
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Libya 

 

1 0 0 1 3 0 0 5 

Marshall 

Islands 

1 0 0 1 3 0 0 5 

Kiribati 1 0 2 

 

0 2 0 0 5 

Zambia  

 

2 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 

Mauritania  

 

1 0 0 0 0 2 1 4 

Bangladesh  

 

3 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 

Ghana 

 

3 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 

Papa New 

Guinea 

1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 

Tuvalu 

 

1 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 

Djibouti  

 

1 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 

Lesotho  

 

1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 

Bhutan 

 

1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 

Congo Rep. 

 

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 

Bosnia and 

Hercegovina  

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 

Kosova 

 

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


