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Preface 
 

This collection of research articles arose from work undertaken in 2000 for the Forum Secretariat 
and the Asian Development Bank.  One of the key terms of reference required the examination of 

the financing needs of basic education, in the context of ‘academic outcomes’”. 

 

While the research was initially intended to cover several countries, delay in finalising the contract, 
and teaching commitments at USP militated against the required regional travel.  Eventually, the 

bulk of the research was conducted in Fiji, where the MOE, through the facilitation of the Minister 

of Education in the Interim Administration, made available the required data.
1
 

 

While there have been numerous studies separately examining the resourcing of basic education 

and academic performances at the national level, there has been little research combining the two.   

This study was able to address the two issues together by merging two databases obtained 
separately from the MOE.  The database on examination results for the Fiji Intermediate 

Examination and the Fiji Eighth Year Examination was obtained from the Examinations and 

Assessment section of the Ministry of Education.  The database on resources for primary schools 
and pre-schools (finances and staffing) was obtained from the BEMTUP project, also based in the 

Ministry of Education, in the Planning and Development Section.  Original data on the impact of 

pre-schooling on academic outcomes were obtained through a survey at a multiracial Suva primary 
school, with the research later extended to three other Suva primary schools. 

 

The issues covered are all extremely topical in Fiji:  ethnic, gender and regional disparaties in 

examination performance; the impact of multiracialism in schools; the impact of school and class 
size and pupil:teacher ratios on educational performance; the role of junior secondary schools in 

improving academic performance at Year 8 level; the impact of pre-school attendance on academic 

outcomes in later years; and resource issues relating to all these areas. 
 

The results reinforce some of the current beliefs about these issues, explodes some of the myths, 

and indicate a number of fruitful areas for further research.  In a period when substantial resources 
are being made available, both from taxpayers’ pockets and donor sources, it is vital that the 

resources are used in the most cost-effective manner in relation to the academic outcomes sought.   

So how exactly should society spend each extra million dollars on education to obtain the best 

educational outcomes for society?  And how do we know that the massive additional resources 
currently being made available for education in particular areas are going to have the desired 

outcomes?    

 
Currently, there is little empirical data to enlighten us.  It is hoped that the publication of these 

research findings will encourage further research to enlighten policy makers on these key 

questions. 

                                                        
1 Some research was attempted in Tuvalu, although access to examinations data was not obtained. 
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Chapter 1 

 

Fiji Eighth Year Examination Results and Resources 

Summary 

 
The Government of Fiji (GOF) is under pressure to implement a range of measures with the 

objective of improving academic performance throughout Fiji, especially in rural schools.  These 

measures include:  
 

(a)  reducing pupil:teacher ratios in primary schools to 20 or below;  

(b) increasing the overall aggregate funding;  
(c) increasing teachers' salaries across the board; and  

(d) establishing and/or strengthening junior secondary schools in order to provide better 

quality education for the Fiji Eighth Year Examination (FEYE) than is provided by 

primary schools. 
 

This study first of all examines the differences in academic outcomes throughout the country, and 

the patterns of resource allocations, both publicly funded and privately raised by communities.   
The study examines the relationship between funding levels and academic outcomes. The results 

indicate the wide disparities in academic performance between urban schools on the one hand, and 

those in rural, remote and very remote areas on the other, as well as significant differences in 

overall school funding and per pupil funding, despite government's affirmative funding of rural and 
remote schools on a per capita basis. 

 

The data fail, however, to show any significant positive relationship between higher per pupil 
funding and better academic performance.  Neither do the data indicate a positive correlation 

between aggregate funding per school and better academic performance.  The data also fail to show 

any significant relationship between low pupil:teacher ratios and better academic performance.  
Indeed, the data indicate the contrary: better academic performance corresponds to high 

pupil:teacher ratios.  These results remain, even when the data are disaggregated for urban and 

rural schools.  The results also indicate that pupils in junior secondary schools do not do 

consistently better than pupils in primary schools, despite the considerably higher unit costs of 
junior secondary schools. 

 

Government and school authorities need to experiment with focused incentive systems to ensure 
that the price paid for education (including additional resources made available by government and 

the communities) reflects and/or is matched by the desired improvements in academic outcomes. 

 
There is an urgent need for strong empirical research, in a joint exercise undertaken by education 

experts and economists, to identify the factors that are leading to good academic outcomes, so as to 

better focus additional resources in order to improve the quality and equity of basic education in 

Forum countries.  A minimum condition must be the integration of resources databases with 
academic outcomes databases held by the MOE in order to facilitate analysis.  Also crucial is the 

establishment of a comprehensive research agenda. 
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Introduction 

 

As elsewhere in the developing world, Fiji’s various communities recognise all too well the 

importance of education in enabling their citizens to improve their standards of living and 
contribute to economic growth and development, especially in the face of globalisation and the 

pressures to become internationally competitive. 

 
What has caused increasing concern in recent years has been a general perception about significant 

declines in the quality of the basic education and the standards achieved, both in basic numeracy 

and in literacy.2  There is a general belief that Fiji pupils complete primary school with standards 

that are significantly below those achieved by children in comparable grades in developed 
countries.   

 

Comparisons are especially unfavourable with standards in Australia and New Zealand, which have 
historically provided the training ground for much of the tertiary level training not available in the 

Pacific, as well as schooling at the secondary level for several Pacific Island countries (PICs).  The 

decline in literacy standards may be partly attributed to less time spent reading and more time spent 
watching television and video than hitherto. This decline is an international phenomenon.  Other 

factors, however, must be considered.  

 

The typical response in Fiji, as elsewhere, has been pressure to increase funding for primary 
education, both within the education budget as well as through overall increases to education's 

share of the total budget.   While most communities would welcome the increases in funding for 

education, major questions remain.  Are the generous increases in funding appropriately targeted at 
the right education variables and levels of education to ensure the overall improvements in 

educational outcomes that the communities are looking for?  Is the extent of funding justified by 

the improvement in academic performance? 

 
Fiji provides an interesting and very relevant case study for the financing issues in basic education 

in relation to academic outcomes.  Not only does it have one of the largest and most developed 

education systems amongst PICs, but its education sector has been continuously under the 
microscope for more than a decade, because of perceived differentials in academic performance 

and resourcing ― across ethnic communities
3
, regions and the urban/rural divide. 

 
There has been much debate, the setting up of various task forces, the commissioning of various 

studies, the development of strategic plans and, in 2000, the establishment of a comprehensive 

Education Commission.4  There is also an Education Fiji 2020 document outlining the long-term 

view of the GOF. 
 

All these reports and strategic plans call for a substantial injection of financial resources to tackle 

the problems perceived to be plaguing Fiji's education system, from pre-school to tertiary level.  
The resource implications are likely to place significant pressure on the Fiji budget, in a period 

when it would seem to be least able to afford large-scale expenditure. 

                                                        
2 Basic education is here interpreted as the education provided in pre-schools, primary schools and secondary 

schools that have Years 7 and 8 (Forms 1 and 2). 
3 Fijians have perennially been perceived to have relatively inferior success rates in academic examinations. 
4 In the space of two years, the Fiji Government has published a Strategic Plan for 2000-2002 (1999), a 

Blueprint for Affirmative Action on Fijian Education and a voluminous Report of the Fiji Islands Education 

Commission/Panel (RFIEC) 
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The overall fiscal situation and the education budget 

 
After very strong growth in 1999, the economy drastically contracted in 2000

5
 by more than 9% 

and the small recovery of 1% expected in 2001 will barely take the economy back to 1998 levels 

(Table 1.1).   With the population continuing to grow (despite the continued heavy emigration), 

real per capita GDP has faced contractions for two years in a row, accumulating in aggregate to a 
10 % decline following the crises in 2000.  While the economy and GDP have severely contracted, 

government expenditure has been maintained at around 33% of GDP, although this is a significant  

decline from the 38% in 1998. 
 

Nevertheless, it is pertinent that education expenditure
6
 as a proportion of Government Expenditure 

has dramatically increased from 15.7% in 1998 to 20.0% in 2000.  In 2001, while education's share 
of the total budget slightly declined to 18.7%, it is still considerably up on the 1998 share, and it 

has not seen a cut in nominal terms.
7
  (See Table 1.2.) 

Table 1.1: Fiji’s Economic Performance and Government Expenditure 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 

GDP (current prices) ($m) 3258 3640 3337 3538 

GDP per capita (current prices) ($) 4052 4461 4035 4217 

GDP at factor cost (1989 prices) 1906 2088 1894 1912 

     

Growth rate 1.4 9.5 -9.3 1.0 

Growth rate of GDP per capita 0.1 7.9 -10.5 0.5 

     

Total Government Expenditure ($m) 1230 1217 1106 1205 

Govt.Exp. as % of GDP 37.8 33.4 33.1 34.1 

 
These allocations for education in Fiji average 6.5% of GDP over 2000 and 2001, comparing 

favourably with 5.2% of GNP for Malaysia and 4.6% of GNP for Mauritius, even allowing for the 

contractions in GDP for these two years.8 

Table 1.2: The Education Budget 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Total Education Expenditure ($m) 193.6 212.5 221.4 225.7 

Education Exp. as % of Govt. Expend.   15.7  17.5  20.0   18.7 

Education Exp. as % of GDP     5.9   5.8       6.6
9
     6.3 

 

                                                        
5 This followed the political crisis in 2000, the loss of investor confidence, the decline in the tourism 

industry, and the effect of trade sanctions. 
6 The figure for education expenditure is significantly higher than that for the MOE, as the vote codes for a 

number of tertiary institutions are in other ministries. 
7 The GOF imposed a 12.5% salary cut soon after the May 2000 political crisis, but this was reversed in the 
2001 Budget and the salary paid back. 
8 World Bank database 2000.  There are no recent GNP estimates for Fiji although, usually, GNP is some 5% 

lower than GDP.  The comparable ratios for Fiji are likely to be higher, as percentages of GNP. 
9 The increase is more apparent than real, being due to the significant decline in GDP for 2000 and 2001. 
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Table 1.3 indicates that the distribution of education expenditure follows the usual international 

patterns ― with the primary levels receiving the highest proportion at just below 40% in 2001, 
down from 41% in 1998.  

 

Table 1.3: Breakdown of Education Expenditure (%) 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 

     Primary 41.0 39.1 41.3 39.9 

     Secondary and Junior Secondary 31.4 29.1 33.5 33.1 

     Tertiary 23.5 24.0 21.0 23.1 

     General MOE Expenditure 4.0 7.9 4.2 3.9 

     

     Revenues as % of Total Expenditure 2.5 2.2 1.3 2.1 

 

Secondary and junior secondary schools have been increasing their share over the last four years, 
and will continue to do so, as the government progressively phases out tuition fees at the higher 

secondary levels.
10

 

 
Government fees and revenues from the public are a mere 2% of total expenditure.   Community 

contributions are a mere 6% of total expenditure on primary education (government and 

community), and this ratio will decline further should the government continue its current trend of 
eliminating school fees. 

 

Table 1.4: Unit Government Expenditure 

 1999 2000 

Unit Public Expenditure Primary ($) 655 685 

Unit Public Expenditure Secondary ($) 984 1132 

   

Unit Primary Exp. as % of GDP pc 14.7 17.0 

Unit Secondary Exp. as % of GDP pc 22.1 28.0 

 

Table 1.4 suggests that the actual allocations of public funds are quite generous at both the primary 

and secondary levels, and are increasing.  Unit Primary Expenditure, as a percentage of GDP per 
capita, rose from 14.7% in 1999 to 17.0% in 2000, a large part of the increase being due to the 

decline in GDP per capita.   Nevertheless, these ratios compare quite favourably with figures of 

11.1% of GNP per capita for Malaysia in 1994 and 10.8% for Mauritius.
11

 

 
From the data presented, it would seem that the education sector as a whole, and primary education 

in particular, is reasonably well resourced.  Yet there exists considerable concern about education 

outcomes throughout the country, especially as they relate to rural/urban gaps and regional and 
communal differences in academic performance. 

 

It is surprising, therefore, that there seems to be little empirical analysis and documentation of the 
current patterns and realities of resource allocation.  Far more importantly, neither is there any 

                                                        
10 The GOF is committed to eliminating tuition fees at all the secondary levels. 
11 The comparable ratios for Fiji are likely to be higher, given that Fiji's GNP is usually lower than its GDP. 



 

 

 

 Fiji Eighth Year Examination Results and Resources 

   

 

 Academic Outcomes and Resources for Basic Education in Fiji 

5 

 

empirical analysis or documentation of educational outcomes in relation to the resource allocation 

patterns.  Given the likely budgetary crisis ahead, it would seem urgent that government investigate 
to see if the generous resource allocations are being matched by desired educational outcomes. 

 

The general resource allocation issues in developing countries are amply documented in a number 

of studies, such as Bray’s 1998 study.  The focus of these studies is usually on parameters, such as 
funding per pupils, pupil:teacher ratios, shares of levels of education expenditure in total education 

budgets, education expenditures as proportions of total government budgets and total GDP or GNP.   

There is very little reference to education outcomes per se. 
 

This paper attempts to fill this gap for basic education in Fiji.  The academic outcomes will be 

measured by the results in the Fiji Eighth Year Examination (FEYE).
12

 
 

Marks and academic outcomes 

 

But first, a caveat.  In this study, examination marks are used as the indicator of schooling 
“outcome”.  There is, however, considerable debate amongst educationists on the relevance of 

school examination marks as appropriate indicators of "learning" or "teaching". 

 
Some educators ask: What of the essential objectives of “socialising” children, teaching them to be 

good, knowledgeable and responsible citizens, contributing to the well-being of their communities 

and their nations, while retaining and strengthening the positive aspects of their culture and 
identity?  What of the training required to survive with sustainable livelihoods in an increasingly 

globalised and competitive international economy?  

 

These are important concerns.  However, few education systems systematically assess the broader, 
virtually intangible, qualitative “education for life” criteria.  The reality is that, universally, 

examination systems are used to assess the performance of students with two primary objectives: 

the assessment of relative performances and the selection of pupils for further study by some 
quantitative criterion, deemed to be as objective as possible.  It is also generally the case that the 

skills acquired in studying English, Mathematics and Basic Science, whether acquired through rote 

learning or "real learning" as defined by pedagogical experts, are applied by people in all walks of 

life ― architects, engineers, accountants, farmers, businesspeople and household managers ― 
nationally and in the global economy.   

 

Hence, whatever may be the weaknesses of the existing systems of curriculum and assessment, the 
results are used in Fiji, simply because these are the only objective indicators of learning that we 

have at the moment.  It seems that, while one may validly question the use of examinations marks 

as indicators of academic outcomes, an additional and more constructive approach may be to try to 
ensure that the curriculum more accurately reflects the broader social objectives of schooling and 

learning, and that the methods of assessment do measure genuine learning rather than rote learning.  

Nevertheless, there is a need to link quantitative economic and educational analysis to the more 

qualitative analyses of learning and teaching processes, so that a more holistic approach is taken to 
the question of resources required for education. 

                                                        
12 While this study focuses on basic education (here interpreted as pre-school and primary education) there is 

a brief reference to secondary education requirements, because of the peculiarity indicated by demographic 

projections for the numbers of secondary school children.  
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Primary Schools Enrolment and Resources  

 
Table 1.5 indicates that the 708 primary schools

1
 in the MOE database

2
 are evenly scattered 

throughout the four location categories, with the largest proportion, 29%, being in Very Remote 

areas, while Urban areas had some 26% of all the schools. However, the Urban schools had a much 
higher proportion of students (some 49%), with the Rural and Remote schools having around a 

fifth each, and the Very Remote schools having only 13% of total primary enrolment. 

 

Table 1.5: Enrolment Data 1999 − Summary 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

  Number of Schools 181 142 205 180 708 

Perc. (horizontal) (%) 26 20 29 25 100 

Number of Students 69447 26725 28446 18523 143141 

Perc. (horizontal) (%) 49 19 20 13 100 

Students per School 384 188 139 103 202 

Pupil:Teacher Ratios 29.2 23.9 23.9 21.5 25.8 

 

Key 

  Urban:    City, town, suburban (within 10 km of urban boundaries) 
  Rural:   Between 10 and 20 kms from urban boundaries 

  Remote:  More than 20 km from urban boundary but accessible by road 

  Very Remote:  Accessible only by air, boat, foot track (including outer islands). 
 

This is a natural result of school size in the rural areas being considerably smaller than that in the 

urban areas.  Thus, the average Urban school enrolment was 384, more than three times that of 
Very Remote schools with an average of 103.  Rural schools had an average of 188, which was still 

significantly higher than that of Remote schools with 139.  Table A3 (Appendix A) indicates that 

the disparities are even more pronounced in some districts: the Eastern District had an average 

school enrolment of just over 80 for both Rural and Very remote schools.  This study will examine 
the relationship of school size to academic performance. 

 

Despite the great variability in school size, the pupil:teacher averages by location show less 
variation; the aggregate for Urban areas was 29.2, that for Rural and Remote areas was 23.9, while 

that for Very Remote areas was 21.5.  Table A4 (Appendix A) indicates that, even in districts 

where school enrolments are extremely low, the pupil:teacher ratios are high, indicating the 

prevalence of multi-grade teaching.   
 

It may be noted that, while the pupil:teacher ratio for Very Remote schools on average is already 

some 26 % less than that for urban areas, recent policy statements of government intentions for 
reducing multi-grade teaching are likely to lead to further reductions in pupil:teacher ratios, with 

corresponding impacts on unit costs.  

 
 

                                                        
1Classes 7 and 8 in junior secondary schools (JSSs) are normally considered part of the secondary school 

system.  
2 The database figures used are for 1999 rather than 2000, as the latter data may have not been accurate, 

given the political and economic crisis of May 2000. 



 

 

 

 Fiji Eighth Year Examination Results and Resources 

   

 

 Academic Outcomes and Resources for Basic Education in Fiji 

7 

 

Table 1.6: Primary Schools Revenue Data 1999 − Summary 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Total Revenues ($m) 4.7 1.7 2.4 1.7 10.6 

      

Total Revenue/Pupil ($) 82.6 75.5 93.4 105.6 86.6 

Government Grant/Pupil ($) 38.2 46.5 59.2 60.9 47.2 

Govt. Fee Grant/Pupil ($) 31.8 32.1 41.7 44.7 35.7 

Govt. Grant/Tot. Revenue (%) 46.2 61.6 63.4 57.7 54.5 

Other Revenue/Pupil ($) 44.4 29.0 34.2 44.7 39.4 

 

Table 1.6 indicates that the 708 primary schools analysed in the database received Total Revenues 

of some $10.6 million.   While the usual patterns of resource allocation throughout the developing 
world is for there to be an urban bias, the experience of Fiji is encouragingly the opposite.   

 

With Total Revenue per pupil nationwide being $87, the Urban average was lower (at $83).  

Schools in Remote areas had a higher figure of $93 while those in Very Remote areas had an even 
higher average of $106.  The one anomaly was that of Rural schools (between 10 and 20 km of 

urban boundaries), which had the lowest average, $75. 

 
The figures for Government Grant per Pupil (and for its sub-item, Government Fee Grant per 

Pupil) gives a part of the explanation for the higher Total Income figures for Remote and Very 

Remote schools.  While the Government Grant per Pupil was only $38 in Urban schools, that for 

Rural schools was $47, for Remote schools it was $59 and Very Remote schools $61.  
Government's differential funding of Rural, Remote and Very Remote schools is commendable as a 

significant attempt to narrow the gap in quality education between urban and rural areas.
3
 

 
What also stands out is that different locations show different capacities to raise revenue 

independently of government, and some trends contradict the idea that Very Remote areas do not 

have a capacity to raise cash.   Table 1.6 indicates that Other Revenue per Pupil in Very Remote 
schools on average is slightly higher than that for Urban schools, suggesting that there is excellent 

community commitment to the funding of education. 

 

The above figures represent national averages.   Disaggregation by district (Table A13, Appendix 
A) reveals that there are extremely low Other Revenues per pupil ($17 to $19) being collected for 

Rural schools in Ba-Tavua, Lautoka-Yasawa and Ra, while even lower sums are being collected in 

Remote schools in Ba-Tavua ($13 per pupil) and a mere $5 per pupil in Very Remote schools in 
the same district.  Such low revenues are probably not a matter of choice but reflect the economic 

capacity  (or lack of it) to raise cash.  The scale of these numbers needs to be kept in mind when 

discussing "user pays" and "cost-recovery" issues in primary education.4 
 

The Internal Expenditure figures
5
 (Table 1.7) are, by and large, a reflection of the income figures.  

Urban and Rural schools tend on average to be in deficit (possibly indicating a greater reliance on 

loans) while Remote and Very Remote schools indicate small surpluses on their internal accounts. 

                                                        
3 Disaggregation of Government Grants and Fee Grants per Pupil by district suggests that schools in some 
locations benefit more on a per pupil basis than other comparable areas, probably because funds are allocated 

as block grants and some smaller schools may tend to benefit relatively more, at the margin. 
4 These schools are likely to be in the poorer areas of the cane belt. 
5 These do not include government expenditure on teachers' salaries. 
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As would be expected from the revenue figures, internal Capital Expenditure per Pupil is highest 

for schools in the Very Remote areas, followed by Remote schools and then Urban schools.  The 
patterns are similar for Instructional Materials Expenditure per Pupil, although the averages are less 

than $7 per pupil for all categories. 

 

Table 1.7: Expenditure Data 1999 − Summary 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Total Internal Expenditure ($m) 5.3 1.9 2.0 1.5 10.7 

Surplus(+)/Deficit(-)  ($m) -0.54 -0.14 0.38   0.21   -0.09 

      

Tot.Internal Expend./Pupil ($) 91.9 81.5 78.6 93.0 87.3 

      

Tot.Int.Recurrent .Exp/Pupil ($) 64.4 56.3 47.2 49.6 57.3 

Tot.Int.Capital Exp.per Pupil ($) 27.5 25.2 31.4 43.4 30.0 

      

Exp.Instruc. Materials/Pupil ($) 3.3 4.9 5.5 6.6 4.5 

Add.Exp.on Salaries/Pupil ($)        23.9 7.8 5.3 3.9        14.3 

Loan Repayments/Pupil ($) 4.9 2.6 4.3 2.1 3.9 

 
Internal salary expenditure for additional staff is by far the highest for Urban schools (at $24 per 

pupil), some three times more than for Rural schools, and four times that for Remote and Very 

Remote schools.  This ensures that Total Internal Recurrent Expenditure is higher for Urban and 
Rural schools than for Remote and Very Remote schools ― a reversal of the trend so far. 

 

The data on Loan Repayments per Pupil indicate that Urban schools do have access to and do 

resort to loans somewhat more than Remote and Very Remote schools.6  The actual volumes of 
loans are not particularly high.7 

 

It should be noted that per pupil revenue and expenditure figures, while useful from an overall 
macro point of view, are not particularly useful when it comes to analysing the total funds available 

to small schools.   Of necessity, the majority of Rural schools, because of geographical dispersion, 

have small enrolments.  Government's funding formula, while trying to give some recognition to 

this fact, nevertheless has difficulty in departing greatly from enrolment figures.  Schools, 
therefore, end up with vastly varying amounts of total revenue, with corresponding capacities for 

total expenditure.  

 
Table 1.8 indicates that Government Grants per school, while averaging some $9266 across the 

country, could only muster $6152 per school in the Very Remote areas, $8258 in Remote areas and 

$8,578 in Rural areas.  Urban schools, by sheer dint of large enrolment, were able to receive 
$14,337 per school.  Table A15 (Appendix A) also indicates the significant differences amongst 

districts, with Suva Urban schools receiving almost twice the national average. 

 

                                                        
6 A contributing factor is probably proximity of Urban schools to financing institutions and personal 

relationships built up with school parents. 
7 The levels of loan repayments (at 10%) suggests an aggregate debt for all the primary schools in the 

database of around $5m. 
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The data on Total Internal Expenditure per school and Non-Government funds spent per school, 

indicate that the differentials arising from the government funding formula are exacerbated by the 
very significant differences in the capacities of schools to generate their own funds.  Urban schools 

on average spend $34505 in comparison to Rural schools with $15024, Remote schools with 

$10961 and Very Remote schools with $9403.  Table A14 (Appendix A) indicates that Urban Suva 

schools spend on average some $52,660 in contrast to Very Remote schools in Ba-Tavua which 
spend a mere $5,339. 

 

Table 1.8: Schools Financial Data 1999 − Summary 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Government Grant per School 14337 8578 8258 6152 9266 

Non-Govt. Funds Spent per School 20167 6447 2703 3250 7877 

Total Internal Expenditure per School 34505 15024 10961 9403 17143 

Schools “Own Funds Gearing"
8
 1.41 0.75 0.33 0.53 0.85 

 

Table 1.8 indicates that for every dollar provided by government, Urban schools spend an 
additional $1.41, Rural schools an additional 75 cents, Remote schools 33 cents, and Very Remote 

Schools 53 cents. 

 
What are the underlying causes of the differentials in independent fund-raising?  No doubt much  

can be explained by the differences in cash employment possibilities.  However, the higher figure 

for Very Remote schools (relative to Remote schools) suggests that there are differences in 

community involvement and commitment to education that could be strengthened through social 
engineering.

9
 

 

Where schools in disadvantaged locations are simply unable to raise funds, the MOE needs to 
examine how its funding formula can provide some basic minimum resources necessary to 

maintain quality education, without seriously undermining efficiency considerations. 

 

A number of other related factors, which have resource implications, may also be pertinent to the 
academic performance of children. It has been well established that the availability of a library, 

well stocked with books, can be extremely useful in improving the academic performance of 

pupils.
10

   A crude indicator is the number of books per pupil. Table 1.9 indicates that the Rural 
schools (with around 5.4 books per pupil) are better endowed than schools in the Urban areas (with 

about 3.5 books per pupil). On the surface of it, this suggests that the MOE does not need to make 

any special efforts to allocate significant additional book resources, on average, to rural schools.  
When disaggregated by district, however, the data suggest that the patterns are reversed in some 

districts (such as Ra and Nadroga-Navosa) where the averages are considerably lower than the 

national averages.  (Table A5, Appendix A) 

A word of caution on the data on the number of books per pupil: these numbers say nothing about 
the age, quality or relevance of the books.  Even if these characteristics were comparable across 

locations and districts, the presence of librarians or teachers willing and committed to the optimal 

utilisation of books could still be the "make or break" factor that determines whether the books are 

                                                        
8 Own funds raised per dollar of government funds provided. 
9 A popular perception is that communities in outer islands, having lived with a relative scarcity of resources, 

seem to display more initiative in economic enterprises in general, and education in particular. 
10 The "Book Flood" exercises in Fiji and across the Pacific provide supporting evidence of this. 
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useful at all in the learning process.   The MOE collects substantial and detailed data on books in 

primary schools libraries.
11

  It would be useful if the numbers entered on the database could take 
account of the above factors. 

 

Table 1.9: Other Relevant Indicators 1999 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Books per Pupil 3.5 5.3 5.3 5.5 4.5 

Desk Places per Pupil 0.80 0.85 0.81 0.85 0.82 

Percentage Boarding 0.1 1.5 7.9 7.9 2.9 

Percentage Repeating 1.1 1.8 4.3 4.7 2.3 

Percentage Travelling >3km 30 23 23 11 25 

Percentage Walking >3km 1.8 5.2 9.6 5.4 4.4 

 

Desk facilities for pupils are a somewhat basic consideration for the classroom learning situation.  
The data indicate that, nationally, only 82% of primary pupils have their own dedicated desk 

place.
12

   Somewhat contrary to expected outcomes, the Rural and Very Remote schools are 

slightly better endowed (with 85% endowment) than Urban schools (with 80% endowment).  This 
is probably the result of urban: rural drift, placing greater pressure on Urban schools (see Table A6, 

Appendix A, for regional differences). 

 
One factor that places a heavy burden on the authorities attempting to maintain the quality of 

schools through economies of scale is the scattered nature of rural dwellers.   Having adequate 

school enrolment can require pupils to travel long distances. Having boarding schools is one 

response, although they are not without debate.  Table 1.9 indicates that some 8% of pupils in 
Remote and Very Remote schools are boarders, with insignificant proportions of boarders in Urban 

and Rural schools.   

 
What is surprising, however, is that some 30% of pupils in Urban schools, and 23% in Rural and 

Remote schools travel more than 3 km to school.  While availability and relative cheapness of 

transport no doubt provide part of the explanation, it is also probably the case that parents select 
schools for their children, based on the dominant ethnicity of the school, as well as its religious 

affiliation or management.
13

  Table A9 (Appendix A) indicates that up to a third of students travel 

more than 3 km to reach their school, right across all districts (except for Suva), and by all 

categories ― Urban, Rural and Remote.  
 

The data on percentage of pupils walking more than 3 km to school indicate that significant 

proportions of pupils in Remote and Very Remote schools are probably arriving at school 
physically tired, with probable negative impact on their learning.  Some 9% of pupils in Remote 

schools walk more than 3 km, as opposed to only 2% in Urban schools and 5% in Rural and Very 

Remote schools. 

 

                                                        
11 Thus data are collected on book collections by class, as well as by school, disaggregated by fiction and 
non-fiction works.  
12 Presumably there is sharing of "dual desks" with three pupils on each desk, or pupils sitting on the floor. 
13 Each of the major ethnic groups, religions (Christian, Hindu and Muslim) and cultural groups are further 

divided into several denominations, each with its own schools. 
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In many of these localities, pupils are traveling past other schools which are closer to their homes, 

but which are not the preferred choice of the parents because of factors such as the religion 
associated with the school management, the ethnic focus, or perceptions about the quality of the 

school.  The MOE needs to develop information on the numbers of small schools with different 

management types that are nevertheless in such close proximity to each other as to make mergers a 

useful device in improving school size and quality.  This issue, in Fiji's multi-ethnic and multi-
religious context, is a somewhat "thorny" problem, requiring careful handling.    

 

It may be useful for the MOE to examine whether the statistics on deficiencies in academic 
performance of small schools could assist their efforts in merging inefficient small schools.

14
 

 

 

Government/Community Shares and Overall Unit Costs 
 
By far the largest expenditure item for primary schools in Fiji is the teachers’ salaries, most of 

which is paid by the government.  While the MOE does have a salary database, it was not possible 

to access this database for the accurate information required for this exercise.  Crude estimates 
have therefore been made of the unit teacher costs for primary schools.

15
 

 

Aggregating all the expenditures for government and community, the data in Table 1.10 suggest 
that, nationally, government contributes some 92.5% of the annual costs of primary schools.  The 

local community contributes only 7.5%, not a particularly high level.  This is, of course, 

understandably the result of government's stated policy of making primary education “free” for all 

children in Fiji. 
 

There are some urban: rural differences, partly as a result of differential government grants, and 

partly because of the efforts of urban schools to raise finance independently. Thus the community 
contribution rises to 11.1% for Urban schools, while the Rural schools contribute between 3% and 

6%.   The overall complete unit costs for primary schools, therefore, comes to some $536 per year.  

By location, the unit cost rises from $486 in Urban areas, to around $560 in Rural and Remote 
schools, and by about the same amount again, to $634, in Very Remote areas. 

 

The actual differences in unit costs between urban and rural areas (between 15% and 30%) are 

probably less than would be indicated by the numbers in Table 1.10 because, in these estimates, the 
same unit salary has been crudely used across all locations.  In reality, Rural schools are likely to 

have lower unit salary costs because principal and deputy principal salaries are likely to be lower 

(given the smaller size of the schools in the rural areas) while the ordinary teachers themselves are 
likely to be earning higher salaries in the Urban areas, for a variety of reasons.

16
  And, as we have 

seen above, the favourable government treatment for schools in rural areas has also led to some 

evening out of the unit costs and unit expenditures, though there is still some way to go. 

 

                                                        
14 Some initial data are provided in this paper, although further work would need to be done. 
15 1999 Budget Estimates for salary expenditure in primary schools amounted to $63.681m  (for an 

establishment of 4703) while the Actuals (indicated in the 2001 Budget) was $64.159m.  There were some 

4745 teachers in the primary database with finance data, out of a total of some 5549 teachers in the complete 
database.  I have therefore used an estimated unit salary of $11,578 for the teachers in the finance database 

(which would lead to an aggregate salary bill of $54.9m for the finance database and an estimate of $64.2m 

for the schools in the complete database). 
16 The more qualified and experienced teachers are likely to be found in the larger urban schools. 
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While primary education is meant to be free, the reality is that schools still engage in fund-

raising through building fees, library fees, etc.  These efforts are by and large not successful in 
rural areas, given the lack of cash employment and cash income.

17
  This inevitably results in 

urban schools being better resourced in total, both because of their fund-raising abilities, and 

also their larger enrolment, which result in higher levels of total resources. 

 

Table 1.10: Government and community Contributions, and Unit Costs 1999
18

  

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Total Internal Expenditure ($m) 5.3 1.9 2.0 1.5 10.7 

Est. Govt. Expenditure On Salaries ($m) 22.6 11.1 12.4 8.9 54.9 

Est. Tot. Exp. (Govt + Community) ($m) 27.9 13.0 14.4 10.4 65.6 

Estimated Total Govt. Expenditure ($m) 24.8 12.2 13.9 9.9 60.7 

Estimated Community Contribution ($m) 3.1 0.8 0.5 0.5 4.9 

      

Government Share in Primary (%) 88.9 93.8 96.5 94.9 92.5 

Community Share in Primary (%) 11.1 6.2 3.5 5.1 7.5 

      

Overall Unit Expenditure (Unit Costs) ($) 486 564 560 634 536 

 
An important question remains: Do these resource differentials have any impact on academic 

outcomes, as is commonly believed?  In other words, are higher levels of funding associated with 

better academic performance?  The next section addresses this crucial issue. 

 

Primary Schools and Academic Outcomes19
 

 
If perceived differentials in quality are not bridged in rural schools, parents look to migration to 

urban areas where schools are seen to be better endowed, and teachers are thought to be more 

qualified and experienced.  A popular perception is that the academic performance of urban schools 
is better, with the children having a higher probability of passing and gaining admittance to 

preferred secondary schools.  Is this the case?  

 

Table 1.11 gives summary figures on the percentages of children passing the FEYE, which has in 
the past been taken as the "entrance examination" for secondary schools.20  The data bears out, to 

some extent, the popular ideas about urban:rural differentials.   In English, Urban schools have 

significantly higher pass rates (of 89%) compared to Rural, Remote and Very Remote schools (the 
latter two categories having only 77%).  Interestingly, in Mathematics and Basic Science, both 

Urban and Rural Schools are significantly higher than the schools in Remote and Very Remote 

schools. 

                                                        
17 It has also been argued that some communities place greater emphasis on religious and community 

obligations than on the education of their children. 
18 These estimates relate to the primary schools for which financial data exist in the MOE database. 
19 While the resource databases for pre-schools and primary schools were provided in a raw form by the 

MOE, the examinations database was created and integrated with the resources databases by the Consultant. 
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Table 1.11: Percentage Passing FEYE 1999 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

English 89.3 81.7 77.2 77.1 84.3 
Mathematics 88.7 88.1 83.2 81.6 86.8 

Basic Science 88.8 87.7 80.4 78.2 86.0 

 

 

Table 1.12 gives the differences in means, which indicates similar patterns. 
 

Table 1.12: Mean Marks of FEYE Results 1999 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

English Mean Mark 73.2 65.1 61.0 60.1 67.9 
Maths Mean Mark 70.7 69.0 64.8 62.5 68.4 

Science Mean Mark 71.3 69.5 63.8 60.9 68.5 

 

 

”Failure” rates, however, give a more stark impression, and probably are the most influential factor 
in determining parental reactions to the schools their children attend. 

 

 

Table 1.13: Percentage Failure Rates 1999 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

English 11 18 23 23 16 

Mathematics 11 12 17 18 13 

Basic Science 11 12 20 22 14 

 
Table 1.13 indicates that in English, the failure rate in Urban schools was 11%, in Rural schools 

18% and Remote and Very Remote schools, around 23% ― more than one in five.  Table 1.14 

shows that, in English, the failure rate more than doubles in Rural and Remote schools, compared 
to Urban schools.  The picture is comparable in mathematics and basic science for Remote and 

Very Remote schools. 

 

Table 1.14: Percentage Higher than the Urban Failure Rate 1999 

 Urban Rural Remote V.Remote 

English - 71 113 114 

Mathematics -  5   49   63 

Basic Science - 10   75   95 

 

Tables B9 to B14 (Appendix B) show clearly that when disaggregated by district there are 
numerous locations where some 30% of all children "fail" ― two hundred per cent higher than the 

urban average.  This cannot but be demoralising to the local communities, especially when society 

at large believes that all children should be able to progress to secondary education.   It is not 
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surprising, therefore, that rural people seek to migrate to urban areas in search of better education 

prospects for their children, even if the relocation forces them to live in squatter settlements with 
all the attendant discomforts of life. 

 

This places heavy pressure on the MOE, which is charged by government with ensuring that rural 

areas receive a quality of education which is conducive to good academic results.  Communities 
pressure the MOE to be generous with funding; teachers’ associations pressure it to lower 

pupil:teacher ratios so as to improve teacher performance; and, generally, significant increases in 

funding are approved by a government desperate to improve educational performance, especially in 
rural areas. 

 

What is the evidence, however, that generous funding of schools (either on a school or per pupil 
basis) per se has any impact on academic outcomes?  Do low pupil:teacher ratios lead to better 

academic performance?  Or is it vital that the additional resources are carefully targeted on 

variables that will lead to definite improvement in academic outcomes?    This study presents some 

preliminary, if uncomfortable, findings that suggest urgent detailed empirical research is needed 
before substantial resources are indiscriminately allocated. 

 

Resources and Academic Outcomes 
 

The following two graphs chart the average examinations marks in English, Mathematics and Basic 

Science for all primary schools, by the Total Expenditure per School band they fall in.   Graph 1.1, 
which is for Urban schools, shows an interesting upward trend, peaking at $60,000, but then a 

general downward trend until total expenditure levels reach $90,000. 

 

Graph 1.1: Total Expenditure Per School and Exam Means (Urban Schools Only) 
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Graph 1.2: Tot. Exp. per School and Exam Means (Rural, Remote and V. Remote Schools Only) 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
The bulk of the urban schools are in these two trends, and the high performers at the far right, 

would seem to be a few of the elite large schools which are attracting the cream of the pupils. 

 

Graph 1.2 indicates that the curves are all flattish, all below the 70% line (except for the far right 
category) and give little reason to believe that increasing per school resources (up to $55,000 per 

school) is necessarily going to be associated with better academic performance. 

 
Graph 1.3 indicates that Total Revenue per Pupil would also seem to be virtually uncorrelated with 

academic outcomes.  Being the average for all pupils in the country, the far right rise in Graph 1.1 

is expected to be neutralised by the generally lower performance of Very Remote schools, which 
may also have a high per capita funding, because of their small size.  

 

Of course, it would not be correct to argue from the above graphs and the data that resources "do 

not matter" when it comes to achieving good academic outcome.  Of course, the provision of good 
laboratories, good libraries, computers, textbooks and books must all in general tend to encourage 

better academic performance of pupils.  It would be expected, however, that such better 

performances would show up more definitively on the graphs.  
 

The fact that they do not indicates that far more important than mere resourcing are probably 

factors such as good principals and management, committed and dedicated teachers, and other 
factors which have not been analysed here, such as teacher qualifications, experience, multi-grade 

teaching at Year 8, etc.   
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Graph 1.3: Revenue per Pupil and Exam Mean Marks (All Schools) 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

  

 

 

 
The one question which could not be investigated because of the absence of time series data 

(without resources/with resources) was whether the performance of the well-resourced schools 

would have been worse without the generous funding. 
 

What the graphs do indicate is that MOE, while generally attempting to improve the resourcing of 

basic education, must target the funds with greater focus, so as to have a direct impact on academic 
outcomes.  Is there a need to have salary structures, increments, bonus payments and other 

financial incentives more directly related to specific target improvements in academic outcomes?     

 

How this can be done while being fair to teachers and without raising the ire of unions, would be a 
profound challenge to the MOE.  For certain, if the initiatives succeed, pupils and parents would be 

the major beneficiaries, and the rural:urban drift is likely to be curtailed from the currently high 

levels. 
 

Do school and class size matter? 
 

Extremely interesting trends seem to be indicated when exam performance is correlated with the 

numbers of pupils sitting the FEYE from each school.  Urban schools display an extremely strong 
positive correlation (Graph 1.4), with an initial peak at around 25 sitting, with even these peaks 

being exceeded with the number sitting rising above 80 students.  These crude correlation needs to 

be refined further, since numbers in excess of 40 are probably representing parallel streams.   
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Graph 1.4: Number Sitting and FEYE Means (Urban Schools Only) 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

The data for Remote and Very Remote schools are puzzling (and anomalous to the data for Urban 

schools), as they indicate a peculiar dip around a Year 8 class size of 23, before an upward trend at 
the higher numbers.  (See Graph 1.5.) 

  

Graph 1.5: Number sitting and FEYE Means (Remote and Very Remote Schools) 
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Similar results are suggested when pupil:teacher ratios at the schools are correlated with                                                   

examination mean marks.  Quite interestingly, however, for Rural and Remote schools, there is a 
slight upward trend of average mean marks with increasing pupil:teacher ratios

21
. 
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Graph 1.6: Pupil:teacher Ratios and Examination Means (All Schools) 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Graph 1.7: Pupil: teacher Ratios and Exam Means (Remote and Very Remote Schools Only) 

 

 

                                                        
21 It is interesting that for Rural schools (and contrary to Urban schools), the mean for English dips well 

below the mean for Maths and Basic Science, indicating a general literacy problem in Rural schools. 
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What the above graphs and associated data tables (Appendix B) suggest is that small class sizes in 
urban schools are not correlated with better academic performance on average.  And large class 

sizes do not preclude good academic performance.   Table B12 (Appendix B) gives fascinating 

data, that suggests that the “underperformance” in rural and remote schools is less when 
pupil:teacher ratios are extremely low, they peak at around 26 to 30, and then fall as class sizes get 

even bigger.  There would seem to be a need for much greater research in this area. 

 

It could be kept in mind that while there are pressures from teachers' associations to reduce 
pupil:teacher ratios, a reduction of 15% in pupil:teacher ratios from 30 to 25 would increase the 

number of teachers required (and the total salary bill) by 25% and require an increase in the 

Education budget of around 16%. 
 

It would seem that the MOE needs to examine other factors, rather than pupil:teacher ratios, as the 

primary target variables for policy manipulation, in order to improve academic performance 

 

 

Such crowding makes it impossible for a 

teacher to walk around and check on 
progress.  But the over-crowding does 

not seem to have any great impact on 

academic outcomes. 
 

 

 

 
 

. 

 

55 

60 

65 

5 13 18 23 28 33 40 

Pupil:Teacher Ratios (Mid-points) 

E
x

a
m

 M
e
a

n
 M

a
rk

s 

Maths 

Science 



 

 

 

 Fiji Eighth Year Examination Results and Resources 

   

 

 Academic Outcomes and Resources for Basic Education in Fiji 

20 

 

Junior Secondary Schools and FEYE Performance 

 
Junior secondary schools (JSSs) normally teach Years 7 to 10 (i.e. primary Classes 7 and 8, and 

secondary Forms 3 and 4).  One of the reasons they were originally established was to improve the 

quality of the last two years of primary schools in rural areas where primary schools could not 
normally achieve economies of scale. 

Table 1.15: Summary Enrolment Data: Junior Secondary Schools (2000)
22

 

 

 Urban Rural Remote All 

No of Schools 9 14 9 32 

No of Students 5932 5141 1829 12902 

Students/School 659 367 203 403 

Number of Teachers 320 313 164 797 

Pupil:teacher Ratio 18.5 16.4 11.2 16.2 

 
Table 1.15 indicates that, on average, junior secondary schools are quite large ― certainly larger 

than the primary schools in these locations.  Their pupil:teacher ratios are also extremely generous, 

in comparison to those prevailing in primary schools.   The average pupil:teacher ratio is only 16.2, 
compared to 25.8 in primary schools.  These differences prevail right across Urban (18.5 versus 

29.2 in primary), Rural (16.4 versus 23.9 in primary), and Remote schools (11.2 compared with 

23.9 in primary). 
 

The generosity in staffing is matched by generosity in financial resources.  Table 1.16 indicates that 

Total Revenue per Pupil is $164 for JSSs ― virtually double that for primary schools ($87). 

 

Table 1.16: Summary of Revenue Data for JSSs (2000) 

 Urban Rural Remote All 

Government Grants ($m) 0.428 0.614 0.291 1.333 

Other Revenue ($m) 0.309 0.338 0.132 0.779 

Total Revenue ($m) 0.737 0.952 0.423 2.112 

     

Government Grant/student ($) 72 119 159 103 

Other Revenue/Student ($) 52 66 72 60 

Total  Revenue/Student ($) 124 185 231 164 

 

The rising urban:rural gradient  also exists for JSSs, with urban schools having a Total Revenue per 

Student of $124, while Rural schools had $185 and Remote schools had $231. 
 

In large measure, Government Grants per Student ($72, $119 and $159 for Urban, Rural and 

Remote schools respectively) drives the preferential funding of the Rural and Remote JSSs but, 

surprisingly, there is a similar but smaller gradient for the Other Revenue per Student ($52, $66, 
$72). 

                                                        
22This data relate only to those junior secondary schools for which there were financial data on the MOE 

database. The aggregate numbers will therefore differ slightly from those published by the MOE. 
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The figures in Table 1.17, therefore, indicate a greater leveling out of the internal expenditure of 

JSSs.  The overall deficit situation for Urban schools indicates that by recourse to loan funds, 
Urban JSSs are spending far more than they are receiving as income.   Their "non-government" 

sources of expenditure (at $106 per student) is four times higher than that for Rural and Remote 

schools.  The overall result is that the eventual Urban expenditure per student ($179) is higher than 

that for Rural schools ($148) but not as high as for Remote schools, with the higher expenditure of 
$186 per student. 

 

  

Left: A well-stocked library with current 

periodicals   

 

 

 

 

   Right: A well-equipped computer lab 

 

 

 

 

Table 1.17: Expenditure Data 2000 − Summary 

 Urban Rural Remote All 

Total Expenditure ($m) 1.059 0.761 0.340 2.160 

Surplus(+)/Deficit(-) ($m) -0.322 0.191 0.083 -0.048 

     

Recurrent Exp./Student ($) 132 83 101 108 

Capital Expenditure/Student ($) 47 65 85 60 

Total Expenditure/Student ($) 179 148 186 167 

     

Non-Govt. Exp/Student ($) 106 29 27 64 

Community Gearing (per $) 1.48 0.24 0.17 0.62 

 
With such generous funding per student (in comparison to primary schools), it is interesting to 

examine their examinations outcomes in the FEYE.   As expected, the Urban schools do have 

better pass rates and mean marks.  Interestingly, the Remote schools have some advantages over 
the Rural schools in English and Mathematics in pass rates (Table 1.18). 

Table 1.18:  1999 FEYE Performance of JSSs:  
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 Urban Rural Remote All 

Perc. Passing English 92.7 77.7 83.9 86.4 

Perc. Passing Maths 87.9 70.2 76.6 80.3 

Perc. Passing Science 92.2 83.6 79.4 87.2 

     

English Mean Mark 73.5 64.2 63.9 68.9 

Maths Mean Mark 67.9 57.8 60.2 63.3 

Science Mean Mark 73.5 65.8 63.2 69.3 

 

Table 1.19 gives the more stark failure rates ― showing the extremely poor performance of Rural 

JSSs, especially in Mathematics, where some 30% of all students are failing FEYE. 
 

Table 1.19: 1999 Percentage Failing FEYE  from JSSs 

 Urban Rural Remote All 

English 7 22 16 14 
Mathematics 12 30 23 20 

Science 8 16 21 13 

 

Tables C5b, C6b and C7b (Appendix C) disaggregate and give the failure rates in English, 
Mathematics and Science, by district and location.  In  some locations, the failure rates are 

horrendous.  Thus in Mathematics, Rural JSSs in Cakaudrove had a failure rate of 50%, in Nausori 

42%, and Nadroga-Navosa 35%.    Remote JSSs in Nausori had failure rates of 37%, Cakaudrove 
40% and even Suva had 30% (Table 6b, Appendix C). 

 

What gives greater concern, from a resources point of view, is to compare the academic outcomes 
for JSSs with those for primary schools.  Table 1.20 gives the percentage advantage of JSS results 

over that for primary schools.
23

   

 

Table 1.20: 1999 Percentage Advantage of JSSs over Primary Schools (JSS - Primary result) 

 Urban Rural  Remote  All Schools 

 Differences in Percentages passing 

English 4 -5 9 3 

Mathematics -1 -20 -8 -8 

Basic Science 4 -5 -1 2 

 Differences in Mean marks 

English 1 -1 5 2 

Mathematics -4 -16 -7 -7 

Basic Science 3 -5 -1 1 

 

In aggregate, the advantage that JSSs have over primary schools is quite minor, for English and 

Basic Science (2.5% and 1.5% in percentages passing, and 1.5% and 1.1% in mean marks).    
 

                                                        
23 These percentages give the percentage difference between the JSSs and primary schools: a positive number 

indicates a superior JSS performance; a negative number indicates an inferior performance for the JSSs. 
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A very surprising result is that in Mathematics the JSSs do significantly worse on average than 

primary schools ― by -7.5% in percentages passing, and -7.4% in mean mark. 
 

Disaggregation gives a clearer picture of the disparities in performance.  In Mathematics, all JSSs 

(whether in Urban, Rural or Remote areas) do worse on average than primary schools, with Rural 

schools having the worst differences in percentages passing (-20%) and Mean marks (-16%).   
 

In fact, Rural JSSs in general do worse than rural primary schools in all three subjects.  It may be 

noted that Rural JSSs have some 40% of all the JSS students in the database analysed. 
 

The above results are extremely disturbing from the point of view of economic efficiency and 

overall policy.   Junior secondary schools do not seem to have any significant advantage over 
primary schools in terms of academic outcomes.  In Mathematics in all areas, they do worse.  The 

JSSs in the Rural category do worse in all three subjects.    Yet JSSs are far more costly to run than 

primary schools.  While the analysis has not been done here for lack of data and time, JSS salaries 

are significantly higher than those of primary schools.  Table C4 (Appendix C) indicates that 
pupil:teacher ratios are extremely low in Remote schools (generally around 10)   Government 

grants per JSS are higher on average than those for primary schools.  Non-government funds 

(community and loans) independently raised and spent, are about twice those for primary schools. 
 

The unit costs of JSSs are, therefore, likely to be around twice those of primary schools, while their 

academic outcomes are at best not significantly better in general and at worst are inferior in Rural 
areas, and for Mathematics everywhere. 

 

It seems imperative that the MOE seriously examines the nature of the problems at JSSs in order to 

decide whether they can be remedied, or whether there is a need to radically rethink the role of 
junior secondary schools as facilitators of better outcomes for FEYE.

24
 

Conclusion 

 
The data on primary schools indicate that there are significant differences in academic performance 

between urban schools, and those in Rural, Remote and Very Remote areas.  There are also 

significant differences in overall school funding and per pupil funding between Urban and Rural 
areas, resulting from differing capacities to raise funds independently.  These differentials are 

maintained to a significant extent, despite government's affirmative funding of Rural and Remote 

schools. 

 
The data fail to show any significant positive relationship between higher per pupil funding or 

expenditures and better academic performance.  Neither do the data indicate a positive correlation 

between aggregate funding per school and better academic performance.  In a way, the result is not 
particularly surprising, given the manner in which staffing resources, salary structures and scales, 

and overall financial assistance to schools are decided in the real world politics of education 

systems. 
In the normal market economy, when a good or service (a car, or fertiliser for instance) is bought 

by the consumer, the price paid by the consumer reflects the value that the consumer places on that 

product.  This value is based on taste, usefulness, productivity, etc.  The price varies with the value 

                                                        
24 This analysis has no data or commentary to make on the role of JSSs in facilitating academic outcomes at 

Form 3 and Form 4 levels. 
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that is derived.  For a good like basic education, in a system where government provides the bulk 

of the financing on a general perception of "need" based on factors such as numbers of pupils and 
staff, the size of school and the location of the school, there is no necessary link between resources 

made available and the academic output (value) desired from the product.  For salaries, which is 

the largest component of the cost of basic education, government usually and understandably is 

driven largely by relations with the teachers’ and head-teachers’ unions and associations.   
 

There are usually no lobby groups to ensure that larger fractions of the education budget are made 

available for non-salary items such as books, computers, laboratory materials and other 
instructional materials that can do much to enhance the quality of basic education. 

 

There are also no organised lobby groups of parents and pupils that can politically lobby ministers 
of education and governments to ensure that their desired levels of academic outcomes are 

delivered by the schools in their areas, which may otherwise be very well resourced as a result of 

MOE efforts.   There may be some linkage between what parents make available through their 

private fees and the quality they obtain from the schools, but even this can be quite tenuous.   
 

The data also fail to show any significant relationship between low pupil:teacher ratios and better 

academic performance.  In fact the data indicate the contrary: better academic performance 
corresponds to high pupil:teacher ratios.  These results remain, even when the data are 

disaggregated for urban and rural schools. 

 
Ministers of education typically compete with other cabinet ministers for increases of 10% and are 

grateful if they receive 5%.   During times of economic crisis, when the economy is contracting25 

and government budgets are under pressure to be slashed, education ministers struggle to maintain 

their budgets (which are suddenly seen as "social" expenditures) while the more overtly economic 
growth-oriented ministries receive preferential treatment.  In such harsh fiscal environments, it 

would seem to be something of a luxury for ministries of education to give in to pressure to 

indiscriminately reduce pupil:teacher ratios in the country.  The data on the contrary suggest that 
little or no academic improvement in examinations performance is likely to eventuate, on average. 

 

Examination of the FEYE performance of junior secondary schools surprisingly indicates that there 

is no systematic pattern of advantage over primary schools, despite the considerably higher unit 
costs of junior secondary schools.  Government needs to re-examine the JSS environment. 

 

The data indicate an urgent need for strong empirical research, in a joint exercise between 
education experts and economists, to identify the factors that are leading to good academic 

outcomes, and to reallocate financial resources to boost the efficiency and productivity of these 

factors throughout the education system. 

 

                                                        
25 As is the case currently with Fiji and Solomon Islands. 
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CHAPTER 2 

A STUDY OF FIJI INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION RESULTS  

FOR SUVA SCHOOLS 

Summary 

 

This study examines the differences in performance in the Fiji Intermediate Examination (FIE) by 
ethnic group, gender and type of school (Mixed or Fijian).  At one level, there seems to be 

substantiation of the ethnic differences in performance: Fijians do not do as well as Indo-Fijians in 

Mathematics or English, but the difference in English is small in aggregate.  Disaggregating by 
gender and type of school, however, reveals surprising results.  Fijian females do better than Fijian 

males in both English and Mathematics, in both Fijian and Mixed schools. 

 
Fijians students, in both Mathematics and English, do better in Mixed schools than they do in 

Fijian schools (with the improvement for males being higher than the improvement for females).   

There is a strong positive correlation between Fijian means and Indo-Fijian means in Mixed 

schools.  This would suggest that Fijian students respond positively to whatever factors are present 
in the Mixed schools, giving rise to better academic performance for students of all ethnicities. 

 

Fijian students do better than Indo-Fijian students in English in both Mixed schools and Fijian 
schools: thus the superior performance of Mixed schools in English is partly to be explained by the 

superior performance of Fijian students at those schools, relative to the others.  The performance of 

the Fijian females in Mixed Schools is superior to all other sub-groups. 
 

If a fundamental objective of the GOF is to improve the performance of Fijian students, then 

assisting them in Mixed schools (as well as in the Fijian schools) must be an important part of the 

strategy. 
 

The data also reveal that in Mathematics, Fijian students lag behind the other ethnic groups in both 

Fijian and Mixed schools.  This would suggest that there is a need to research non-school factors in 
understanding their relatively poorer performance in Mathematics.  

                                                  

 

      A mixed class                  
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Introduction 
 

For several decades, the debate on Fijian education has focused on the relative under-performance 

of Fijian students compared to non-Fijian students, typically Indo-Fijian students.   Attention has 

generally been devoted to differentials in performance at university and other tertiary levels, and at 

senior secondary school levels.  The most frequently cited data have been aggregate pass rates at 
university, Form Seven Examinations, Fiji School Leaving Certificate, and the Fiji Junior 

Examination. 

 
Surprisingly little has been published about performance at Class 8/Form 2 and Class 6 levels, for 

both of which levels the MOE has been running national examinations (FEYE and FIE) for many 

years.  For both these examinations, there exist extremely comprehensive databases at the levels of 

district, school, ethnic group, gender and subject.   These databases may provide useful information 
at a variety of disaggregated levels about the nature of the indigenous education problem.  Better 

statistical analysis could facilitate more targeted policy measures for the advancement of Fijian 

education. 
 

Comparisons of national and district averages are fraught with methodological problems.  

Generally better-endowed urban schools and children in urban environments clearly cannot be 
crudely compared to generally poorly endowed rural schools and children in rural environments.  

This exploratory paper therefore examines data for 48 schools in the Suva district only, generally 

classifiable as “Urban” schools.
26

   Data for Suva District FIE results for each school
27

 were 

combined with the data on the primary schools resource database, including staffing of schools.28   
The ethnic and gender profile of students is given in Table 2.1.  Some 65% of all students in the 

Suva district were Fijian.   Both groups had gender balance. 

 

Table 2.1: Ethnic and Gender Profile of Suva Students of Class 6 (2000) 

 Female Male All Per cent 

Fijian 700 667 1367 64.6 

Indo-Fijian 374 374 748 35.4 

All students 1074 1041 2115 100 

 
The analysis focuses on the 1999 FIE results for English and Mathematics.  While data on pass 

rates are also readily available, this paper focuses on the mean marks as being more accurate 

indicators of group performance and results.  Two schools may have similar pass rates (say 80%), 
but one school may have a generally superior academic performance which becomes visible in 

means, but not in crude pass rates. The academic performance in English and Mathematics was 

analysed for ethnic and gender categories..   
 

The schools were also analysed through another category, representing the ethnic composition of 

the school.  Those that had more than 90% Fijian students were called ”Fijian” schools and those 

                                                        
26 While the implication may be that all Suva schools are "Urban", in reality even this sample has schools 
which can be called "Rural". 
27 The examinations data are kept as hard-copy with the Examinations and Assessment section of the MOE. 

The computerised data are with the ITC unit of the GOF and not readily accessible. 
28  The resources data are kept with the Research and Development Section of the MOE. 
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that had significant proportions of other ethnic groups, mostly Indo-Fijians, were called "Mixed” 

schools.   
 

In recent years, there has been much debate on the GOF’s preferential resourcing of Fijian schools 

as a mechanism for enhancing Fijian education.  Many non-Fijian schools (at both primary and 

secondary level) have complained that they are also teaching large numbers of Fijian students who 
are not given comparable assistance by government because they are not enrolled at Fijian schools. 

 

Over the years, there have also been suggestions that one answer to Fiji’s ethnic problems may be 
to encourage multi-racial schools, where children may be better socialised into a multi-racial 

society.  It may be debated whether schooling together makes it more likely that, as adults, the 

different ethnic groups will have a healthier social and political relationship.  Meanwhile, it is 
interesting to examine the performance of Fijian students at Fijian schools and at Mixed schools to 

see whether studying at multi-racial schools may make a difference to Fijian academic 

performance. 

 
Table 2.2 gives the ethnic profiles of the 48 schools in the Suva district.  Some 62% of all students 

were Fijian. 

  

Table 2.2: 1999 Profile of Suva Schools: Fijian and Mixed schools 

 No of 

Schools 

No of 

Students 

No of 

Fijians 

No of Indo-

F 

Per 

cent 

Fijian 

Average 

Size
29

 

AveragePTR
30

 

Fijian 28    943   873   26 93 257 29 

Mixed  20 1272   494 722 39 536 40 

All Schools 48 2215 1367 748 62 373 34 

 

Some 28 schools were classified as Fijian (with 93% Fijian enrolment), while 20 schools were 

classified as Mixed (with some 39% Fijian enrolment).   The Mixed schools are clearly teaching 
quite significant proportions of Fijian students. 

 

Table 2.2 also indicates two other factors relating to size, which may have a bearing on academic 

performance (though in different directions).  The Fijian schools on average are considerably 
smaller (257) than the Mixed schools (536).   Mixed schools, on average, may therefore be 

expected to be better resourced (because of the funding formula of the MOE) and they may also 

give rise to greater competition amongst students and teachers (especially where there are parallel 
streams) and thus lead to better academic performance. 

 

Interestingly, the average pupil:teacher ratios are also significantly smaller for Fijian schools (at 
29) compared with the 40 for Mixed schools.  It is thought (by both the MOE and teachers unions) 

that lowering pupil:teacher ratios will lead to better academic performance by students.   This latter 

assumption, which has considerable resource implications for the MOE budget, is challenged by 

the findings of this study. 

                                                        
29 This is the average of the school size (not the total number of students divided by the total number of 

schools).  The latter aggregate averages are 33 for Fijian schools, 64 for Mixed schools and 46 for all. 
30 PTR is the average of the pupil:teacher ratios (not the total number of pupils divided by the total number of 

teachers). 



 

 

 

 A Study of Fiji Intermediate Examination Results for Suva Schools 

  

 

 Academic Outcomes and Resources for Basic Education in Fiji 

29 

 

Aggregate Results and Ethnicity 

 

Table 2.3 gives the average means for Fijians and Indo-Fijians, for both English and Mathematics.  

As is generally thought, Indo-Fijian students performed significantly better in Mathematics, with 
their average being some 10% higher than for Fijian students.  But in English the difference was a 

mere 0.5%.   Disaggregating by type of school (see below) gives a quite different perspective on 

the relative performance in English. 
 

Table 2.3: 1999 Ethnic Differences: English and Mathematics Means 

 English Mathematics 

Fijians (%) 84.7 78.8 

Indo-Fijians (%) 85.1 86.9 
Difference (%) 0.5 10.4 

 

The analysis of performance in English also benefits from a gender analysis. 

Aggregate Results and Gender  

 

Disaggregating the average performance by gender gives an interesting dimension to the problems 
of academic under-achievement.  Table 2.4 indicates that in English, females in both ethnic groups 

out-performed the males by almost 8% for Fijians and 5% for Indo-Fijians.     

 

Table 2.4: 1999 Gender Differences: English Means 

 Female Male Diff. % 

Fijians (%) 87.9 81.4 7.9 

Indo-Fijians (%) 87.2 83.0 5.0 

Percentage Difference -0.7   2.0  

 
Interestingly, Fijian females had the highest average of all the ethnicity/gender groups while Fijian 

males had the lowest average of the four sub-groups.  It is, therefore, the relatively poorer 

performance by Fijian males that leads to the slightly lower average English mean for Fijians in 
aggregate.   

 

Clearly, the problem of the slightly lower aggregate Fijian performance in English must also take 
into account the gender dimension.   A critical question that must be asked by researchers is:  Why 

are Fijian and Indo-Fijian males doing relatively poorly, on average, in English?   While there 

would need to be a detailed investigation of the possible causes, it may be conjectured that Fijian 

and Indo-Fijian males are probably devoting a greater proportion of their leisure time to sports and 
socialising in general, while females are probably doing more reading in the English medium. 

 

There seems to be an emerging problem area of Indo-Fijian students lagging behind in English.  An 
initial rationalisation may be that that the Indo-Fijian communities have in recent years been 

subjected to a barrage of Hindi videos, radio stations, and television (Zee TV) programs which 

dominate their leisure time.   For Indo-Fijians, there has probably been a significant deterioration in 

reading as a leisure activity.  Fijian communities, on the other hand, would tend to be more 
exposed to English radio and television, while their religious books are also written in English. 
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In Mathematics, Table 2.5 does indicate that both Fijian males and females are performing 

relatively less well than their Indo-Fijian counterparts.  Indo-Fijian females had some 9% higher 
average than Fijian females, while Indo-Fijian males had a 12% higher average than Fijian males. 

 

Table 2.5: 1999 Gender Differences: Mathematics Means 

 Females Males Diff. % 

Fijians (%) 80.2 77.3 3.8 
Indo-Fijians (%) 87.1 86.8 0.3 

Difference (%)   8.6 12.3  

 

Again, it may be noted that Fijian females had a better performance than Fijian males, while the 
difference was not so significant for Indo-Fijian females and males.  Disaggregating the data by 

type of school reveals surprising results. 

Ethnicity of Schools: Fijian and Mixed Schools 

 
Table 2.6 gives the average marks achieved by Fijian and Mixed schools in the FIE English and Mathematics 

examinations for 1999.   Clearly, Mixed schools performed somewhat better than did the Fijian schools, with 

some 5% higher means in English and 9% higher means in Mathematics. 
 

Table 2.6: 1999 Mean marks of Fijian and Mixed schools 

     English Mathematics 

Fijian schools (%) 83.5 79.1 

Mixed schools (%) 87.9 86.0 
Percentage difference  5.3   8.8 

 

The better performance of Mixed schools in English has an interesting ethnic dimension which 

runs counter to the usual pre-conceived ideas about Fijian underperformance. 
 

Table 2.7 gives the English means for Fijians and Indo-Fijians in Fijian and Mixed schools.  In 

both kinds of schools, Fijians performed better ― by 10.3% in Fijian schools and by 2% in Mixed 
schools.   

 

Hence one factor in the better average performance of Mixed schools in English is that their 

average is pulled up by the superior performance of Fijian students. 
 

Table 2.7: 1999 English Means in Fijian and Mixed Schools (by ethnicity) 

 Fijians Indo-Fijians Perc. Difference 

Fijian schools (%) 83.3 75.5 10.3 
Mixed schools (%) 87.2 85.5   2.0 

Percentage difference  4.7 13.3  

 

Table 2.8 gives the performance of Fijian and Indo-Fijian students in Fijian and Mixed schools.  In 
both types of school, Fijian students under-perform relative to the others (by 5% and 6% 

respectively).    There are clearly factors other than school environments that lead to the lagging 

behind of Fijian students in mathematics. 
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Table 2.8: 1999 Mathematics Means: Fijian and Mixed Schools 

 Fijians Indo-Fijian Perc. Difference 

Fijian schools (%) 77.0 81.1 -5.1 

Mixed schools (%) 82.0 87.2 -6.0 

Percentage difference  6.5  7.4  

 

Of interest is the academic performance of Fijian students in Fijian and in Mixed schools, 
disaggregated by gender.  Table 2.9 indicates that for English, Fijian students in aggregate in 

Mixed schools have a higher average (by 4.7%) than in Fijian schools. 

 

Table 2.9: 1999 English Means for Fijian Students in Fijian and Mixed Schools 

 Females Males All 

Fijian schools (%) 86.8 79.7 83.3 

Mixed schools (%) 89.6 84.5 87.2 
Percentage difference  3.2   6.0   4.7 

 

 

There are interesting gender dimensions.  Fijian females in Mixed schools did the best of all four 
groups with an average of 89.6%.  Fijian males in Fijian schools did the worst, with an average of 

only 79.7%.  It should be noted that the average for male Fijian students is 6% higher in Mixed 

schools than for female Fijian students (3.2%). 

 
Table 2.10 indicates a similar patterns and conclusions for mathematics.  In aggregate, Fijian 

students in Mixed schools had a 6.5% higher mean mark than in Fijian schools.  Again, Fijian 

females in Mixed schools had the highest average mark of the four sub-groups.   And again, the 
average for Fijian males was higher in Mixed schools (by 8.1%) than for Fijian females (4.9%).    

Table 2.10: 1999 Mathematics Means for Fijian Students in Fijian and Mixed Schools 

   Females Males All 

Fijian schools (%) 78.8 75.1 77.0 

Mixed schools (%) 82.6 81.2 82.0 
Percentage difference   4.9   8.1   6.5 

 

These results pose an additional interesting question: Why would Fijian male students indicate a 

greater improvement than females, when placed in Mixed schools?  Is it possible that Fijian males 
face greater peer group pressure in Fijian schools for non-academic pursuits than is faced by Fijian 

females in Fijian schools?  Why would an ethnically mixed environment bring about a better 

academic performance for Fijian male students?  
 

The central fact remains: both Fijian females and males do academically better in Mixed schools 

than they do in Fijian schools.  This holds for both English and Mathematics. 

 
The data would suggest also that in the Mixed schools, the mean marks for Fijian students are very 

closely related to the mean marks of Indo-Fijian students.   

Graph 2.1: Mathematics Means in Mixed Schools 1999 
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Graph 2.1 indicates that Fijian mean marks in Mathematics are very closely related to the Indo-

Fijian mean mark in Mathematics.
31

  The higher the latter, the higher the former and vice versa.  
Similar close correlation exists for the English mean marks. 

 

This would seem to have obvious implications for government policy, if the overall objective is to 
improve the academic performance of Fijian students.   Encouragement of greater ethnic mixing of 

the school enrolments may be a relatively painless and costless strategy, while possibly having 

other advantages for encouraging multi-racialism and nation-building. 

Indo-Fijian students in Fijian and Mixed schools 

 
Another interesting perspective may be obtained by examining the performance of Indo-Fijian 

students in Mixed schools and Fijian schools (Table 2.11).  While the numbers of Indo-Fijian 

students in the Fijian schools are not large enough to warrant strong statistical conclusions, some 

interesting trends are visible and deserve greater research. 
 

As would be expected from the results indicated above, Indo-Fijian students in Mixed schools have 

an English mean which is higher by 13% than the mean in Fijian schools.  The mean in English, 
however, is 23% higher for females in Mixed schools than the 7% difference for males.   Indo-

Fijian females in Fijian schools do extremely poorly. 

 

Table 2.11: 1999 English Means:  Indo-Fijian Students in Fijian and Mixed Schools 

    Females Males All 

Fijian schools (%) 71.1 77.8 75.5 

Mixed schools (%) 87.6 83.3 85.5 

Percentage difference 23.2  7.1 13.3 

 
Similar conclusions may be drawn from the Mathematics means of Indo-Fijian students in Fijian 

and Mixed schools, although the gender differences are not so obvious (Table 2.12). 

 

Table 2.12: 1999 Maths Means for Indo-Fijian Students in Fijian and Mixed Schools 

                                                        
31 The regression equation has a slope of 0.97 and a Correlation Coefficient of 0.68. 
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  Females Males All 

Fijian schools (%) 80.3 81.5 81.1 

Mixed schools (%) 87.2 87.1 87.2 
Percentage difference   8.6   6.8  7.4 

 

The bottom line, however, and the interesting result, is that Indo-Fijian students also do better in 

Mixed schools than they do in Fijian schools. 

 

School Size, Class Size and Academic Performance 

 

One of the interesting factors that need to be investigated is the influence of school size on 
academic performance.  There is obviously a relationship between the school size and the potential 

resourcing of the school, which can have a bearing on academic performance of the students in 

general, and different ethnic groups in particular.   
 

Graph 2.2: School Size and Mathematics Means 1999 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Graph 2.2 indicates that there is generally a positive correlation (CC = 0.22) between the size of the 
school and the Mathematics mean mark.  However, while the coefficient is significant, the actual 

improvement in mean is not so significant, with the slope being .014.
32

  For Fijian schools, the 

Correlation Coefficient was only 0.1 and the Mathematics mean rises by only 1% for every extra 

hundred students. 
A larger school also implies that a higher number of students will be sitting the various 

examinations, with the possibility of a resulting increase in the competitive spirit and a general 

pulling up of standards to the level of the better students in the class.  
 

Graph 2.3: Number of Candidates and Mathematics Means 1999 

                                                        
32 Effectively, for every extra hundred students, the Mathematics mean rises by 1.4%. 
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Graph 2.3 indicates that there is some positive correlation (CC = 0.15) between the Mathematics 
mean and the number of pupils actually sitting the exam.  The increase in the mean mark is, 

however, a moderate 0.8% for every extra 10 students sitting the examinations.33 

Multi-grade Classes and Academic Performance 

 

Another factor that may be further investigated is the impact of multi-grade teaching on the 

teaching and learning effectiveness.   When school enrolment falls below a certain minimum, this 
usually results in the school having to use multi-grade teachers, with a possible lowering of the 

quality of teaching.
34

 

 
Table 2.13 suggests that for Fijian schools without multi-grade teaching, the means are higher for 

both English (by 6%) and Mathematics (by 3%). The difference does not seem to be significant for 

Mixed schools.  Given that the multi-grade teaching variable was derived by a crude estimate, it 

would be useful to conduct research with actual data on multi-grade teaching (for two, three or four 
classes). 

Table 2.13: 1999 Impact of Multi-grade Teaching 

  Multi-grade No Multi-grade 

Percentage 

Difference 

English Mean (%) Fijian 79.5 84.6 6 

 Mixed 86.3 87.7 2 

Mathematics Mean (%) Fijian 75.8 78.0 3 

 Mixed 85.6 85.3 0 

Pupil:teacher Ratios and Academic Performance 

 

For decades, educators have generally argued for a reduction of pupil:teacher ratios. One of the 

very interesting factors to be investigated is the impact on academic performance of pupil:teacher 
ratios.   
                                                        
33 Leaving out the two “outliers” to the right would probably increase the slope of the regression line 

somewhat. 
34 A rough assumption was made that schools with seven teachers or less had multi-grade teaching. 
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Graph 2.4: Pupil:teacher Ratio and Mean Mathematics Mark 1999 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
Graph 2.4 indicates that there seems to be a fairly reasonable positive correlation (CC=0.21) 

between pupil:teacher ratios and the Mathematics mean.  Moreover, the slope of the relationship is 

fairly high ― every one increase in the pupil:teacher ratio is associated with a 0.4% increase in the 
Mathematics mean.   

 

This of course should not be taken to mean that the way to increase academic performance is to 
increase the pupil:teacher ratio.  Neither is it disputed that having a lower pupil:teacher ratio would 

in general tend to result in a better quality of teaching.   What is implied, however, is that having a 

high pupil:teacher ratio is not such a barrier to good performance that it cannot be overcome by 

other factors associated with larger schools and larger enrolments that ensure aggregate net 
improvements in academic performance.  Full multiple regression analysis, having all the key 

explanatory variables as the independent explanatory factors and a much larger populations of 

schools, would be an extremely useful exercise. 
 

If it is confirmed that higher pupil:teacher ratios are not dampening academic performance, then 

there are significant implications for staffing policy in schools.  Teaching salaries are the highest 

component of the recurrent expenditure in education ministries.   The reduction of pupil:teacher 
ratios inevitably has an almost proportionate increase in the education budget.  Education planners 

must consider whether such additional funds may in fact be much more productively employed (in 

terms of educational outcomes) for alternative strategies. 

Impact of Financial Resources 

 

The MOE database also has, for each of these schools, data on various expenditure items, not 
including the salaries paid by government.  When these expenditures are added up and the per 

student figure correlated against examination performance, such as Mathematics means, the 

surprising result is that there appears to be virtually no correlation whatsoever (CC = .0004).  This 
result holds for both Fijian and Mixed schools, although for the latter, there is a very slight positive 

correlation. (See Graph 2.5.) 

 

Graph 2.5: Average Mathematics versus Expenditure per Student 1999 
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Conclusion 
 
This study of FIE results for Suva primary schools has provided evidence to support some of the 

usual generalisations about aggregate ethnic differences in academic performance.  Fijian students 

perform less well in Mathematics but only slightly less well than Indo-Fijians in English. 

 
There needs to be more research on why Fijian children (both male and females) lag behind in 

Mathematics.  One initial conjecture would be that, in Indo-Fijian households, the children are 

more exposed on a daily basis to commercial transactions relating to the livelihoods of the parents, 
and probably have a greater familiarity with understanding the importance of numbers.   Culturally 

and historically, Fijians have not been exposed to the detailed analysis of numbers.35    

 

Nevertheless, it is surely also the case that large numbers of Fijian children help their parents in 
situations (such as selling at markets) that do expose them to the similar “arithmetic calculating” 

background as Indo-Fijians over the years.  This would be an interesting area of statistical research.   

 
Certainly, a national program to improve the performance of Fijian children in Mathematics may 

benefit by ensuring that there is greater attention paid to encouraging an interest in the significance 

of numbers by relating to concrete issues in daily Fijian life, issues that bring out the significance 
of numbers.  Examples are: family budgeting, fees for education and health, incomes derived from 

land leases or sales of commodities and the performance of trust funds.  The analysis of land issues, 

for instance, can give rise to a number of examples emphasising the importance of “numbers”:  

areas of land available, rents to be derived from land leases, potential incomes from land devoted to 
farming of various kinds etc.

36
 

                                                        
35 One wonders whether the relatively poor performance and accountability of enterprises associated with 
Fijians may be partly attributed to the lack of appreciation of the significance of numbers. 
36 For instance, it would seem that, while Indo-Fijian families readily understand the significance of numbers 

associated with land issues (such as areas of land being used, rents being paid etc), Fijian families culturally 

would not have the same numerical understanding because the very nature of Fijian traditional land-use 
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Disaggregating by gender indicates that, in English, there is a superior performance by Fijian 
females, which is submerged in the aggregate because of the poorer performance by Fijian males.   

 

In Mathematics, Fijian females again outperform Fijian males, but both subgroups do less well than 

their Indo-Fijian counterparts.  There is a major problem of the academic underperformance of 
Fijian males, in both English and Mathematics. 

 

Further analysing the performance of Fijian students in Fijian schools and Mixed schools reveals 
that the Mixed schools bring out a much better performance than do Fijian schools.   This superior 

performance is present for both English and Mathematics, and for both males and females.  

However, the advantage is greater for Fijian males, suggesting that the Mixed school environment 
brings out more from the Fijian males. 

 

There is a strong positive correlation between Fijian means and Indo-Fijian means in Mixed 

schools.  This would suggest that Fijian students respond positively to whatever factors are present 
in the Mixed schools, giving rise to better academic performance for students of all ethnicities.  

 

The fascinating conclusion from the data is that Fijian students do better than Indo-Fijian students 
in English in both Mixed schools and in Fijian schools: thus the superior performance of Mixed 

schools in English is partly to be explained by the superior performance of Fijian students at those 

schools, relative to the others.   
 

It would be naïve, however, to jump to the conclusion that simply making all schools multiracial 

will automatically improve the academic performance of indigenous Fijian students.  There may be 

a number of very basic differences in the quality of education provided and absorbed in Fijian 
schools as compared to Mixed schools, which can give rise to differences in academic 

performance.  There may be differences in management techniques and styles, teacher experience 

and qualifications, size of schools and classes, and quality of libraries and classrooms.  These 
factors may all be addressed at Fijian schools in order to enhance the academic performance of 

Fijian students.  

 

Also important could be different motivation levels of peer groups of students which can be a 
reflection of the general cultural and competitive attitudes to education both in the home and in the 

school environment. 

 
What seems inescapable in the current environment, however, is that if the fundamental objective 

is to assist indigenous Fijian students to raise their academic performance, one obvious mechanism 

would be the support of indigenous Fijian students who are already in Mixed Schools, where they 
are demonstrating that they are performing better, than at the Fijian schools. 

 

This is not an "either/or" decision-making option.  Support for Fijian students at Mixed schools 

does not preclude support for Fijian students at Fijian schools.  It does, however, raise the thorny 
question: if the MOE supports Fijian students in Mixed schools, can it withhold the same support 

from non-Fijian students in the same schools?  It would seem that the logical method, which would 

not only be equitable but would also avoid allegations of racist policies by government, would be 

                                                                                                                                                                        

patterns does not encourage strict numerical analysis.  Usually there are no legally established boundaries 

(and hence defined areas) denoting actual land-use “rights” of individual families or any established formula 

guaranteeing shares of lease incomes. 
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to support all students at all schools (whether Fijian or Mixed) on the basis of need.  Should this 

result in the support of more Fijian students than Indo-Fijian students (as is likely to be the case in 
most situations) then there would be little basis for criticism. 

 

The MOE should take heed of the very distinct trend in Fiji that Fijian parents are themselves very 

much aware of the better performance of their children at non-Fijian schools.  Wherever and 
whenever possible, they are now forsaking the previously elite Fijian schools by enrolling their 

children at the largely Indo-Fijian Mixed schools. 

 
The MOE should also note the demographic trends in Fiji.  The numbers of Indo-Fijian students are 

definitely on the decline at the primary level, not just relative to Fijians, but in absolute terms as 

well.  Increasingly, Indo-Fijian schools will have places available for Fijian students, and Fijian 
students will be encouraged by their parents to take up these places. 

 

It simply does not make sense for the MOE to refuse to allocate resources to Fijian students at 

Mixed schools merely because their current resource allocation policies, through their Affirmative 
Action strategies, focus only on Fijian schools.   Continuing to do so will disadvantage the large 

numbers of Fijian students who attend, and will continue to attend in increasing numbers, Mixed 

schools.   
 

It should be noted that, with the numbers of Indo-Fijian students in absolute decline and currently 

about 30% of total Class One enrolment, the actual numbers of needy Indo-Fijian students will also 
be considerably smaller, amounting perhaps to a mere 6% of total enrolment.   This fact must 

surely reduce the financial burden to government of having a non-racial policy in helping all needy 

students, regardless of ethnicity.  Given the very strong appreciation of education amongst the 

Indo-Fijian community, a non-racial policy in education would go a long way in assisting national 
reconciliation. 

 

This study has also thrown up a number of vital questions relating to school variables, which are 
critical to the overall aggregate education budget, in relation to the academic performances of 

children. 

 

The data indicate that better academic performance is associated
37

 with larger schools, higher 
pupil:teacher ratios, larger numbers of students sitting exams and the absence of multi-grade 

teaching.  Critically, academic performance and financial resourcing do not seem to be correlated at 

all, suggesting that crude aggregate and untargeted increasing of financial resources are not likely 
to achieve any significant improvement in academic outcomes. 

 

The GOF needs to keep these statistical results in mind in its current attempt to dramatically 
improve the resourcing of schools in the country. 

 

 

 

                                                        
37 Association is not to be equated to “causality”. 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE FINANCING OF EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION IN FIJI 

 

Summary 

 

In recent years, attention has focused on improvements in basic education, both at pre-school and 

primary school levels.   While governments generally have taken the largest share of financial 
responsibility for primary education, the initiatives in pre-school and early childhood education 

have been largely community driven and financed.  There is social concern that equity of access 

may thereby be fundamentally compromised. 

 
The GOF is currently under considerable community pressure to make pre-school compulsory and 

fee-free, ensuring that all teachers in pre-schools are qualified teachers, employing pre-school 

teachers on normal civil service salary scales, and building classrooms required for the pre-schools.  
These are desirable social objectives in their own right.  However, if policies were applied to 

achieve these objectives immediately and nationally, they would have serious financial resource 

implications for government’s education budget and its total fiscal situation.  

 
The argument for governments to treat pre-school education on a par with universal primary 

education is supported by the case study evidence presented here.  With parents and communities 

currently having to take on the bulk of the financial responsibility for pre-schools, children from 
poorer families have relatively lower attendance at pre-school.  Urban:rural differences in the 

capacity of communities to raise funds is an important explanatory variable.   Government grants, 

therefore, do have a significant beneficial impact on pre-school enrolments, especially in rural 
areas. 

 

Survey evidence is presented to show that, while pre-schoolers do subsequently perform better 

academically relative to those who did not did not attend pre-school, the differences are far more 
significant for children from poorer families than for children from average or well-to-do families.    

Moreover, the differences in performance also persist over time.  Differentials and biases in 

performance created at the pre-school level persist on to the higher levels, creating differentials in 
access and progression to higher levels.   It is, therefore, essential that children from lower income 

backgrounds be assisted by government to enjoy early childhood education, on a par with the 

services enjoyed by those from more privileged backgrounds. 
 

The data indicate that current patterns of enrolment and unit costs in pre-schools (in comparison to 

primary enrolment and unit costs) imply that, were the GOF to take full financial responsibility for 

staffing (as they currently do in primary schools), provision of classrooms and full teacher training, 
this must result in unmanageable expenditure from the education budget.   This will tend to result 

from both the age profiles of current and likely future pre-school enrolment, and differentials in 

salary structures between a community-funded pre-school system and one where teachers become 
part of the civil service structure.   
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The problem of financing pre-schools is, however, somewhat different from that of financing 

primary schools.  The evidence indicates that many pre-schools perform the function of day-care 

for children much younger than five, many as young as two.  While the early childhood education 
functions are important at the younger ages (and government may legitimately be asked to take 

financial responsibility for these), the child-care functions are also important.  Some proportion of 

the costs of these functions may legitimately be shared with parents.   Another consequence of this 

is also that salaries of pre-school staff can legitimately be on separate scales from those of primary 
school teachers. 

Recommendations 

 
1 That the MOE integrate pre-schools into the primary school system, and fully monitor and 

regulate them, as is done with primary school classes and teachers. 

 
2. That the GOF and the pre-schools association agree on a special salary scale for pre-school 

teachers which recognises that part of the function of these teachers will essentially be 

“child care”. 

 
3. That, in order to provide for non-staff expenses, the GOF apply a per capita funding system 

for all pre-schoolers (aged five and over) with differential rates for disadvantaged rural 

areas to ensure minimum levels and standards of pedagogical aids. 
 

4. That local communities be encouraged to raise additional funds through fees, especially for 

those below the age of five.  
 

5. That local communities and the GOF co-operate to build proper child-care facilities, with 

government paying for the materials and local communities providing/paying for the 

labour. 
 

6. That the GOF develop appropriate teacher training programmes to ensure that all pre-

schools are staffed by qualified teachers. 
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Introduction 

 

As elsewhere in the developing world, Fiji’s multi-ethnic communities place a high importance on 
education to enable their citizens to improve their standards of living and contribute to economic 

growth and development, especially in the face of globalisation. 

 
Fiji has reasonably high enrolment ratios in primary schools, in excess of 95% for the first four 

years of schooling.   While there are concerns about the adequacy of resources for secondary and 

tertiary levels, probably the most important resource issue is raised by the increasing popularity of 

pre-school education, spreading at a rapid rate and largely driven by independent community 
efforts. Parents are attempting to ensure that their children get as good a "head-start" as they can, 

starting as early as they can.   

 
The GOF, while making available some resources, has abstained from taking full managerial and 

financial responsibility for pre-schools.  Singh (2001:9) refers to the consequent weaknesses in 

early childhood education in Fiji: “ generally low level of academic base of pre-school teachers, 

lack of pre-service training, lower status of pre-school teachers in terms of employment conditions 
and career path, uneven distribution of ECE centres within the country and poor quality of 

educational environment and resources in many ECE centres".   

 
With the popular perception that attending pre-school gives children a better preparation for 

primary school, communities are increasing pressure on government to become more fully 

involved in the financing of pre-schools, in the training of teachers and in the provision of 
classrooms, on a par with government's role in primary education.  There is pressure, for instance, 

to make pre-school into another layer in the primary school system, before Class 1.  This would 

inevitably require an entire cohort of trained teachers, who must necessarily be placed on public 

service salary scales.  This paper suggests, using a detailed examination of the Fiji data, that such a 
development will have significant resource implications.  There are, however, a number of 

practical alternatives available, which may equitably satisfy community aspirations in a more 

manageable fashion vis à vis the public budget. 
 

For this study of pre-schools, not only is there an 

examination of the patterns of financing and 
resource allocation, but there is also an attempt to 

examine (through a field survey) the impact of 

pre-schools on academic outcomes in later 

primary school classes.  Evidence is presented to 
show that pre-schools do make a significant 

difference, especially to the children of the poor.  

This strengthens the case for the public funding of 
pre-schools, perhaps not to the extent of the 

generous level of primary funding, but somewhere 

in between. 

 

A typical low-income home background
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Patterns of Enrolment 

 

The Fiji MOE data indicate that pre-school enrolment has been steadily growing over the last eight 
years.  The number of schools has risen from 336 in 1992 to 494 in 1999, while enrolment has 

correspondingly also increased (Table 3.1).38  On average, there are some 26 children per centre, 

and 20 children per teacher.  
 

Table 3.1: Pre-school Centres, Enrolment and Staffing 

 1992 1995 1998 1999 2000 

Number of Centres 336 374 440 494 278 

Number of Teachers 422 429 489 484 349 
Enrolment 8209 7034 7934 9223 7111 

Number of Pupils per Centre 24.4 18.8 18.0 18.7 25.6 

Number of Teachers per Centre 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.3 
Number of Pupils per Teacher 19.5 16.4 16.2 19.1 20.4 

 

 

Table 3.1 also provides evidence indicating the sensitivity of pre-school enrolment to the economic 

circumstances of parents.  In 2000, there was a major decrease in both the number of centres and 
the total enrolment, largely because of the financial difficulties communities faced as a 

consequence of the coup.    A significant proportion of pre-schools closed down, largely because of 

the inability to maintain funding,
39

 and fewer children were enrolled at pre-schools in 2000. 
 

Table 3.5 indicates that probably only a third of eligible children were enrolled in pre-school in 

2000.40   Row 2 of Table 3.2 gives estimates of pre-school enrolments as a percentage of Class 1 
enrolment.  

 

Table 3.2: Enrolment Data for Pre-schools (by location) (2000)
41

 − Summary 

 Urban Rural 

(>10km) 

Very 

Remote 

Totals 

No of  Pupils 3785 1653 1673 7111 

%  Class 1 Enrolment 37 20 62 34 

Pupils/School 33 19 22 26 
Pupil:teacher ratio 22 17 20 20 

 

Table 3.2 indicates that, while the national average is 26 children per centre, the urban average is 

33 compared with 19 in Rural areas, and 22 in Very Remote areas.  The pupil:teacher ratio shows 

corresponding variation with 22 in Urban areas, 17 in Rural and 20 in Very Remote. 
 

                                                        
38 RFIEC (p.121) for 1992 to 1999 figures. 
39 RFIEC (pp 121-122). 
40 More precise data indicate that only about a third of five year olds not already in primary school are 

actually enrolled in pre-school.  These crude percentages are good indicators of actual enrolment ratios. 
41 The following resource tables for pre-school education have been derived from the raw data in the pre-

schools database maintained by the MOE. 
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The data indicate that Fiji's pre-school enrolment ratios do have the expected urban:rural42 

disparities.   While the Urban pre-school enrolment ratio was roughly 37%, in Rural schools it was 

a much lower ― 19% ― largely explained by the greater dispersion of rural families, and the 
poverty of families.    

 

Very Remote pre-schools, however, had a higher enrolment ratio of 62%, probably because of the 

concentration of families living in villages in the islands. The latter may seem somewhat of an 
anomaly, given the higher per pupil funding of Rural schools by government, but financing is only 

a part of the explanation.  The higher levels of commitment of communities in Very Remote 

locations (usually the small outer islands) may provide some explanation. 
 

Table 3.2 points to the obvious reality that Urban pre-schools have, on average, much higher 

enrolment (33) than Rural schools (11) and Very Remote schools (22).  This enables Urban schools 

to achieve some economies of scale.  Higher enrolment does enable schools to pay higher salaries 
out of fee incomes.  It also suggests that simple per capita grants by government will probably not 

be enough to enable the funding of teachers.  Some minimum salary payment will need to be made 

to ensure that pre-school classes with small enrolments are still able to hire teachers. 

Table 3.3:  2000 Pre-school Enrolment as a Percentage of Estimated Class 1 Enrolment  

(by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural V. Remote Total 

Central Nausori 40 34 68 38 

Central Suva 33 112 56 39 
Eastern Eastern 19 0 50 44 

Northern Cakaudrove 21 28 84 38 

Northern Macuata-Bua 39 2 15 13 
Western Ba-Tavua 44 24 87 34 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 37 10 215 39 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 77 18 32 34 
Western Ra 22 14 0 14 

All  37 20 62 34 

 

Table 3.3 gives the rough estimates of enrolment ratios by district.   Of concern is that there are 

some districts which are significantly lagging behind the already low national aggregates.  Thus 
Macuata-Bua and Ra had very low enrolment ratios, 13% and 14% respectively, at the district 

average level.  The situation is patently worse for the “rural” portions of these districts, and a few 

others. 
 

Table 3.4 indicates that ethnically there is little difference in the enrolment of children at pre-

schools.   Both Fijians and Indo-Fijians were equally likely to be enrolled at pre-schools. 

 

 

                                                        
42  The Rural:Urban classification has been adapted from the ones used by the MOE, which has several 

disaggregations for both the "Urban" and "Rural" categories.  Here "Rural" refers to schools located more 

than 10 km from a town and accessible by road, while "Very Remote" are those only accessible by boat, 

and/or air, or bush track (including the outer islands). 
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Table 3.4: Pre-school Enrolment Ratios (by ethnicity) 

    Fijian Indo-Fijian Others Total 

(1) 1999 Class 1 12703 7353 934 20990 

(2) 2000 Pre-school Enrolments 4239 2401 497 7137 

(2) as % of (1) 33 33 53 34 

Source:  MOE Annual Report 1999 and 2000 Pre-School Database 
 

 

Data are presented below, however, to indicate that there are significant differences between the 
enrolment rates of children from poor families and those of children from well-off families. 

 

Table 3.5 indicates the age profile of children attending pre-school, with some 42% being four 
years old or younger (48% for Fijians) and 12% who were three years old or younger.  Clearly, pre-

schools to a large extent also perform “child-care” roles, which may be considered distinct from 

“education” roles.  This could have a bearing when we discuss the relevant salary scales for pre-

school teachers and staff. 
 

The high enrolment ratios for children of European origin and “Others” (other ethnic groups) are 

probably an indication both of the high value these groups place on pre-schools and their financial 
ability to place their children in pre-schools. The trend indeed is for children to enroll at primary 

school at a younger age, and also to attend pre-schools. 

 

Table 3.5: Pre-school Enrolments (age and ethnicity) (2000) (vertical %) 

Age Fijian Indo-Fijian European Others Total 

2 4 0 1 1 2 

3 13 2 27 15 10 

4 31 28 29 34 30 
5 44 65 38 44 51 

6 8 5 4 6 7 

All 100 100 100 100 100 

Classrooms and Facilities  

 

Table 3.6 indicates that only 29% of the pre-school classrooms were attached to primary schools.   

The majority (37%) were in private houses.   In many districts, the proportions are much lower. 
 

Having pre-schools attached to primary schools may have several advantages.  If pre-school 

teachers are part of the primary school environment, there will inevitably be some integration of 

the pre-school curriculum and activities with those of the primary school, with an inevitable 
beneficial effect on teaching and learning in the pre-school.   

 

For parents, there would also be logistical advantages in having to drop and pick up pre-schoolers 
with their other children in primary school, or having older siblings take responsibility for the pre-

schoolers during the day and after school. 
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Table 3.6: 2000 Class-room Types for Pre-schools 

District Primary School Bure Relig. 

Building 

Commun 

Hall 

House Not Stated Total 

Nausori 14 1   3 10 15   1 44 

Suva 11    3   6  11 46 
Eastern 13 3    3 14   4 37 

Cakaudrove   2 2   1   5 10  20 

Macuata-Bua   7    3   1   6  17 
Ba-Tavua 15    1   2 16   2 36 

Lautoka-Yasawa 15 1   6   4 26  52 

Nadroga-Navosa   3    1   3 10  17 

Ra   2     1   6    9 
Total 82 7 18 35 103 18 278 

Percentage 29 3   6 13 37   6 100 

 

Ideal pre-school facilities may require far more than ordinary primary school classes.  There would 
need to be room for children (especially the very young) to have a nap during the day.  There 

would need to be visual and other teaching aids, as well as toys, which are more expensive than for 

normal primary school classes.  Play facilities for tots are quite different from those for primary 
school children. 

 

The current low level of proper classrooms for pre-schools suggests that the capital budget 
requirements for establishing proper pre-schools may be quite high, unless innovative partnership 

approaches are taken to the building and provisioning of pre-schools. 

Revenues 

 

Table 3.7 illustrates the financial disparities between the Urban pre-schools on the one hand, and 

the Rural and Very Remote schools on the other.  The current patterns of government grants 

effectively works out to an average of $19 per pupil per year, $35 for Rural schools, $24 for Very 
Remote schools and a low of $9 for Urban schools.  However, for the Urban schools, the other 

sources of income more than make up for the low grants from government. 

 

Table 3.7: Summary Income Data for Pre-schools (by location) (2000) 

 Urban Rural V. Remote Total 

Total Income ($000) 470 133 96 699 

Total Income/pupil ($) 124 81 57 98 

Other income/pupil ($) 38 32 15 33 

Fee Income/pupil ($) 77 14 8 46 

Govt.Grant/pupil ($) 9 35 24 19 

Govt. Grant as % of Total Income 8 44 42 19 

 

On average, fee income per pupil was a large $77 in Urban areas, $14 in Rural areas, and only $8 

in Very Remote areas.  The extremely low fee per child for Rural and Very Remote pre-schools, in 

contrast to that in Urban schools, has to be seen as a strong indicator of the inability of rural 
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communities to raise cash income.43   Table 3.8 indicates that, for some districts, the fee income per 

pupil is virtually nil. 

 

Table 3.8: 2000 Fee Income ($) per Child 

Division District Urban Rural (>10km) Very Remote Totals 

Central Nausori 66 14 25 38 

Central Suva 117 9 2 92 

Eastern Eastern 0  1 1 
Northern Cakaudrove 0 3 2 2 

Northern Macuata-Bua 30 35 40 31 

Western Ba-Tavua 36 23 0 30 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 72 22 13 50 
Western Nadroga-Navosa 50 19 20 35 

Western Ra 37 4  16 

All  77 14 8 46 

 
Other income per pupil (the bulk of it being fund raising) was $38 per pupil in Urban schools, and 

a low of $15 per pupil in Very Remote schools ― again a reflection of the lack of income-

generating activities. 
 

The overall effect was that, despite the low government grants, Urban schools’ total income per 

pupil was $124, while that for Rural schools was $81 and Very Remote schools a low $57 per 
pupil.  Urban schools therefore ended up with considerably higher financial resources per pupil 

than the other schools.  This must lead to a better quality of teaching and learning environment in 

Urban schools. 

 
Effectively, government grants per pupil show strong discrimination in favour of Rural areas.  

While Urban pre-schools receive only $9 on average, Rural pre-schools receive $35 and, somewhat 

anomalously in comparison to the latter, Very Remote pre-schools receive a somewhat lower $24 
per child.    

 

It would seem that government grants even out, to some extent, the significant differences in 

resource availability between pre-schools in the Urban, Rural and Very Remote areas, and provide 
some explanation for why enrolment in Rural and Very Remote areas is not significantly lagging 

behind enrolment in Urban areas. 

 
It should be noted that, in aggregate, government grants currently provide only 19% of the total 

incomes of pre-schools, although the average is higher for Rural schools (at 44%) and Very 

Remote schools (at 42%).   Pre-schools are therefore largely community financed at the moment.    
 

Some idea of the great variability across the country may be obtained by looking at the district 

breakdown of fee income per pupil and government grants per pupil (Table 3.9).   Ba-Tavua stands 

out with high per pupil contributions for both Urban and Rural schools, giving it the highest 
national district average. 

                                                        
43 Nevertheless, it may also be observed that Rural communities manage to find considerable funds for the 

funding of religious buildings, religious activities and the consumption of kava (a national narcotic drink). 
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Table 3.9: Government Grants per Pupil ($) 

Division District Urban Rural (>10km) Very Remote Totals 

Central Nausori 4 22 30 15 

Central Suva 0 30 0 4 

Eastern Eastern 0  25 24 
Northern Cakaudrove 0 37 0 18 

Northern Macuata-Bua 14 62 58 23 

Western Ba-Tavua 44 81 0 55 
Western Lautoka-Yasawa 6 29 35 17 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 23 20 53 27 

Western Ra 0 28  18 

All  9 35 24 19 

 

Patterns of Expenditure  

 
Differences in expenditure patterns are worth noting, as they have a bearing not only on the quality 

of teaching and learning but also on the overall cost implications for government, were it to assume 

full responsibility for the financing of pre-schools. 

 
Currently, the total expenditure by pre-schools amounts to only $722,000, while the aggregate 

expenditure per child amounts to $102. 

 

Table 3.10: Expenditure Data for Pre-schools (by location) (2000) − Summary 

 Urban Rural Very Remote All 

Total Expenditure ($000) 533 120 69 722 

Total Expenditure/Pupil ($) 141  72 41 102 

 

 
There is great variability across the country, as the average per pupil expenditure in Urban schools 

(at $141) is about twice that in Rural schools ($72) and more than three times that in Very Remote 

schools ($41). 
 

The largest component of the total expenditure is on staff salaries, with the national average being 

61%.  The proportion on salaries in Urban areas (58%) is lower than the proportion in Rural areas 
(67%) and that in turn is lower than in Very Remote Areas (76%). (See Table 3.11.) 

Table 3.11: 2000 Salary Expenditure (as % of total and per teacher) 

 Urban Rural V.Remote All Areas 

SalaryExpend./TotalExpend (%) 58 67 76 61 

Salary Expenditure/teacher ($) 1806 840 642 1267 
     

 

 



 

 

 

  

 The Financing of Early Childhood Education in Fiji 

  
   

 

 Academic Outcomes and Resources for Basic Education in Fiji 

49 

 

Interestingly, while the proportions spent on salaries are much higher in the Rural areas, the actual 

average salaries paid are considerably lower.  The average salary in Very Remote pre-schools was 

a mere $642, in Rural schools $840 and in Urban schools $1806. 
 

Table 3.12 indicates that while Urban Suva stands out in having an average salary of around $2600, 

for some districts, the cash salaries received by teachers is less than $300 per year.   In many 

Remote areas, teachers are probably also compensated partly in kind, through subsistence food. 
 

These salaries are lower than those received by unskilled workers in the private sector in urban 

areas, lower than what the Fiji Civil service pays its cleaners, and a fraction of the minimum salary 
of primary school teachers (around $7,000 per year) or the primary school average (of around 

$11,580 per year).   

 

Table 3.12: 2000 Salary Expenditure ($) per Teacher (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural (>10km) Very Remote Totals 

Central Nausori 1653 613 354 998 

Central Suva 2598 831 290 2186 

Eastern Eastern 530  453 455 
Northern Cakaudrove 1545 796 92 602 

Northern Macuata-Bua 1392 1645 845 1375 

Western Ba-Tavua 1141 943 600 1041 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 1621 1256 1322 1500 
Western Nadroga-Navosa 800 1081 1333 997 

Western Ra 1413 544  834 

All  1806 840 642 1267 

 
The significant differences between current pre-school salaries and what government pays its 

primary teachers, is an indication of the large budgetary implications of bringing pre-school 

teachers onto civil service salary scales. 
 

Table 3.13 indicates that Capital Expenditure per pupil is fairly low (at an average of $16 per 

pupil), varying from a mere $4 in Very Remote schools, to $10 in Rural schools, and $23 per pupil 

in Urban schools.  Expenditure on Teaching Materials is a paltry $1.49 per child in Very Remote 
schools, $3.87 in Rural schools and $7.19 in Urban schools.   These levels of expenditure would 

barely enable a pre-school to purchase a storybook per child.  The terribly low levels in the Rural 

and Very Remote schools indicate the likelihood of very poor physical teaching environments.  In 
such situations, the creativity of the pre-school teacher would be virtually the only redeeming 

feature of the classroom environment. 

 

Table 3.13: 2000 Capital Expenditure and Expenditure on Teaching Materials 

 Urban Rural V.Remote All schools 

Capital Expenditure/Pupil ($) 23 10 4 16 

Exp.Teaching Materials/pupil ($) 7.19 3.87 1.49 5.07 
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Before one discusses the desirability of government involvement in the financing of pre-schools, it 

is crucial to ask: What impact does pre-school education have on subsequent academic 

performance?  Do pre-schools really make any difference?  Should the GOF provide universal 
support for pre-schools as it currently does for primary schools? 

 

The following section attempts to answer these questions through a survey of four Suva primary 

schools.  There is clear evidence to suggest that pre-schooling is extremely important for the 
children from poor and disadvantaged families.   

 

Family Background, Pre-schooling and Academic Outcomes 

 

Before policy decisions are made which must result in significant increases in public expenditure, it 

is important to clarify the educational significance of pre-schools. Intuition suggests that pre-school 
should matter.   But how significant is the impact of pre-school education on children's academic 

performance?  Do those attending pre-school have any advantage over those who do not go to pre-

school and what is the extent of the advantage? And does any advantage, if found to exist, last 

through later years?  Or is it possible that any advantage initially accrued eventually erodes as 
“non-pre-schoolers" catch up?     

 

Data were obtained from four Suva primary schools with children from a mixture of economic 
backgrounds for three 2001 classes:  Classes 1, 3 and 6.

44
     

 

Teachers were asked to roughly classify the economic background of the children: “Poor” or 
“Well-off”.45   Pupils were asked whether they had attended pre-school or not.  The teachers also 

recorded the English and Mathematics marks for the pupils in their internal examinations.  To 

facilitate consistent comparison of the marks across classes and schools, each class’s marks for 

each subject were standardised around a mean of 50 and standard deviation of 10. 
 

Table 3.14: 2000 Profile of Classes 1, 3 and 6 Students at the Four Selected Suva Schools 

 Number of 

Pupils 

Per cent with 

Pre-school 

Per cent 

“Poor” 

Per cent 

Fijian 

Per cent 

Indo-Fijian School 

School 1 127 57 28 43 57 

School 2 124 74 23 19 60 

School 3 204 61 23 77 4 

School 4 131 40 52 100 0 

All schools 586 58 31 63 26 

 

The second column of Table 3.14 indicates that there is still great variability of pre-school 
attendance, even in large urban schools such as these four.  School 4 with the largest percentage of 

Poor students (at 52%) had the lowest percentage of pre-school attendance (40%), while almost 

three quarters of all School 2 pupils had attended pre-school. 
                                                        
44. The data for School 1were collected in the year 2000, and for the others in 2001. 
45 Economic status was defined by the estimated combined annual incomes of the parents:  Poor: < $5000; 

Well-off > $5,000. 
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Table 3.15 indicates the significant differences between the Poor and the Well-off children.  At 

Schools 1 and 4, the percentage of Poor who had attended pre-schools was just a half of the 

percentage of Well-off who had attended.  For the four schools in aggregate, some 66% of the 
Well-off had attended while only 41% of the Poor had.  Of the children classified as Poor in School 

4, only 26% had attended pre-school. 

Table 3.15:  2000-1 Percentage Attending Pre-school (by family background) 

 

 Percentage attended pre-school 

School Poor Well-off 

School 1 33 67 

School 2 69 76 

School 3 52 64 

School 4 26 54 

All schools 41 66 

 

Generally, the data differentiated by class indicates a trend of higher proportions of the junior 
classes having attended pre-school, although there continues to be a gap between the Poor and 

Well-off. 

 
Before one examines the impact of pre-schools on academic performance, it should first be noted 

that the children from Well-off families do significantly better academically than do the children 

from Poor families.  For three of the schools, the means in the internal examinations were 

significantly higher for the Well-off.   For instance, for School 1, the English Mean was 21% 
higher, and for Mathematics, 20% higher. (See Table 3.16.) 

 

Table 3.16:    Percentage Differential in Means (Well-off minus Poor) 

School English Mathematics 

School 1 21 20 

School 2 16 18 

School 3 2 0 

School 4 10 14 

All schools 10 11 

 
 

Such differences in average marks would imply that the children from Poor families would tend 

to have higher failure rates.  They would tend to drop out of primary and secondary school 

earlier than the Well-off children.  They would be less likely to obtain higher qualifications.  

Their families would not be able provide them with good jobs after school. They would end up in 

low-skill jobs with low incomes.  Eventually, their children would face the same vicious cycle of 

poverty and low academic achievement.  Hence it is critical to ask whether attending pre-school 

has any significant impact on the academic performance of the children.      
 

Of course, the data show that going to pre-schools improved academic performance: 5% in 
aggregate for all schools, but 13% for School 1, 9% for School 2, and 2% and 1% for the other two 
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schools.  The critical result is that the improvement tended to be much higher for Poor children 

who attended pre-schools, than for Well-off children.   

 

Table 3.17: 2000-1 Percentage Improvement in English Means if Attended Pre-school 

School Poor Well-off All pupils 

School 1 21 3 13 

School 2 26 3 9 

School 3 6 1 2 

School 4 -7 2 1 

All schools 5 2 5 

 
In School 1 and School 2, the average English marks for Poor children going to pre-school 

increased by 21% and 26% respectively, while the marks for Well-off children increased by a mere 

3%.    Similar differences were evident for School 2.  
 

The results for School 4 are anomalous and weaken the results for all the schools in aggregate and 

for the Poor and Well-off in aggregate.
46

  Nevertheless, the trends (and possibilities) are clear from 

the first three schools and deserve further research.
47

    Similar significant improvements for the 
Poor took place in Mathematics as indicated by Table 3.18. 

Table 3.18: 2000-1 Percentage Improvement in Mathematics means if Attended Pre-school 

School Poor Well-off All 

School 1 21 3 12 

School 2 13 6 8 

School 3 4 1 1 

School 4 -5 -1 248 

All schools 5 2 5 

 

The data strongly suggest that children from poor families show much bigger improvement in 
academic performance if they go to pre-school, than do the children of the Well-off.  This should 

not be surprising.  Poor children come from academically weak home backgrounds: the parents are 

less educated, are not likely to interact intellectually with their children, and are likely to spend less 

on books, newspapers and educational TV.
49

   Pre-schools, therefore, provide Poor children with a 
much richer educational environment from which they benefit, whereas the difference between 

home and school may not be so important for Well-off children.  These are critical results, 

especially as they relate to the academic (and economic) gap between the Poor and the Well-off in 
all our communities and to societies’ attempts to lessen the disparities.   

 

What impact do pre-schools have on the overall performance of children from the Poor families 
and from the Well-off families?  Table 3.19 indicates that for School 1, the gap between the Well-

                                                        
46 The study was not able examine why the results for School 4 do not fit the pattern. 
47 School 1 was the only primary school with its own pre-school in the primary school compound. 
48 This result is arithmetically correct even through anomalous given the negative sign of the components. 
49 Many educational programmes currently available on Fiji TV are to be found on the pay channels. 
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off and the Poor in English means closed from 26% to 8%; for School 2 the gap decreased from 

34% to 9%; for School 3 from 4% to zero; and the result for School 4 is again anomalous.   

 

Table 3.19: 2000-1 Percentage Difference in English Means between Well-off  and Poor 

School No Pre-school Attended Pre-school 

School 1 26   8 

School 2 34   9 

School 3  4   0 

School 4  7 18 

All schools 11   8 

 
In Mathematics, the gap closed from 25% to 7% for School 1 and from 23% to 15% for School 2.    

For School 3, the small gap was reversed, i.e. among those who attended pre-school, the Poor 

children ended up doing better than the Well-off children.  School 4 results are again anomalous. 
(See Table 3.20.) 

 

Table 3.20: 2000-1 Percentage Difference in Mathematics Means between Well-off  and Poor 

School No pre-school Attended Pre-school 

School 1 25   7 

School 2 23 15 

School 3  2  -1 

School 4 13 18 

All schools 12   8 

 

It is not clear why School 4 results are different from those of the other three schools.  One 
possibility is that there is a gender factor in operation.  Table 3.21 suggests that, on aggregate (and 

particularly for Schools 2 and 4), females show much greater improvement in both English and 

Mathematics.  For School 3 the males show greater improvement, while for School 4, the males 
show deterioration. 

 

Table 3.21: 2000-1 Perc. Advantage in English and Maths if Attended Pre-school (by gender) 

 English Mathematics 

 Females Males Females Males 

School 1 11 14 12 12 

School 2 12   6 19  -3 

School 3   1  4   0   2 

School 4   3  -2 10  -6 

All schools   6   4   9   0 
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It would be interesting to investigate if there are systematic and identifiable causes of these gender 

differences, and how significant the differences are for the aggregate results.  What is clear is that 

nationally, and at all educational levels, there are significant differences in academic performance 
of males and females of both Fijians and Indo-Fijians.  It would seem the differentials appear at the 

earliest levels, and are worthy of further research. 

 

Another interesting question needs to be asked: Are the advantages of pre-schooling sustained 
through later years or do non-pre-schoolers "catch up" somehow?    Table 3.22 traces the advantage 

in Mathematics that pre-schooling gave children from Poor and Well-off back-grounds, for the 

same class as they went through Classes 1, 3 and 6.  While the advantage for the Well-off was not 
particularly high, that for the children of the Poor was significant and continued through to Class 6. 

 

Table 3.22: 2000-1 Percentage Advantage in Mathematics for Pre-schoolers in same cohort 

 Class 1 Class 3 Class 6 

Well-off children   2   3  -3 
Poor children 45 46 67 

All 45 15 15 

 

Almost exactly the same patterns are evident when comparing the average examinations marks in 
English (Table3.23).  For the cohort as a whole, the advantage in Class 3 was 15%, declining to 

11% by Class 6.  However, for children of poor family backgrounds, the pre-schooling advantage 

was 43% in Class 3 and remained at a high 34% in Class 6. 
 

Table 3.23: 2000-1 Perc. Advantage in English for Pre-schoolers for same cohort in School 1 

 Class 1 Class 3 Class 6 

Well-off children NA50 - 2 -5 

Poor children NA 43 34 
All NA 15 11 

 

The evidence clearly suggests that not only does pre-schooling significantly improve the 

performance of the Poor children, but also the improvement persists throughout later classes.  
These last two tables are based on the data from one school only, and the issues clearly deserve 

much more research and larger sample sizes. 

 

Overall, the data indicate that pre-schools improve the chances for the Poor to obtain higher 
qualifications, and hence eventually lead to better employment and income opportunities in life.  

Pre-schooling can, therefore, be a major strategy for helping Poor people to break out of their 

vicious cycle of poverty and close the gap between them and the Well-off.  The irony is that, with 
the current prevailing high fees, the Poor are less able to afford pre-schools than the Well-off.  Yet 

it is the Poor of all races who stand to benefit most from pre-schools. 

 
It is, therefore, absolutely vital that pre-schooling not be neglected for children from poorer 

backgrounds, because it is precisely these children who obtain the greatest benefits from pre-

                                                        
50 The school did not have available the records for the English examinations marks at Class 1. 
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schooling.    Without pre-school, significant gaps in performance between the poor and the well-off 

remain throughout later schooling. 

Financial Implications of Government Funding 
 

The current pre-school unit cost is around $100 per annum.  The current unit cost in primary 
schools is around $500 per year.  A large part of the difference is due to the salaries paid currently 

in pre-schools (an average of $1270) and that paid in primary schools (an average of $11,579). 

 
The Report of the Fiji Islands Education Commission/Panel (2000:129) recommended that pre-

schools have equitable salary scales “commensurate with levels of qualification".  

 

Were government to assume full financial responsibility for the pre-schools, including the payment 
of teachers' salaries, there is every likelihood of a massive expenditure blow-out of the primary 
budget, and the overall education budget. 

 
One would need to estimate the overall budgetary requirement, not only on current patterns of 

enrolment, but also on the likely enrolment were pre-school to become fully funded by the GOF.  

The data indicate that some 40% of pre-schoolers are below the age of five.  Were government to 

provide free pre-school education, it is quite likely that there would also be universal enrolment of 
three and four year olds.  The Education Commission in fact recommended that Early Childhood 

Education encompass children “from birth to year 8”, although there was no discussion of the 

financial implications of such a policy, especially if government were required to adopt full 
financial responsibility, nor was there a precise definition of "early childhood". 

 

If government did adopt full financial responsibility, at primary school salary scales, for the pre-
school teachers, the overall impact would be virtually equivalent to adding two primary class 

cohorts, since there will not only be five year olds enrolled, but also four and possibly some three 

year olds.  Adding just one other age cohort would bring more than twenty thousand children into 

the system, costing at least another $10 million, at primary school unit cost levels. 
 

Were government to take full responsibility for pre-schools, there would also need to be major 

expansions of teacher training, adding another major item to the education budget.  An entire 
primary cohort (on a par with Class 1 numbers) of teachers would need to be trained.   Concomitant 

with the responsibility for the teaching would probably also come the responsibility for building 

the extra classrooms to accommodate the pre-schoolers.
51

 
 

Given the international evidence on the importance of early childhood learning for long-term 

intellectual development of children, it is unlikely that pre-school teacher training will be less 

rigorous than primary teacher training or less costly.  It is likely, therefore, that in the long run 
qualified pre-school teacher salaries would have to approach the lower levels of qualified primary 

school teacher salaries.  Not only issues of appropriate salaries for appropriate qualifications and 

productivity but union pressure, too, would no doubt become important factors in the salary 
determination process. 

 

                                                        
51 The likelihood also would be a greater unit capital cost than for the normal primary classrooms. 
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There would need to be curriculum development programmes, especially given the needs of an 

ethnically mixed society.  It is quite likely, therefore, that taking the above financial requirements 

into account, for government to fully fund pre-schools would dramatically increase the MOE’s call 
on the national budget. 

Conclusion 
 

Firstly, there is a major anomaly that needs to be addressed.   The GOF is committed to providing 

free basic education. To date, this has focused on primary education and, for many, the policy is 
slowly being extended to secondary education.  It is, therefore, anomalous that the very first years 

of basic education ― pre-school or early childhood education ― are not free to the same extent, 

yet contribute clearly to positive educational outcomes, especially for the children of the poor. If 

government wants to help the children of the poor, it must start guaranteeing attendance at pre-
schools for all Poor children in Fiji, of all races.  Making primary education free is just not enough, 

since by that time the gap is already established between the Poor and the Well-off.   The evidence 

of my study suggests that such gaps in academic performance remain throughout primary school. 
 

Aggregate 2000 data for pre-schools in Fiji indicate that there are also significant enrolment 

differences between urban and rural areas.  Government rightly gives a higher per capita funding 

for pre-schools in rural and remote areas (compared to the urban areas) but such differentials in 
non-salary funding are not enough to bridge the gap and provide universal enrolment in the 

deprived areas.  Urban schools are able to charge higher fees, and engage in other fund-raising, 

resulting in much higher financial resources (more than twice as much per student) than in rural 
pre-schools, and thereby are also able to provide a better teaching environment. 

 

Some urban pre-schools (like School 1 in my survey) are actually based at primary schools and 
therefore probably provide much better teaching and learning environments (not to mention an 

extremely well-managed environment).  This is not the case for many other pre-schools, which are 

run from private homes, churches and temples, often without trained teachers.  It is important, 

therefore, that government ensures that all primary schools have pre-school centres.   This would 
also be convenient for parental logistics in dropping off and picking children up from school. 

 

Government should also ensure that the pre-schools are staffed by government-funded teachers.    
The crucial question will be the level of salaries of pre-school teachers that government can afford.  

Data from 2000 for all of Fiji pre-schools indicate that average pre-school teachers’ salaries were 

less than $1300 per year (and much less in rural areas).  Financially, it would be almost impossible 
for government to fund all pre-school teachers at the salary levels currently prevailing in primary 

schools (five times that of the pre-school average).  Nor should pre-school teachers be paid the full 

primary teachers’ salary.  It should be noted that a large proportion of the pre-school enrolment 

also ensures “child-care” functions for children below the age of five (some as young as three).  It 
is important that government negotiates with the pre-school teachers’ union for some in-between 

basic minimum salary for all pre-school teachers (with a premium for qualifications), which 

government can afford, given its current budgetary constraints. 
 

There also need to be co-operative arrangements to build the classrooms for pre-school centres.  

Were government to fully fund these, the total capital cost requirements would be massive.  The 

unit costs of these centres can be much lower if part of the costs, preferably the labour components, 
are shared with local communities and education authorities.  Pre-school classrooms can be built at 
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existing primary schools through a partnership between government (providing materials) and local 

communities (providing labour). 

 
Non-government education authorities must as a priority establish pre-schools at their primary 

schools, and guarantee free access to the children of the Poor, with or without government 

assistance.  It should be noted that funding pre-schools for the children of the poor would also free 

these parents to engage in income-generating work.  Currently, only the well-off can afford to do 
so.   The children of the poor must not be denied pre-schooling because they are poor ― they stand 

to gain the most from pre-schooling. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 ISSUES IN THE FINANCING OF EDUCATION IN TUVALU 

Introduction 

 

Tuvalu is one of the few Pacific countries whose government revenues are expected to increase 

dramatically due to fortuitous circumstances, particularly the sale of the dot TV Internet domain.   
Indications are that there are concomitant plans to increase government expenditure, particularly in 

the area of education.  While the latter focus would generally be considered a positive 

development, it is open to question whether the broad indiscriminate increases being put in place 

will necessarily lead to improvements in education outcomes.  This is especially important, given 
that budgetary increases will probably be difficult if not impossible to reverse in the future, should 

the current extra-ordinary incremental revenues dry up.  The result may well be unmanageable 

budgetary crises, with serious political consequences if the Government of Tuvalu (GOT) is not 
able to manage the budgetary contractions that may be required.  Government would do well to 

link or focus additional resources more directly to desired education outcomes.   

 
Unfortunately, there have not been any published data which specifically document the extent of 

rural:urban or regional disparities in resourcing and academic outcomes for Tuvalu, nor has there 

been any systematic examination of the impact of resourcing patterns on actual education 

outcomes.  Such analysis would be vital for the objective of economic efficiency in education 
spending.  It is more important in a period when governments are in severe financial and fiscal 

crisis because of wider economic and political developments, while facing serious community 

pressure for increases in resources for education.   

The Overall Budgetary Position 

 

Tuvalu's budgetary position over the last six years has shown extraordinary variation, largely as a 
result of significant improvements in revenue items.  Table 4.1 indicates that actual revenues have 

increased dramatically from around $7 million in 1995 to $27 million in 1998, and an estimated 

$45 million for 2000.52  Contributing to this massive increase in revenue have been major 
improvements in fish licenses (rising from $3 million in 1997 to $9 million in 1999), an $11 

million draw-down of the Tuvalu Trust Fund and, most dramatically, an expected $24.8 million 

from the sale of Tuvalu's dot TV internet domain. 

 
It is quite sensible for the Tuvalu Government's budgetary processes to attempt to differentiate 

between "underlying revenue" and "windfall revenue", with the above special items all coming 

under the latter category.  The Government then attempts to decide on appropriate levels of Special 
Development Expenditure (SDE), based largely on the amounts available from the "windfall 

revenues", but these funds may also be supplemented by calling on the reserves held in the 

Consolidated Investment Fund and the General Revenue Account. 
 

                                                        
52 Source: Draft 2001 Budget Estimates, Ministry of Planning. 
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What is evident is that the recent dramatic increases in total revenues (actual and expected) have 

had the effect of also dramatically increasing items of expenditure, the bulk of which are 

unfortunately of a purely recurrent nature.  Thus expenditures on established staff nominally 
increased by 189% between 1995 and 2001. 

Table 4.1: Government Revenues and Expenditure (1995-2001) (A$000) 

 1995 

Actuals 

1996 

Actuals 

1997 

Actuals 

1998 

Actuals 

1999 

Actuals 

2000 

Rev.Est 

2001 

Estim.  

Revenues ($000)        
Taxes, Licenses, Charges 5087 8268 8068 9735 9970 6753 8561 

Tuvalu TF Draw-down   3893 11100 2654 4200 6000 

Fish Licenses 2141 921 3568 6516 9351 9300 8000 

Dot TV income     1150 24864 4600 
Total Revenues  7228 9190 15529 27351 23125 45117 27161 

        

Expenditures ($000)        
Established Staff 2664 3134 3534 4253 5810 6000 7709 

Misc. Expenditure 1980 2025 1808 1938 2443 2415 2229 

Goods & services, grants, transfers, etc  2793 3165 3519 4830 6356 10988 8142 
Capital expenditures 395 611 701 310 485 2761 243 

Core Expenditure 7832 8934 9562 11330 15095 22164 18323 

Special Dev. Fund Expend. 0 750 351 6382 8854 8228 8578 

Tot. Expenditures (excluding XB exp.) 7832 9684 9913 17713 23949 30391 26901 
        

Surplus/Deficit -603 -494 5616 9639 -824 14726 260 

Contribution to Trust Fund 1000 1438 3000 6000 1200 5000 2800 

 
Given that the bulk of the increases have been through improvements in salaries and conditions, 

there is a real danger that should the genuinely windfall revenues dry up in the future (as they well 

might), Government would be able to sustain the increased core expenditures only via increased 
draw-down of the Tuvalu Trust Fund.  This observation applies equally to the education component 

of the Government budget. 

 

Table 4.2 indicates that government expenditure, whether defined as Core Expenditure or inclusive 
of XB (Extra Budgetary expenditure) and SDEs (Special Development Expenditures), as a 

proportion of GDP is extremely high by any standards.   While Total Expenditure for the Ministry 

of Education, Sports and Culture has fluctuated quite wildly (largely as a result of variations in XB 
and SDE), that classified as "Recurrent Expenditure" (funded by the underlying revenues) has been 

steady up to 2000.  For 2001, however, there has been a quantum jump, more than doubling.  It 

may be noted that salaries for Established Staff also doubled between 1997 and 1999. 

Table 4.2: Government Expenditure and GDP 

 1997 1998 1999est 2000est 2001est 

GDP (at market prices) (A$000) 18670 22045 24250 26674 29342 

Population (de jure) 10929 11071 11215 11361 11508 

GDP per capita 1708 1991 2162 2348 2550 
Core Govt. Expend. as % of GDP 51 51 62 83 62 

Total Govt. Expend. as % of GDP 53 80 99 114 92 
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Budgetary Allocation for Education 

 

Table 4.3 indicates that Tuvalu is in the fortunate position of receiving large amounts of aid for 
education (contributing to XB expenditures) and obtaining "windfall revenues" which enable 

relatively large amounts of SDEs.  Hence Education Expenditure, whether defined as Recurrent 

Education Expenditure or Total Education Expenditure (inclusive of XB and SDE) as a proportion 

of Government Expenditure, has also consistently been high, probably reaching 27% for 2001.   
 

Table 4.3: Education Expenditure, Government Expenditure and GDP 

   1997   1998   1999   2000       2001 

Total Ed.Exp. As % of Total Govt.Exp. 74.7 21.2 10.5 16.5       27.3 
Rec.Ed.Exp. As % of Core Govt.Exp. 18.9 19.4 16.2 10.3 27.3 

      

Rec. Ed.Exp. As % of GDP 9.7 10.0 10.1 8.5 17.0 

Tot. Ed.Exp. As % of GDP 39.7 17.0 10.4 18.8 25.1 
     

Rec. Primary Ed.Exp as % of GDP           2.7   2.7 

 

Similarly, Education Expenditure as proportions of GDP, has also been consistently high, at around 
8% to 10%, but jumping to 17% in 2001.  Surprisingly, recurrent primary education as a percentage 

of GDP, is crudely estimated to be a low 2.7% in 2000 and 2001. 

 
With such fluctuations in total budgets and those elements considered to be core expenditure and 

recurrent expenditure, the proportions indicating the allocations for primary and secondary schools 

also show great variation.  (See Tables 4.4 and 4.5.)   

 
Primary schools absorbed some 32% of the total education recurrent budget in 2000, but only 15% 

in 2001 (as a consequence of a possible escalation in the education recurrent budget for 2001).  

Secondary education similarly absorbed 39% in 2000 but only 15% in 2001. 

Table 4.4: Breakdown of Education Ministry Expenditure (A$000) 

 2000 2001 

Headquarters & Department 462 409 

Tertiary  (includes XB and SDE) 1915 2970 

Primary  730 778 
Secondary 900 769 

Others 49 119 

 

Table 4.5: Share of Recurrent Budget  (%) 

 2000 2001 

   Primary 32.0 15.6 

   Secondary 39.5 15.4 
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Given the relatively high absolute expenditures on education, it is therefore not surprising that unit 

costs are extremely high by Pacific standards.  Table 4.6 indicates that unit public expenditure on 

primary students is A$615 per student (including HQ overheads per student of $207), while on 
secondary schools, it is a massive $2,229 ― amounting roughly to 26% and 95% of GDP per 

capita respectively.53 

 

Table 4.6: 2000 Full Recurrent Unit Costs
54

  

 A$ As % GDP/pc 

     Primary 615 26 

     Secondary 2229 95 

 

A significant chunk of the secondary school expenditure would seem to be taken up with the costs 
of running the boarding schools, with a large amount no doubt consisting of the accommodation 

costs, rather than the teaching costs.
55

 

 

While the tertiary costs would also seem to be extremely large, the actual relative burdens on the 
Tuvaluan tax-payers are difficult to calculate because the vote codes for scholarships and pre-

service training are not consistently classified in the budgetary accounts from year to year.
56

 

 

Table 4.7: Expenditure in Ministry of Education, Sports and Culture ($000) 

 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

 Actual Actual Actual Rev.Est. Estimate 
Established Staff  783 979 1409 1314 1445 

Others (including grants, transfers) 1286 1632 1019 3708 4387 
Total Operating 2069 2611 2428 5022 5832 

Total Capital 5337 1144 88 3 1525 

Total Expenditure 7406 3755 2516 5026 7357 

of  which:       

  Recurrent Expenditure 1803 2202 2440 2278 4997 

  XB and SDE 5603 1553 76 2748 2360 

 
What is certainly true is that while numerous studies have indicated the urgent need to improve the 

supply of teaching and learning materials, this is not happening.  In the 2000 and 2001 budgets, 

while there have been very large increases for staff salaries, the amounts devoted to books and 

teaching materials are paltry ― amounting to a total of some $20,000 per year for primary schools 
in 2000.  This problem is certainly not due to inadequacy of funds. 

 

The quite surprising situation is that the data on the education budget indicate that the Ministry 
typically under-spends its budgetary allocation.  Over the last several years, the shortfall in 

                                                        
53 The actual proportions are likely to be somewhat lower if the windfall revenues for fish licenses, and sale 

of dot tv results in a greater increase in GDP than has been approximated here (!0% annual growth rates in 
nominal terms, between 1998 and 2001). 
54  This includes  $207 HQ overhead/student 
55 Thus the cost of rations alone at the secondary school amount to $200,000 for the year 2001. 
56 Thus tertiary training (pre-service and in-service scholarships) appear to have been reclassified for 2001. 
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recurrent expenditure (i.e. approved less the actual) has been $317 thousands (1997), $233 

thousands (1998), and $403 thousands (1999).
57

    

 
This is somewhat of an anomaly, given the pitiful amounts that are spent on teaching materials and 

books, and the large increases to other items in the budget.  It would seem to be the case that the 

GOT (and the MOE) readily spend large sums of money on staff and buildings, but not on teaching 

and learning materials. 
 

Westover (2000) has argued that the MOE’s estimated 16.5% share of the government budget in 

2000 was below "what could be reasonably expected in a small country with major development 
needs".   He recommended that the MOE’s share of the recurrent budget be increased to 25% over 

the next three years. 

 

Such a general recommendation is fraught with difficulties, apart from being somewhat 
simplistic.

58
  Westover's estimates for unit costs

59
 already suggest that there is quite generous 

aggregate funding of primary, and even more so of secondary education. What would be more 

pertinent is the internal allocation of existing funds and the linking of education expenditure to 
actual desired education outcomes.    

 

Tuvalu currently faces a very serious danger that what may turn out to be a transient buoyant 
revenue situation may distort and inflate expenditures in ways that may be difficult to reverse, 

should the windfall gains disappear and the budgetary situation revert to the normal or even 

deteriorate, as has been the experience of most Pacific countries. 

Resourcing and Academic Outcomes 

 

There is no data or analysis to indicate whether the generous improvements in funding, teaching 

salaries or pupil:teacher ratios have actually resulted in any improvements in education outcomes.  
The MOE was unable to make available any examinations data for primary schools or resources 

data disaggregated by schools and islands.   

 
Anecdotal evidence and interviews with senior education officers suggest that, despite the 

significant increases in salary scales right across the MOE, there has not been any noticeable 

improvement in academic outcomes.  Indeed, there are worries about declining, or at best stagnant, 
standards. 

 

Concerns about the Quality of Education 

 

The GOT has serious concerns about the quality of education.  The study by Westover (2000) was 

commissioned because the authorities were worried that basic education standards were in decline.   

It is pointed out that the PILLS tests (Pacific Island Literacy Level Standardised tests) at Year 4 

                                                        
57 While $4.997 millions has been allocated for 2001, it is equally unlikely to be spent.  
58 It is difficult to envisage how one ministry's allocations could be increased this drastically without looking 

at the impact on the shares of the other ministries. 
59 Westover's estimates of unit costs (A$840 for primary students and A$3,660 for secondary students) are 

somewhat on the high side, probably inflated by XB (extra-budgetary) inputs. 
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and Year 6 in primary schools indicated quite low levels of achievement for Tuvalu.  Moreover, the 

evidence indicated declining performances in recent years, with increasing proportions of children 

becoming "at risk".60 
 

It has been also noted that there is a steady rise in proportions of Tuvaluan Form 4 students not 

passing the external Fiji Junior Examination, indicating the likelihood of declining standards at 

secondary levels as well.  It is conjectured that one consequence of parents' perception of poor 
secondary standards in Tuvalu is that there are hundreds of Tuvaluan students attending secondary 

schools in Fiji, no doubt at considerable cost to parents, and a drain on Tuvalu's foreign exchange. 

 
One of the fundamental problems affecting the efficiency of the schools is the small size and 

dispersion of schools.  The structure of Tuvalu's basic education system is indicated by the data in 

Table 4.8. 

 
While the average primary school size appears reasonable (at 179), one school (Nauti on Funafuti) 

has almost 40% of total primary enrolment. The other nine schools, on each of the other atolls, 

have average rolls of around 120. 
 

While the official view is that there is virtually 100% enrolment of the primary school age 

population, attendance figures kept by Nauti Primary school indicates that some 7% of the enrolled 
children regularly do not attend classes (in addition to those reporting sick).

61
  

 

Table 4.8: Basic Enrolments Data (2000) 

 Schools Pupils Teachers Untrained 

teachers 

Untrained 

teachers % 

 

Pupils/ 

school 

Pupils/ 

teacher 

Pre-school 17 700 49 41 84 41 14.3 

Primary 10 1787 98 38 39 179 18.2 

Secondary 1 445 26 4 15 445 17.1 

Source: Westover (2000) 

 

Pressure of Pre-schools 

 

Probably the most important enrolment trend in basic education, and one having the capacity to call 

for significant increases in the Education budget, is the rapid increase in the number of children 

attending pre-schools, rising by approximately 23% between 1998 and 2000.   As a proportion of 
Class 1 enrolment, the percentage has risen from 228% in 1998 to 315% in 2000 (Table 4.9).  This 

clearly indicates that, while the official view is that pre-school covers the two years before primary 

school, parents are enrolling children younger than four years old.
62

 

 

                                                        
60 Westover (2000), p.7. 
61 Absenteeism may be more a feature of the school in the capital, but the outer atolls probably have the same 

patterns of failure to enrol and absenteeism . 
62 Paape (2000) estimates that some 9% of three year olds do not attend pre-school. 
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Table 4.9: Pre-enrolment Trends 

 1998 1999 2000 

Pre-school enrolments 571 637 700 

Class 1 enrolments 250 231 222 

Pre-school as % of  Class 1 enrolments 228 276 315 

                                       Source: Various tables in Paape (2000) 

 

Government's funding of pre-schools has to date been limited to assistance with the salaries of 
teachers

63
, and the provision of scholarships for teacher training.  Overall financial responsibility 

still rests with the community.  However, the Education for Life programme ratified by 

Government has the "short and medium term goal … to construct school buildings for all pre-

schools and provide 100% of the well-qualified teachers teaching in schools".64    
 

Westover (2000) also recommended that government provide pre-school education for three year 

olds and up, and that the pre-school system be linked to the primary school system.   If pre-schools 
were to be integrated fully with the primary structure ― in terms of requirements for teaching 

qualifications, salary structures for pre-school teachers and complete removal of fees for pre-

schoolers in line with government policy of completely free primary education ― then this policy 

has the potential for requiring up to an additional 38% recurrent funding for primary schools, and 
major calls on the capital budget for school classroom construction.65  It must not be forgotten that 

three and four year olds are probably receiving as much "childcare" services from child-minders as 

"schooling" from trained teachers.  

Pupil:teacher Ratios and Other Issues 

 

Some 84% of pre-school teachers are untrained and represent a significant continuing call on 
government's HRD funds.  The view of Education Ministry officials is that there have been far 

more pre-school teachers trained for Tuvalu than are currently teaching.66 The pupil:teacher ratio in 

Tuvaluan pre-schools is low (at around 14) and has declined from the figure of 16 in 1998.67    
Some five schools in 1998 had pupil:teacher ratios of less than 10. 

Another variable which has the capacity to increase budgetary requirements for the MOE is 

pupil:teacher ratios in primary (and secondary) schools.  While the Tuvaluan average primary 

pupil:teacher ratio is low by Pacific standards (at 18.2) the ratio has significantly declined as a 
result of official MOE policy over the last several years from 23 in 1994.68    It also seems to be the 

case that, while individual class sizes in the largest primary school (Nauti) are generally above 25 

(and below 33), the official policy of having low pupil:teacher ratios is resulting in the posting of 
more teachers to Nauti than there are classes.   

 

On the other hand, with four primary schools having enrolments of less than 100, multi-grade 
teaching becomes inevitable in the absence of adequate numbers of teachers posted to the outer 

                                                        
63 In 2000, this amounted to $35,000 for subsidising pre-school teachers, roughly $50 per student. 
64 Paape (2000:36). 
65 It may be noted that many donors are currently assisting with pre-school classroom construction . 
66 It seems that the majority of trained pre-school teachers are not actually teaching. 
67 Calculated from data in Paape (2000:11) 
68 Paape (2000:20). 
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islands.  The MOE has a serious trade-off on its hands of satisfying target pupil:teacher ratios on 

Funafuti, and reducing multi-grade teaching in the small schools on the outer islands, unless the 

numbers of teachers are increased and pupil:teacher ratios lowered even further in the outer islands. 
 

Conclusion 

 
The Tuvalu Government needs to re-consider seriously its across the board increase in funding for 

the education sector.  This must be done simultaneously with a hard empirical study which 

examines the relationship of academic outcomes at all levels of education in Tuvalu, with the major 

education parameters which have significant impacts on levels of funding: pupil:teacher ratios, 
teacher qualifications, funding of schools and funding of pre-school education. 

 

The Tuvalu Government may wish to consider productive long-term alternative investment 
priorities, which can mop up the "windfall" earnings currently being enjoyed by government. 
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Appendix A:  Fiji Primary schools: enrolments and resources  (by 

district and location) 1999 
 

Table A1    Numbers of Schools (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 25 37 41 8 111 

Central Suva 56 6 4 13 79 

Eastern Eastern 7 3 3 100 113 

Northern Cakaudrove 5 4 38 17 64 

Northern Macuata-Bua 15 16 50 13 94 

Western Ba-Tavua 22 31 9 1 63 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 36 27 8 12 83 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 8 16 26 10 60 

Western Ra 7 2 26 6 41 

Total  181 142 205 180 708 

 

Table A2    Numbers of Students  (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 8789 5758 5038 909 20494 

Central Suva 27155 740 699 1904 30498 

Eastern Eastern 958 328 253 8193 9732 

Northern Cakaudrove 1596 633 5427 1843 9499 

Northern Macuata-Bua 5022 4067 7666 1592 18347 

Western Ba-Tavua 6382 5853 931 211 13377 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 15741 6213 1259 1443 24656 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 2329 2579 3442 1620 9970 

Western Ra 1475 554 3731 808 6568 

Total  69447 26725 28446 18523 143141 

 

Table A3    Students per School (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Averages 

Central Nausori 352 156 123 114 185 

Central Suva 485 123 175 146 386 

Eastern Eastern 137 109 84 82 86 

Northern Cakaudrove 319 158 143 108 148 

Northern Macuata-Bua 335 254 153 122 195 

Western Ba-Tavua 290 189 103 211 212 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 437 230 157 120 297 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 291 161 132 162 166 

Western Ra 211 277 144 135 160 

Location Averages 384 188 139 103 202 
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Table A4    Pupil:Teacher  Ratios (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Averages 

Central Nausori 30 25 26 23 27 

Central Suva 34 25 30 28 33 

Eastern Eastern 22 23 21 19 20 

Northern Cakaudrove 29 28 23 22 24 

Northern Macuata-Bua 24 25 24 19 24 

Western Ba-Tavua 25 21 19 26 23 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 27 26 25 24 27 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 26 23 21 27 24 

Western Ra 25 25 26 25 25 

Total Averages     29 24 24 22 26 

 

 

Table  A 5   Books  per Student (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 2.9 4.5 6.1 7.4 4.4 

Central Suva 2.6 4.1 2.2 5.4 2.8 

Eastern Eastern 2.0 10.4 6.7 5.9 5.7 

Northern Cakaudrove 2.9 7.2 7.1 6.6 6.3 

Northern Macuata-Bua 2.8 5.1 3.3 4.9 3.7 

Western Ba-Tavua 5.0 5.9 5.7 15.2 5.6 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 4.3 4.0 5.2 4.3 4.2 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 6.2 8.3 6.5 3.8 6.5 

Western Ra 9.2 6.1 5.3 1.8 5.8 

Total  3.5 5.3 5.3 5.5 4.5 

 
 

Table A6     Desks Places per Student (by district and location) 

       

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 0.73 0.89 0.81 0.87 0.80 

Central Suva 0.75 0.83 0.68 0.68 0.74 

Eastern Eastern 0.89 1.16 0.79 0.88 0.88 

Northern Cakaudrove 0.78 0.76 0.71 0.85 0.75 

Northern Macuata-Bua 0.94 0.94 0.77 0.83 0.86 

Western Ba-Tavua 0.90 0.92 0.95 1.06 0.92 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 0.79 0.76 0.86 0.86 0.79 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 0.77 0.71 0.92 0.87 0.82 

Western Ra 1.17 0.64 0.91 0.88 0.95 

Total  0.80 0.85 0.81 0.85 0.82 
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Table A7  Percentage Boarding  (by district and location 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 0.0 0.0 6.0 19.0 2.3 

Central Suva 0.1 8.9 13.0 6.6 1.0 

Eastern Eastern 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 5.6 

Northern Cakaudrove 0.0 9.8 4.4 0.0 3.2 

Northern Macuata-Bua 0.0 0.8 11.1 6.9 5.4 

Western Ba-Tavua 0.0 0.8 17.6 0.0 1.6 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 0.1 0.7 11.8 14.7 1.7 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 0.0 6.1 7.5 10.8 5.9 

Western Ra 0.0 0.0 5.3 14.9 4.8 

Total  0.1 1.5 7.9 7.9 2.9 

 

 

Table A8    Percentage Repeating  (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 1.4 4.1 5.2 6.4 3.3 

Central Suva 0.9 4.9 9.6 7.0 1.6 

Eastern Eastern 7.1 2.1 1.6 4.8 4.8 

Northern Cakaudrove 3.2 3.5 4.0 4.8 4.0 

Northern Macuata-Bua 0.5 1.3 2.3 1.8 1.6 

Western Ba-Tavua 1.6 0.7 7.1 14.2 1.8 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 0.8 0.5 6.0 3.9 1.2 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 0.7 1.9 4.9 2.2 2.7 

Western Ra 0.9 0.7 4.9 6.6 3.9 

Total  1.1 1.8 4.3 4.7 2.3 

 
 

Table A9      Percentage of Students Travelling more than 3 Km (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 26 16 16 11 20 

Central Suva 34 7 6 8 31 

Eastern Eastern 16 6 9 7 8 

Northern Cakaudrove 16 33 21 23 21 

Northern Macuata-Bua 27 25 24 16 24 

Western Ba-Tavua 29 32 23 4 29 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 28 22 15 9 25 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 32 19 23 13 22 

Western Ra 27 27 38 23 33 

Total  30 23 23 11 25 
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Table A10     Percentage of Students Walking more than 3 Km (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 1.1 5.7 6.7 11.4 4.3 

Central Suva 1.6 0.0 5.2 2.3 1.7 

Eastern Eastern 0.2 0.0 9.5 2.7 2.5 

Northern Cakaudrove 0.6 0.0 5.5 11.4 5.4 

Northern Macuata-Bua 3.5 10.5 12.0 8.2 9.0 

Western Ba-Tavua 1.5 4.9 16.8 0.0 4.0 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 2.1 4.8 6.3 6.7 3.2 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 1.3 1.8 10.0 1.5 4.5 

Western Ra 2.6 2.3 14.6 21.3 11.7 

Total  1.8 5.2 9.6 5.4 4.4 

 

 

Table  A11    Total Revenue per Student ($) (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 54 83 91 114 75 

Central Suva 101 206 140 104 105 

Eastern Eastern 97 105 127 121 118 

Northern Cakaudrove 95 74 100 93 96 

Northern Macuata-Bua 67 63 96 94 83 

Western Ba-Tavua 91 51 143 82 75 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 65 63 83 90 67 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 66 119 68 73 81 

Western Ra 148 53 89 105 102 

Total  83 75 93 106 87 

 
 

Table A12    Total Government Grant per Student ($) (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 31 44 46 62 40 

Central Suva 39 61 112 45 42 

Eastern Eastern 68 51 61 75 73 

Northern Cakaudrove 37 34 61 47 51 

Northern Macuata-Bua 38 41 68 59 55 

Western Ba-Tavua 41 34 129 77 44 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 35 46 49 59 40 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 45 90 37 30 51 

Western Ra 48 34 58 56 53 

Total  38 47 59 61 47 
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Table A13       Total Other Revenue per Student ($) (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 22 39 45 52 75 

Central Suva 62 145 28 59 105 

Eastern Eastern 29 54 66 46 118 

Northern Cakaudrove 58 41 39 46 96 

Northern Macuata-Bua 29 22 28 35 83 

Western Ba-Tavua 50 17 13 5 75 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 29 17 34 31 67 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 21 30 31 43 81 

Western Ra 100 19 31 48 102 

Total  44 29 34 45 87 

 

 

Table A14       Total Internal Expenditure per School ($)(by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 23196 14800 10612 14629 14913 

Central Suva 52660 20971 24140 17021 42436 

Eastern Eastern 11645 7474 7782 7704 7970 

Northern Cakaudrove 29529 14102 10919 8539 11990 

Northern Macuata-Bua 16830 20101 9672 13909 12807 

Western Ba-Tavua 31589 12206 7227 5339 18002 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 27664 17360 9947 6769 19550 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 26191 9687 11513 11490 13146 

Western Ra 50105 37556 12991 10978 20603 

All  34505 15024 10961 9403 17143 

 
 

Table A15     Government Grant per School ($)(by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 11728 6802 5786 7049 7441 

Central Suva 18715 7097 19500 5964 15711 

Eastern Eastern 9284 5581 5146 5980 6171 

Northern Cakaudrove 11728 6760 8524 5077 7699 

Northern Macuata-Bua 10608 11355 10788 7345 10393 

Western Ba-Tavua 11035 6292 12000 16200 8843 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 15538 9536 7749 6738 11576 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 13038 14497 5065 5198 8819 

Western Ra 10055 9369 8031 7593 8396 

All   14337 8578 8258 6152 9266 
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Table A16    Non-Government Funds Spent  Per School ($)(by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 11468 7998 4826 7580 7472 

Central Suva 33945 13873 4640 11057 26724 

Eastern Eastern 2361 1892 2636 1723 1799 

Northern Cakaudrove 17801 7342 2395 3462 4292 

Northern Macuata-Bua 6222 8746 -1116 6564 2414 

Western Ba-Tavua 20554 5915 -4773 -10861 9158 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 12125 7824 2198 31 7974 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 13154 -4810 6448 6292 4327 

Western Ra 40050 28187 4960 3385 12207 

All   20167 6447 2703 3250 7877 

 
 

Table  A17      Community Share in Primary Education (%)(by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 7.0 9.2 7.2 10.5 7.9 

Central Suva 16.3 17.6 5.1 14.8 15.9 

Eastern Eastern 2.9 3.1 4.9 3.1 3.1 

Northern Cakaudrove 11.2 8.0 3.0 5.3 5.1 

Northern Macuata-Bua 3.9 5.8 -1.3 7.4 2.3 

Western Ba-Tavua 12.9 5.2 -7.5 -11.1 7.5 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 5.6 7.0 2.6 0.0 5.4 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 8.5 -5.3 7.7 7.3 4.5 

Western Ra 27.1 17.1 6.5 4.7 13.1 

Total  11.1 6.2 3.5 5.1 7.5 
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Appendix B:   Fiji Primary schools and Academic Outcomes (FEYE)1999 

 

Table B1a     Percentage Passing FEYE English (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 84 73 70 60 77 

Central Suva 90 77 96 82 90 

Eastern Eastern 82 100 84 80 81 

Northern Cakaudrove 100 87 85 85 89 

Northern Macuata-Bua 86 87 71 64 78 

Western Ba-Tavua 79 82 90  81 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 94 85 98 81 91 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 93 80 76 72 80 

Western Ra 90 80 73 73 79 

Total  89 82 77 77 84 

 

 

 

Table B1b     Percentage Failing FEYE English (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 16 27 30 40 23 

Central Suva 10 23 4 18 10 

Eastern Eastern 18 0 16 20 19 

Northern Cakaudrove 0 13 15 15 11 

Northern Macuata-Bua 14 13 29 36 22 

Western Ba-Tavua 21 18 10  19 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 6 15 2 19 9 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 7 20 24 28 20 

Western Ra 10 20 27 27 21 

Total   11 18 23 23 16 
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Table B2a    Percentage Passing FEYE Maths (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 86 81 79 76 83 

Central Suva 86 83 89 89 86 

Eastern Eastern 94 97 72 82 83 

Northern Cakaudrove 97 92 88 86 90 

Northern Macuata-Bua 87 90 84 90 87 

Western Ba-Tavua 86 91 78  88 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 94 91 98 78 92 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 92 86 80 76 83 

Western Ra 91 82 80 76 83 

Total  88.7 88.1 83.2 81.6 86.8 

 

 
 

Table B2b     Percentage Failing FEYE Maths (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 14 19 21 24 17 

Central Suva 14 17 11 11 14 

Eastern Eastern 6 3 28 18 17 

Northern Cakaudrove 3 8 12 14 10 

Northern Macuata-Bua 13 10 16 10 13 

Western Ba-Tavua 14 9 22  12 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 6 9 2 22 8 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 8 14 20 24 17 

Western Ra 9 18 20 24 17 

Total   11 12 17 18 13 
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Table  B3a       Percentage Passing FEYE Science (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 84 76 77 71 80 

Central Suva 87 77 93 70 86 

Eastern Eastern 82 100 72 81 81 

Northern Cakaudrove 96 89 89 87 90 

Northern Macuata-Bua 88 95 81 80 86 

Western Ba-Tavua 86 93 83  89 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 94 91 97 78 93 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 91 83 75 72 81 

Western Ra 91 74 73 77 79 

Total  88.8 87.7 80.4 78.2 86.0 

 

 
 

Table B3b   Percentage Failing FEYE Science (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 16 24 23 29 20 

Central Suva 13 23 7 30 14 

Eastern Eastern 18 0 28 19 19 

Northern Cakaudrove 4 11 11 13 10 

Northern Macuata-Bua 12 5 19 20 14 

Western Ba-Tavua 14 7 17 100 11 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 6 9 3 22 7 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 9 17 25 28 19 

Western Ra 9 26 27 23 21 

Total   11 12 20 22 14 
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Table  B4   English Mean Marks in FEYE (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 68.4 58.7 58.5 54.8 63.2 

Central Suva 74.4 56.7 68.4 61.3 73.2 

Eastern Eastern 68.9 71.4 59.4 59.7 60.4 

Northern Cakaudrove 76.7 68.3 63.6 63.9 67.1 

Northern Macuata-Bua 69.2 66.4 59.5 55.3 63.4 

Western Ba-Tavua 66.5 66.2 62.1  66.2 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 76.4 69.1 69.7 62.0 73.4 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 75.1 65.4 61.5 61.8 65.9 

Western Ra 73.4 65.1 58.1 59.9 63.2 

Total  73.2 65.1 61.0 60.1 67.9 

 

 

Table B5    Maths Mean Marks  in FEYE (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 67.2 62.6 61.4 58.8 64.5 

Central Suva 68.9 61.6 65.1 65.5 68.4 

Eastern Eastern 66.5 70.4 56.7 61.8 62.1 

Northern Cakaudrove 76.2 70.5 66.0 64.5 68.5 

Northern Macuata-Bua 68.4 68.8 65.9 64.0 67.2 

Western Ba-Tavua 69.1 71.7 60.5  69.9 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 74.8 73.7 74.7 60.9 73.7 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 73.3 66.5 64.4 64.3 67.1 

Western Ra 74.0 66.3 63.0 61.6 66.2 

Total  70.7 69.0 64.8 62.5 68.4 

 
 

Table  B6    Science Mean Marks in FEYE (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote V.Remote Total 

Central Nausori 67.3 61.0 61.3 59.3 64.0 

Central Suva 69.7 57.4 68.3 58.4 68.8 

Eastern Eastern 62.6 70.4 54.5 59.9 60.2 

Northern Cakaudrove 77.9 67.0 65.8 64.6 68.5 

Northern Macuata-Bua 69.6 73.0 65.1 61.0 68.2 

Western Ba-Tavua 70.3 72.8 61.4  71.1 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 74.9 75.0 75.8 59.9 74.0 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 72.9 65.5 62.5 64.7 66.2 

Western Ra 74.9 61.6 59.5 62.3 64.4 

Total  71.3 69.5 63.8 60.9 68.5 
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Table B7   Numbers of Students Sitting and Mean Marks Obtained (all schools) 

No Sitting Midpoint English Maths Science 

 1-10 5 62.7 64.4 63.2 

 11-20 15 61.8 65.7 64.6 

 21-30 25 63.2 67.1 66.6 

 31-40 35 70.5 71.6 71.1 

 41-50 45 70.2 69.1 70.4 

 51-70 60 72.6 70.5 72.1 

 71-90 80 76.5 73.3 73.5 

 >91 130 76.0 70.8 72.5 

 

 

Table B8  Numbers  Sitting and Mean Marks (Remote and Very Remote Schools) 

No Sitting Midpoint English Maths Science 

 1-5 3 63.3 64.5 61.9 

 6-10 8 61.8 62.5 62.0 

 11-15 13 61.5 66.0 63.8 

 16-20 18 60.6 64.2 63.3 

 21-25 23 57.2 60.7 58.7 

 26-30 32 64.6 70.0 69.2 

 
 

Table B9     Numbers Sitting and Mean Marks  (Urban Schools) 

No Sitting Mid-point English Maths Science 

 1-10 5 65.3 65.4 64.3 

 11-20 15 62.9 63.3 65.3 

 21-30 25 71.3 74.5 73.5 

 31-40 35 70.5 68.0 67.4 

 41-50 45 72.5 71.4 72.2 

 51-70 60 73.5 69.8 71.9 

 71-90 80 76.9 74.0 73.5 

 >91 130 76.0 70.8 72.5 
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Table  B10    Pupil:teacher Ratios  and Exam Means (Remote and V. Remote Schools) 

Pupil:teacher 
Ratios 

Mid-points English Maths Science 

1-10 5 61.8 62.3 58.0 

11-15 13 62.2 63.6 61.2 

16-20 18 59.5 63.0 62.1 

21-25 23 62.7 67.3 65.8 

26-30 28 60.1 63.8 62.0 

31-35 33 64.1 65.8 66.0 

36-45 40 60.0 62.0 63.3 

 

 

Table B11   Pupil:teacher Ratio  and Exam Means (All Primary Schools) 

Pupil:teacher 
ratio 

Mid-point English 
Mean 

Maths 
Mean 

Science 
Mean 

1-10 5 61.3 66.3 62.3 

11-15 13 64.2 66.1 63.8 

16-20 18 63.3 67.3 65.8 

21-25 23 65.4 67.8 67.9 

26-30 28 78.8 80.1 80.7 

31-35 33 71.8 70.1 70.3 

36-45 40 75.1 70.8 71.4 

     

 

Table B12   % Diff. in Means Between Remote/Very Remote Schools and All Schools 

Pupil:teacher 

Ratios 

Midpoint English Maths Science 

1-10 5 0.9 -6.1 -6.8 

11-15 13 -3.1 -3.8 -4.0 

16-20 18 -5.9 -6.4 -5.6 

21-25 23 -4.2 -0.8 -3.1 

26-30 28 -23.7 -20.3 -23.2 

31-35 33 -10.7 -6.1 -6.1 

36-45 40 -20.1 -12.5 -11.4 
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Table B13       Total Revenue/Pupil (by bands) and Exam Mean Marks  

Band ($) Mid-point English Maths Science 

 0-50 25 67.8 69.2 69.6 

 51-100 75 68.7 68.5 68.7 

 151- 200 175 61.4 63.4 61.8 

 201-250 225 54.7 55.9 56.0 

 251-300 275 77.3 75.7 74.0 

 301-400 350 63.1 62.5 61.3 

 401-600 500 67.7 73.1 67.0 

 601- 1000 63.2 62.1 61.1 

 

 

 

Table B14     Total Expenditure/School and Mean Marks  (Urban schools) 

Tot.Exp.Bands  ($000) English  Mathematics Science 

0-20 68.0 69.4 69.8 

21-40 74.7 70.7 72.3 

41-60 76.3 73.3 73.3 

61-80 75.4 70.7 71.1 

81-100 73.7 66.0 67.3 

>101 81.8 78.4 79.0 

 

 

 

Table B15   Total Exp/School and Mean Marks  (Rural, Remote and V.Remote schools) 

Tot.Exp.Bands  ($000) English  Mathematics Science  

0-10 60.9 64.9 63.8 

11-20 65.2 68.7 68.0 

21-30 63.9 64.3 65.9 

31-40 67.6 69.2 69.0 

41-50 59.3 64.1 63.7 

51-60 66.1 67.8 66.6 

>60 67.4 70.9 70.0 
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Appendix C:   Fiji Junior Secondary Schools Enrolments and FEYE 1999 

 

Table C1      Number of Schools (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 2 2 1 5 

Central Suva 1 2  3 

Northern Cakaudrove  1 2 3 

Northern Macuata-Bua 2 2 2 6 

Western Ba-Tavua  1  1 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 4 3  7 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  3 3 6 

Western Ra   1 1 

All  9 14 9 32 

 

Table C2     Numbers of Students (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 1589 858 126 2573 

Central Suva 1284 757 0 2041 

Northern Cakaudrove 0 139 210 349 

Northern Macuata-Bua 502 621 722 1845 

Western Ba-Tavua 0 386 0 386 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 2557 1162 0 3719 

Western Nadroga-Navosa 0 1218 394 1612 

Western Ra 0 0 377 377 

All  5932 5141 1829 12902 

 

Table C3   Number of Students per School (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 795 429 126 515 

Central Suva 1284 379  680 

Northern Cakaudrove  139 105 116 

Northern Macuata-Bua 251 311 361 308 

Western Ba-Tavua  386  386 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 639 387  531 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  406 131 269 

Western Ra   377 377 

All  659 367 203 403 
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Table C4    Pupil:teacher Ratio (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 21 18 10 19 

Central Suva 18 17  17 

Northern Cakaudrove  20 10 12 

Northern Macuata-Bua 13 18 12 14 

Western Ba-Tavua  16  16 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 19 14  17 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  17 10 14 

Western Ra   13 13 

All  19 16 11 16 
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Table C5a   Percentage Passing English (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 93.2 76.5 74.5 85.4 

Central Suva 95.0 77.0 69.7 90.2 

Eastern Eastern 98.7  83.6 91.3 

Northern Cakaudrove  70.0 80.0 75.7 

Northern Macuata-Bua 83.7 85.1 90.0 86.4 

Western Ba-Tavua 100.0 73.6  91.5 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 87.8 74.8  81.9 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  78.5 83.0 80.0 

Western Ra   87.5 87.5 

All  92.7 77.7 83.9 86.4 

 

 

Table C5b    Percentage Failing English (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 7 24 26 15 

Central Suva 5 23 30 10 

Eastern Eastern 1  16 9 

Northern Cakaudrove  30 20 24 

Northern Macuata-Bua 16 15 10 14 

Western Ba-Tavua 0 26  9 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 12 25  18 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  22 17 20 

Western Ra   13 13 

All   7 22 16 14 
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Table C6a    Percentage Passing Mathematics (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 88.2 58.2 63.1 75.0 

Central Suva 88.2 75.6 69.7 84.8 

Eastern Eastern 90.8  72.6 81.9 

Northern Cakaudrove  50.0 60.0 55.7 

Northern Macuata-Bua 79.1 75.8 87.5 80.9 

Western Ba-Tavua 100.0 77.4  92.7 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 85.7 74.2  80.5 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  65.2 76.0 68.7 

Western Ra   78.1 78.1 

All  87.9 70.2 76.6 80.3 

 

 

 

Table C6b      Percentage Failing Mathematics (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 12 42 37 25 

Central Suva 12 24 30 15 

Eastern Eastern 9   27 18 

Northern Cakaudrove   50 40 44 

Northern Macuata-Bua 21 24 13 19 

Western Ba-Tavua 0 23   7 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 14 26   20 

Western Nadroga-Navosa   35 24 31 

Western Ra     22 22 

All  12 30 23 20 
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Table C7a     Percentage Passing Science (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 96.9 80.8 70.0 88.3 

Central Suva 91.1 80.8 63.6 87.7 

Eastern Eastern 98.7  71.2 85.2 

Northern Cakaudrove  66.7 65.0 65.7 

Northern Macuata-Bua 88.6 94.5 91.9 91.7 

Western Ba-Tavua 99.1 86.8  95.1 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 87.8 82.1  85.2 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  81.1 88.2 83.4 

Western Ra   65.6 65.6 

All  92.2 83.6 79.4 87.2 

 

 

 

Table C7b     Percentage Failing Science (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 3 19 30 12 

Central Suva 9 19 36 12 

Eastern Eastern 1   29 15 

Northern Cakaudrove   33 35 34 

Northern Macuata-Bua 11 6 8 8 

Western Ba-Tavua 1 13   5 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 12 18   15 

Western Nadroga-Navosa   19 12 17 

Western Ra     34 34 

All   8 16 21 13 
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Table  C8   English Mean Marks (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 69.6 61.2 57.6 65.4 

Central Suva 75.1 66.9 56.0 72.5 

Eastern Eastern 80.5  62.9 71.8 

Northern Cakaudrove  56.0 60.0 58.3 

Northern Macuata-Bua 68.4 70.1 70.4 69.7 

Western Ba-Tavua 79.0 54.5  71.1 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 71.8 63.9  68.3 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  63.7 60.4 62.6 

Western Ra   61.5 61.5 

All  73.5 64.2 63.9 68.9 

 

 

Table  C9    Maths Mean Marks (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 64.5 54.9 56.7 60.4 

Central Suva 68.8 61.6 51.5 66.5 

Eastern Eastern 71.0  60.5 65.9 

Northern Cakaudrove  47.0 50.9 49.2 

Northern Macuata-Bua 63.7 60.0 66.2 63.3 

Western Ba-Tavua 75.3 53.7  68.3 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 67.1 59.6  63.7 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  55.0 59.3 56.4 

Western Ra   57.0 57.0 

All  67.9 57.8 60.2 63.3 

 

 

Table C10   Science Mean Marks (by district and location) 

Division District Urban Rural Remote All 

Central Nausori 72.5 62.5 56.2 67.2 

Central Suva 73.1 68.8 55.0 71.4 

Eastern Eastern 80.8  59.6 70.4 

Northern Cakaudrove  56.5 54.7 55.5 

Northern Macuata-Bua 72.7 70.2 71.4 71.4 

Western Ba-Tavua 81.3 58.8  74.0 

Western Lautoka-Yasawa 69.9 67.7  68.9 

Western Nadroga-Navosa  62.4 65.6 63.5 

Western Ra   54.0 54.0 

All  73.5 65.8 63.2 69.3 

 

 

 


