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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


The World Bank’s sector assistance strategy for Africa documents the reasons for both optimism and pessimism concerning the development of the region’s human resources.  Too many countries have seen internal conflict, fiscal crises, worsening poverty, and declining primary school enrollment rates.  On the other hand, there are examples of countries which are undertaking significant economic and social reforms that augur well for the future, and some of those reforms have been the unintended consequence of crisis.


The decentralization of government is one of the reforms gaining ground in Africa.   In search of greater accountability and more efficient service delivery, several countries are creating or recreating elected local governments and transferring to them responsibilities and resources.  In addition, civil society is becoming stronger, drawing on African tribal traditions.  


The education sector is being buffeted by the same winds of change.  In the shadow of a lost education decade that saw access to schooling decline, rather than advance, countries are empowering communities and schools to manage the delivery of education.  This paper attempts to document this change, including the role of the World Bank and other donors in supporting it.  The picture is not a simple one.


International Experience with Education Decentralization.   There is a growing body of experience with education decentralization, especially in Latin America and Eastern Europe.  The accumulated evidence—both anecdotal and from rigorous evaluations—reveals the following lessons:

· Efficiency and effectiveness are most likely to improve under decentralization when service providers—schools, local governments, or regional governments—are held  accountable for results.   

· Accountability requires clear delineation of authority and responsibility and transparent and understandable information on results (both educational and financial).   

· Decentralization of real decision making power to schools or school councils can significantly increase parental participation in the school, and high levels of parental and community participation are associated with improved school performance.

· Decentralization of education to sub-national governments does not in and of itself empower parents and improve school performance.   Further decentralization to schools (school councils or school boards) or local communities does empower parents and can improve school performance.  

· For decentralization to schools to be successful, principals must acquire new skills in leadership and management—financial, of teachers, and with the community.   

· The design of financial transfers to sub-national governments or schools has powerful effects on both efficiency and equity.   

· Decentralization requires that national and/or regional ministries of education be restructured; failure to restructure ministries is a serious obstacle to realizing the benefits of decentralization.

· The decentralization of teacher management is critical to creating accountability and realizing the potential benefits of decentralization.     

· National education ministries frequently resist decentralization on the grounds that sub-national governments, communities, and/or schools lack the capacity to manage education.  In practice, this is seldom true.

· Real decentralization is a long, evolutionary process .


An African typology.  The decentralization phenomenon is not new to the education sector.  Numerous countries around the world are making radical changes that empower parents and teachers.  This international experience provides the data which permits construction of an education decentralization typology.  Also, it provides a number of lessons learned, which suggest an “idealized” model of decentralization most likely to lead to improved education performance.  

However, the African context is different from that found in Eastern Europe or Latin America.  Parents are less literate, banking systems are less well developed, administrative capacities are weaker, and democracies are more fragile.  On the other hand, the failure of the state has taught people to be more self-reliant and to draw on their cultural strengths, and the tradition of mission schools provides a familiar, alternative model.


Education decentralization in Africa runs the gamut from rather limited deconcentration of functions from the central offices of the education ministry to its regional offices to communities financing and managing their own schools.  A few countries have devolved the delivery of education to regional governments, and others have devolved it to local governments and community boards.  However, the most common and most successful decentralization is not the result of government policy but, rather, the consequence of government failure to deliver the most basic services.  The community school where local citizens finance and manage their own schools is a community response to the lack of access to schooling for its children.  This phenomenon can be viewed as inequitable, since access is weakest where people are poorest, but it can also be viewed as an indicator of people’s commitment to education as well as a demonstration that even poor, illiterate citizens can govern schools.


African experience.    African experience with education decentralization is increasingly rich.  It can be viewed on a spectrum ranging from token efforts at encouraging community participation to real empowerment of citizens.  Parents’ associations can be found in most countries of the region; their powers are often vague and advisory in nature.  When parents’ associations are given real power, the most common form is responsibility for helping manage and finance school rehabilitation and construction.  Parents, and the community, seldom have much say over the real business of the school—teaching.  In a few countries, governments now provide some financing to parent’s associations or school management committees to purchase instructional materials and supplies, textbooks, and the like.  Less commonly, school committees or local governments are given the authority to contract non civil service teachers.  And, least common of all is giving school committees powers to hire and fire teachers and administrators.


Assessing African education decentralization.  African education decentralization experience by and large confirms international experience.   With respect to the lessons learned from international experience, Africa does relatively well in terms of informal or formal parental participation, does reasonably well in terms of the design of financial transfers to schools and local governments, and does quite poorly in terms of clearly assigning roles and responsibilities to local governments and in providing the mechanisms and information required for accountability.


World Bank support.  The nature of World Bank support for education decentralization is as varied as is the African experience.  Traditionally, in Africa, the Bank has attempted to strengthen the capacity of central government ministries to manage their systems, including strengthening the regional and local offices of the ministries.  More recently, it has supported the devolution of monies and responsibilities to local governments and school management committees.  This support has most often taken the form of strengthening school committees to manage minor infrastructure projects.  NGOs and other donors have actively helped support and strengthen community schools.    

I.  INTRODUCTION

This paper surveys the changes occurring in the finance and delivery of basic education in Africa.  It focuses, in particular, on the decentralization of basic education functions and responsibilities from central government ministries to sub-national governments, to communities, and to the schools themselves.  Also, it focuses on recent decentralization experiences, which appear to be deeper and more significant than those reviewed in a similar survey carried out five years ago.
  The current wave of decentralization initiatives also occurs in a very different context from what existed a mere five years ago.

HIPC.  Education decentralization today occurs in the context of the Highly Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) Debt Initiative which was first agreed to by governments around the world in 1996 and subsequently deepened and accelerated in 1999.  HIPC has important implications for education in Africa.  First, it unambiguously reduces external debt and provides the fiscal space for increasing government spending.  Second, HIPC countries have committed themselves to allocating a significant share of that increased spending to the social sectors, equal to about 0.7 percent of GDP for eighteen African countries during 2001-2.
 The challenge, of course, is to maximize the likelihood that increased spending will help produce improved social sector outcomes, including improved access and quality of basic education. Here is where reformers have argued for decades that education decentralization can play a role in creating the best incentive environment for the effective use of public educational investments.

Human Development and EFA.  Education decentralization also occurs in the context of a renewed commitment to Education for All (EFA).   The commitment to achieve universal primary education was first made by most the countries of the world in Jomtiem, Thailand, in 1990 with the goal of attaining that goal by the year 2000.  That goal was not met, but the commitment was renewed at the Dakar Education for All Forum in 2000.  And that commitment took on added seriousness when one hundred and eighty-nine countries committed themselves to eight Millenium Development Goals (MDG) aimed at eradicating extreme poverty and improving the welfare of their peoples by the year 2015.  The second of the MDG goals states the target as “ensuring that, by 2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able to complete a full course of primary schooling.”  Simulations carried out by the Bank estimate that the poorest African countries will lack the financial resources to expand schooling to meet this target; for thirty-three of Africa’s poorest countries the financing gap has been estimated at $ 2.1 billion.
  Those countries which have the capacity to absorb additional resources to expand access have been included in a list of “fast-track” countries which will receive priority for additional donor funding.  Most of the “fast-track” countries are located on the African continent.  The challenge for Africa is immense:  in six African countries—Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Liberia, Mali, Niger, and Somalia—less than half the school-age population is enrolled in primary school.
   If  the EFA fails and current trends continue, it is estimated that 55 million children will still be out of school by 2015. 


Part of the explanation for low human development in Africa is the low per capita income in most countries.  As shown in Figure 1 below, country per capita income is positively correlated with gross enrollment rates for primary education.  However, more striking is the variation in educational coverage given per capita income.   Obviously, there are factors other than income at work here.  Among those factors are armed conflicts (in 1996 alone a third of African countries experienced armed conflicts), political instability, continuing high birth rates, and the world’s worst incidence of HIV/AIDS
  .  Other possible factors include the way in which education is organized, financed, and delivered, and these may be related to the economic and institutional reforms which a growing number of countries are undertaking.

Figure 1:  Per Capita Income and Primary Gross Enrollment in Africa.
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While income per capita is not strongly related to primary school enrollment for most African countries, the fiscal effort that countries make in education does contribute to higher enrollment rates.  As shown in Figure 2 below, countries like Mali and Chad have low spending and low enrollment rates, while countries like Malawi and South Africa have high spending and high enrollment rates.

Figure 2:  Public Expenditure on Education and Primary Gross Enrollment in Africa.
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Public Sector Reform.      Decentralization is an important part of the public sector and institutional reforms African countries are adopting to improve democracy, efficiency, and accountability.  A recent paper surveys general government decentralization in Africa along three dimensions—political, administrative, and fiscal—and concludes that political decentralization is more advanced than administrative or fiscal.
  In other words, it is more common to find locally elected public officials than it is to find local governments having important service delivery responsibilities and, least common of all is local government having significant levels of own-source revenues.   Thus, education decentralization is occurring in the context of elected local governments with few important responsibilities and an even smaller amount of revenues over which they have absolute control.  

Decentralization does not automatically translate into improved service delivery and, in the case of education, higher primary gross enrollment rates.  However, the evidence suggests a positive correlation between the two variables.  On the other hand, so does Nigeria, and this is a case we judge as a textbook case in how not to decentralize. Even more interesting, Figure 3 shows a positive correlation between the overall index of government decentralization and public expenditure on education as a percent of GDP.  If decentralization does indeed result in increased education spending, that could be the mechanism by which decentralization positively influences education enrollment.

Figure 3:  Government Decentralization and Public Expenditures on Education.
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In summary.  African education decentralization occurs in the context of severe deficiencies in educational access (and quality) but growing financial resources for basic education, strong country commitments to use additional resources towards that end, and rigorous monitoring by donor countries to ensure that both funding for basic education increases and access improves.  The additional funding, the new and serious commitments, and the continuous international monitoring translate into a demand that countries find more effective and cost-effective means of delivering basic education.  Based on international experience, decentralization is viewed by many as offering the promise of a new and more effective mode for organizing the delivery of education.  Hence, it is timely to ask what has been African experience to date with education decentralization, and how the Bank has supported African education decentralization initiatives.

Roadmap.  In what follows in this study, we first review international experience with education decentralization to determine what potential it may offer for reaching Africa’s EFA and MDG goals.  Second, we use that international experience to develop a typology of education decentralization appropriate for Africa.  Third, we review African experience to date with the devolution of educational finance and delivery to sub-national governments, both regional and local.  Fourth, we examine an especially important experience for education decentralization in Africa—the community school.  Fifth, we look at World Bank support for education decentralization, both today and in the past.  And, finally, we look at the lessons learned from education decentralization in Africa in the context of international experience with education decentralization and ask what these experiences tell us about how best to make the transition from the centralized to the decentralized delivery of education.

II. INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE WITH EDUCATION DECENTRALIZATION.

There is by now a vast accumulated international experience with education decentralization; among developing regions, the most widespread and far-reaching decentralization reforms have occurred in Latin America.   Unfortunately, very few of these experiences have been subjected to rigorous evaluation.  Still, the accumulated evidence—both scientific and anecdotal—is large and generally consistent in its findings and implications for public policy.  

Examples of education decentralization outside Africa which have received significant attention in recent years include:  

· Argentina transferred the responsibility for financing and providing K-12 education from the central government to its provincial governments (with elected governors and parliaments); teachers were transferred to provincial payrolls.  The central government retained responsibilities for assessing student performance, for promoting education reform, and for financing special education programs for the disadvantaged.  

· Chile transferred the responsibility for providing and partly financing K-12 education from the central government to its municipal governments (with elected mayors and city councils).  The central government retained responsibilities for assessing student performance and for financing special education programs.   In addition, the central government continued to finance 90 percent of K-12 expenditures through a formula-based capitation grant to municipalities.

· New Zealand, which formerly had a highly centralized national education system, created elected school boards with parents as the only members and gave them the responsibility to select their own school managers and recruit their own teachers.   Most financing comes from the central government via formula-driven capitation grants, but schools may raise their own revenues [but not by charging tuition].  In addition, the central government created a semi-autonomous body to carry out in-depth school evaluations, the results of which are posted on the school’s public bulletin board.

· Armenia, which had a highly regulated, Soviet-style national education system, created local school boards—with members elected by teachers and parents—and gave them broad authority.  The central government continues to finance all recurrent costs via a transfer of funds to the school board.  Municipalities were given the responsibility for school infrastructure, including maintenance.  Regional administrative offices provide technical assistance to the schools.  School decentralization was phased in one region at a time.

· The state of Minas Gerais, Brazil,  created school councils—comprised of parents, teachers, and students—in the state school system.  The councils were charged with selecting a school director, mainly on the basis of the school improvement plan proposed by candidates.  The state also provided each school council with a formula-based capitation grant for non-personnel expenditures.  Teachers continued to be employees of the state.

· El Salvador failed to provide public schooling in non-secure parts of the country during its civil war.  As a result, communities began financing and managing their own multi-grade, rural schools.  After the war, the government legalized the parent school councils of these schools and contracted with these communities to continue managing their own schools, including directly hiring teachers.   Later, the central government extended this model to urban schools as well.

· The Memphis, Tennessee, school system granted greater school autonomy as a response to low student achievement in city schools.  An advisory school council responsible for diagnosing school needs and developing a school reform plan was created in each school.  The principal and council could choose from a menu of eight alternative school reform models, while the city financed the chosen model under a contract where the city and the school agreed on specific performance targets. 

· The Netherlands has for several decades provided central government financing to community or privately-managed (mainly with a religious affiliation) schools with advisory school councils.  The schools have autonomy with respect to teacher recruitment, while the central government sets the core curriculum and minimum performance standards.  Municipalities have the responsibility of specifying how central government monies for disadvantaged children should be used to best complement other, locally provided social welfare services.

Taken together, these eight examples represent the broad range of education decentralization reforms found throughout the world in recent years.  These examples can be roughly classified as decentralization to sub-national governments (in the cases of Argentina and Chile), to schools (El Salvador, the Netherlands), and to schools with significant oversight or participation by sub-national governments (Armenia, Minas Gerais, Memphis).   A quick read of the experiences of the six countries delegating responsibilities to schools shows rich variation in decentralization design, from giving pluralistic school councils limited authority to allocate non-personnel budgets (Minas Gerais) to giving schools autonomy under strictly prescribed performance contracts (Memphis) to giving schools almost complete management autonomy (New Zealand and El Salvador).  

The rich international experience in education decentralization provides several lessons learned which may help guide education decentralization in Africa.  These lessons are sometimes, but not always, grounded in evaluation research.  However, the experiences cited above have been extensively studied and reported on in formal evaluations, professionally refereed publications, and project reports.
    Some of the lessons learned from these experiences follow:

· Efficiency and effectiveness are most likely to improve under decentralization when service providers—schools, local governments, or regional governments—are held  accountable for results (i.e., they suffer the consequences of poor performance, or receive rewards for good performance).   In the case of decentralization to sub-national governments, accountability occurs at the ballot box; in the case of decentralization to schools, principals and/or teachers may not have their contracts renewed when performance lags far behind expectations (e.g., El Salvador, Minas Gerais, New Zealand).   Accountability is arguably stronger when the local government or school community provides a share of school financing.

· Accountability requires clear delineation of authority and responsibility and transparent and understandable information on results (both educational and financial).  When responsibilities are shared by more than one level of government, or when a school principal has only limited managerial powers, it may be difficult to identify who is responsible for poor performance.  The clients of education—parents and citizens—need reliable and timely information on their school’s performance, and how it compares to national standards and comparable schools.  School assessments may take the form of annual, censual tests of students’ academic knowledge (e.g., Chile, the Netherlands) or periodic, in-depth assessments of school performance (e.g., New Zealand).  

· Decentralization of real decision-making power to schools or school councils is a means of increasing the voice of education’s clients and can significantly increase parental participation in the school; alternatively, school councils which are only advisory in nature cannot sustain parental participation.  High levels of parental and community participation are associated with improved school performance (El Salvador, Nicaragua).  In several cases, parents play a role in monitoring teacher absenteeism in rural schools, and sometimes they have the power to authorize payment of teacher salaries or salary supplements.  In such cases, teacher absenteeism largely disappears as a problem.

· Decentralization of education to sub-national governments—a policy which is usually part of a larger reorganization of government--does not in and of itself empower parents and improve school performance (Argentina, Chile).   Further decentralization to schools (school councils or school boards) or local communities—a policy which is often initiated within the education sector itself—does empower parents and can improve school performance, especially when changing the organization of education is simultaneously accompanied by attempts to improve teaching and learning (Memphis, Minas Gerais).

· For decentralization to schools to be successful, principals must acquire new skills in leadership and management—financial, of teachers, and with the community.  In developing countries where principals often receive no special management training, this alone is an immense task, which can be facilitated by creating principal networks, identifying and disseminating examples of successful principals and successful practices, and through development of formal training programs.

· Most decentralization includes the transfer of financial resources to sub-national governments or schools.  The design of transfers has powerful effects on both efficiency and equity.  Formula-based capitation transfers ensure predictable revenues and can be designed to give schools serving the poor or disadvantaged higher levels of per student funding.  When the capitation unit is average daily student attendance, as opposed to the number of registered students, there are powerful incentives for schools to attract and retain students (Chile, Memphis, New Zealand).  

· Decentralization requires that national and/or regional ministries of education be restructured to provide the new functions which they should provide to sub-national governments and schools:  diagnosis of problems and policy formulation, design of policies to ensure equity, student assessment, collection and dissemination of reliable information, training and technical assistance to those now responsible for delivering schooling.  Failure to restructure and reorient ministries impedes the implementation of decentralization and constrains its results.

· The single largest obstacle to education decentralization is often the teachers’ union, which fears a loss of negotiating power and a loss of income if salaries are paid by poorly-financed sub-national governments.  However, several countries have designed teacher pay and transfer policies that have won the acquiescence  of unions (Chile, El Salvador, New Zealand).

· Teachers are the most important factor in delivering instruction to children.  Thus, if the teacher management—recruitment, evaluation, transfer, and salary supplements—is not decentralized along with other responsibilities, the potential benefits of decentralization are highly constrained.  

· The single largest fear expressed by national education ministries is that sub-national governments, communities, and/or schools lack the capacity to manage education.  While numerous actors—principals, school councils, municipal education secretaries, etc.—require training to provide new skills and knowledge, evidence shows that in practice even poorly educated parents and communities can manage community schools (El Salvador, Nicaragua).

· Decentralization is a long, evolutionary process.  While legislative and constitutional changes may radically change responsibilities over night (Argentina, Chile), real changes in governance, accountability, and impact in the classroom take much longer.

Experience with education decentralization around the world suggests an idealized model of decentralization consistent with  schools effective in enrolling and teaching students.  In this idealized model, the national ministry of education is a proactive agent for change trying to ensure that decentralization is accompanied by an increased focus on teaching and learning; communities are empowered to manage their own schools, irrespective of which level of government is constitutionally or legally responsible for K-12 education; principals take on significantly enhanced roles in leading and managing schools;  parents are annually provided with information on their school’s performance relative to others and provided with a mechanism (e.g., school or municipal education council) to increase their “voice”; and financing instruments are introduced to provide predictable revenues with incentives for enrolling and retaining students. 

II.  AN AFRICAN EDUCATION DECENTRALIZATION TYPOLOGY

International experience with decentralization has motivated a by now well-known typology, first presented by Rondinelli (1981) and adapted to education by Winkler (1989) 
.   Another typology covering African government decentralization is given by Ndegwa and Grandvoinnet (2002).  We shamelessly borrow from and adapt these typologies in presenting one specific to African education decentralization, which is presented in Table 1 below.
  This and other typologies for Africa have the limitation that decentralization experience in the region is still at an incipient stage.

Table 1:  General and Education Decentralization Matrix

	Education/General
	Administrative
	Fiscal
	Political

	Deconcentration to Regional Government Offices and Regional MOE Offices
	Move managerial decisions and managerial accountability to   regional offices of central government and MOE.
	Give regional managers greater authority to allocate and reallocate budgets.
	Create regional, elected bodies to advise regional managers.

	Devolution to regional or local governments
	Education sector managers are appointed by elected officials at local or regional level.
	Give subnational governments power to allocate education spending and, in some cases, to determine spending levels (i.e., through raising revenues).
	Elected regional or local officials of general purpose governments are ultimately accountable both to voters and to sources of finance for the delivery of schooling.

	Delegation to schools and/or school councils
	School principals and/or school councils empowered to make personnel, curriculum, and some spending decisions.
	School principals and/or school councils receive government funding and can allocate spending and raise revenues.
	School councils are elected or appointed, often with power to name school principals.  

	Implicit delegation to community schools
	School principals and/or community school councils make all decisions.
	Self-financing with some government subsidies, especially in remote areas where public schools are not present.
	School councils are often popularly elected.


Most decentralization typologies begin with the requisite references to deconcentration, devolution, delegation, and privatization. This is particularly true when education decentralization is part of a general government decentralization—often also part of a public sector reform effort to improve democracy and the legitimacy of the state. Recently, attention has focused equally if not more on decentralization to schools and school management committees (commonly called school autonomy and school-based management, SBM) as opposed to decentralization to (or of) governments. These discussions include privatization, but more commonly the transfer of real decision-making power over budgeting, finance, curriculum and administration to public school sites.
  Such education decentralization reforms are likely to be motivated by specific concerns about improving access and student performance.

Table 1 merges the Ndegwa and Grandvoinnet typology of administrative-fiscal-political typology with the deconcentration-devolution-delegation typology of Rondonelli to arrive at one that best applies to African education decentralization:

· Education deconcentration is the transfer of decision-making from the central government ministry of education (MOE) to either the regional/local offices of the MOE or the regional offices of the central government.  This typically entails giving those offices increased autonomy both in terms of recruiting, evaluating, and promoting personnel and in terms of allocating and reallocating budgets.  It may include some degree of political decentralization, too.  Sometimes the election of local and/or regional political officials is introduced at the same time that decision-making is deconcentrated to the MOE’s regional or local offices.  In this way, local politicians may gain some influence over local administrative decisions even though they have no direct authority in education.

· Education devolution is the transfer of decision-making from the central government to  popularly elected regional or local governments.  Key management decisions, including naming school principals and allocating regional/local education budgets lie with the governor and legislature or the mayor and city council.  In some cases, these decisions may in turn be delegated to schools or school councils.  In most cases, the revenues of the newly empowered regional or local governments are almost totally derived from central government transfers, thus limiting their fiscal autonomy.  Fiscal autonomy and, arguably, fiscal accountability is higher when regional or local governments must raise a significant share of their own revenues.

· Education delegation is the reversible assignment by the central or region government MOE, or in rare cases the municipal department of education, to public school prinicipals and/or (usually elected) school councils.  The powers of these school officials vary greatly by country.  In some cases, they do no more than maintain the physical plant, while at the other extreme school councils may name school principals, help prepare and approve school development plans, and approve school spending plans.

· Implicit delegation to community schools is a special case of education delegation.  It sometimes results from the failure of the state to provide educational opportunities in remote areas, so the community takes upon itself the finance and provision of schooling.  In other cases, the government actively subsidizes and supports community schools as a an especially cost-effective means of expanding educational access.  

Measuring decentralization.  Decentralization efforts differ not only according to the methodology described in Table 1 but, also, according to the distribution of real decision making power.  Table 2 provides one classification and listing of the kinds of decisions which may be decentralized.  This classification follows the one used by OECD in its surveys of educational systems.

Table 2:  Types of School-Level Decisions That May Be Decentralized

	Organization of Instruction
	Select school attended by student.

Set instruction time.

Choose textbooks.

Define curriculum content.

Determine teaching methods.

	Personnel Management
	Hire and fire school director.

Recruit and hire teachers.

Set or augment teacher pay scale.

Assign teaching responsibilities.

Determine provision of in-service training.

	Planning and Structures
	Create or close a school.

Selection of programs offered in a school.

Definition of course content.

Set examinations to monitor school performance.

	Resources
	Develop school improvement plan.

Allocate personnel budget.

Allocate non-personnel budget.

Allocate resources for in-service teacher training.



It is very difficult to measure the distribution of real decision making power and, thus, it is difficult to measure and monitor education decentralization.  For example, in many former socialist republics of Eastern Europe, national legislation specifies the curriculum and staffing requirements in such detail that a school principal or school council with a high degree of decision making autonomy might in fact have almost no room to maneuver and, thus, have very little real decision making power.  Similarly, in the United States school managers find themselves burdened with so many conditionalities attached to Federal and state government grants that they, also, claim they have very limited decision making power, despite the apparent high degree of decision making autonomy.  


Still, the international experience reviewed earlier suggests a few key indicators that one can use to roughly capture the distribution of real decision making power, and these are the indicators we use in assessing specific country examples of education decentralization.  These indicators can be expressed in terms of questions:

· Who determines marginal changes in teacher compensation?

· Who makes the decision to recruit or transfer a teacher to a specific school?

· Who selects the headmaster?

· Does the school community or local government partly finance the school?

· Who decides how to allocate the school’s annual budget?

Rationale for decentralization.   The rationale for education decentralization involves improving efficiency, effectiveness and democracy.
   Improved equity, too, is a rationale for decentralization, although it is also often acknowledged that because decentralization makes localities more reliant upon their economic and social endowments, some aspects of equity may suffer in the absence of adequate compensatory mechanisms. There is no silver bullet: what is equitable may not be efficient, what is efficient may not be democratic, what is democratic may not be equitable. In practice, reform strategies must attempt to optimize the sometimes inevitable trade-offs between efficiency, equity, and democracy while seeking to improve on all three. 

The actual design and implementation of decentralization reforms are inherently political processes; thus, the decisions about making these trade-offs rightly occur in the political arena.  As Whitacre (1997: 7) states, “While almost every project identifies decentralization as a priority objective only a few have analyzed the process of decentralization (including the capacity and politics of key actors) or examined the education sector in a systematic way.”  In short, whatever the economic, social or analytic rationale, both “support and opposition to decentralization are highly politicized.”   In a review of education reform and research in 11 West and Central African countries, Maclure (1997: 98) states more generally that: “Four common objectives are at the rhetorical heart of education reform policies: a) to adapt modern education to the sociocultural milieux of African communities; b) to render education more responsive to national economic and human resource needs; c) to enhance the quality of teaching and learning in schools;  and d) to reduce public expenditures on schooling.”

 Case studies.   In the following section we review recent African experience with devolution to regional and local governments, and in the succeeding section we review experience with explicit delegation to schools and or school councils and implicit delegation to community schools.  The lack of written material and data on individual countries constrains the breadth and depth of this analysis.  Hence, our review focuses on selected countries which exemplify the African experience and for which it was possible to find data and information from published articles, unpublished reports, and personal interviews.  While we tried to uncover detailed information on the design and implementation of education decentralization, very little information was consistent and comparable across countries.  Hence, the reviews given here focus on answering the questions posed above.  The country examples to be reviewed are described in Table 3.

Table 3:  Country Examples of Education Decentralization in Africa

	Type of Education Decentralization
	Country Examples

	Deconcentration
	Tanzania, Uganda

	Devolution to Regions
	Ethiopia, Nigeria, South Africa

	Devolution to Localities
	Tanzania, Uganda

	Explicit Delegation to Schools
	Burkina Faso, Mali, Senegal


Some cases (such as Tanzania and Uganda) are not neatly categorized. In addition, the country examples that exemplify education decentralization experiences in Africa cover a wide range in terms of income, human development, and general government decentralization.  Ethiopia has low income, with per capita GDP at $100.  Burkina Faso, Nigeria, Tanzania, and Uganda are lower-middle income, with per capita GDP above $200 and less than $400; only South Africa is upper-middle income, with a per capita GDP over $3000. 

In Figure 4, an overall index of government decentralization is correlated with enrollment rates for 26 African countries.
  Figure 4 demonstrates high variation in human development as measured by primary gross enrollment rates and general government decentralization.  South Africa is an outlier in both respects, with a high degree of decentralization and high primary school coverage.  Several of the country cases we find show promise for education decentralization—Uganda, South Africa, and Tanzania—exhibit both high levels of government decentralization and relatively high enrolment rates.

Figure 4:  Government Decentralization and Primary Gross Enrollment: 

 Country Cases
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III.  DECENTRALIZATION TO REGIONS AND LOCALITIES.


Deconcentration.   Most countries in Africa have attempted to shift responsibilities from MOE offices in the capital city to MOE offices at the regional and/or district level.  Ghana, for example, has undertaken several such deconcentration initiatives over the years, leading most recently to authorizing district assemblies to assume control over primary and secondary schools.  Guinea is another example of a country where teacher management is gradually being shifted to the regional level, and non-salary budgets are gradually being shifted to the prefectoral level. While deconcentration may improve the efficiency of MOE operations, and may provide a more hospitable environment for more serious forms of decentralization, it often does very little to increase community participation, enhance parental voice, and improve accountability.   For that reason, deconcentration experiences are not examined in any depth here.

Devolution to Regional Governments.  Ethiopia, Nigeria, and South Africa all have strong regional governments having important responsibilities for the finance and provision of primary-secondary education.  The distribution of key education decision- making responsibilities in these countries is summarized in Table 4.   

Table 4:  Regional Decentralization in African Education.

	
	Ethiopia
	Nigeria
	South Africa

	Teacher Compensation


	Negotiated and funded centrally, administered regionally.
	Federal government—with some input from the states—negotiates salaries
	Negotiated between national government and 3 major unions

	Teacher Recruitment


	Regional governments under central guidelines.
	State government
	Provincial with some school input 

	Principal Recruitment


	Regional government
	State government.
	Provinicial with some school council input 

.

	Regional School Finance
	Regional governments create budgets from centrally transferred general resources and revenue sharing.
	10 to 15 percent of funds.
	Mostly from central block grant with some regional additions from central revenue sharing.

	Local School Finance


	Funded centrally with some regional additions and school feeds
	Funds are subtracted automatically from Federal revenue sharing funds to localities. While a few local governments support capital projects, they generally do not provide additional own-source revenues 
	Mostly from central block grant with some regional additions from central revenue sharing.

	Allocation of Budget


	Schools are “not authorized to procure inputs under any circumstances,” although both woredas and schools “demonstrated capacity to monitor budgets, manage personnel, and  undertake monitoring and evaluation.”
	Localities with some input from schools, though in fact dictated in large part by center..
	Heavily influenced by national and provincial, but schools have some leeway and ultimate responsibility

	School Construction
	Funded centrally, administered regionally (??) with some input from schools
	Localities officially responsible for school construction, but both the Federal and the state-levels claim they have this function and the localities only rarely receive capital investment funds.
	Provincial with central and some community funding.


Ethiopia.  

Context. Until the end of its civil war in 1991, Ethiopia’s Derg Marxist regime kept education and most other government services highly centralized. The primary impetus behind efforts to decentralize after the war was to legitimize the state and give voice and power to the country’s largest ethnic groups. Since the ethnic groups were located by regions, a regional devolution of government was a natural fit for reform of the state.  Regional governments are funded from central government block capitation grants, and regional councils create social sector budgets, with compensatory support for poor regions supported by the Bank and other donors. Education decentralization, then, took place as part of a wider governmental decentralization less than as a sector specific reform aimed at improving school performance.

Functions of Governments and Intergovernmental Relations. Ethiopia has four levels of sub-national government: regions, zones, woredas (similar to municipalities or school districts) and kebeles (community councils). Each level of government has a department  of education that reports to a council, which then reports up to the next level of government. The Regional Bureaus report to the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Education.  The Regional Bureaus are responsible for curriculum development—including the provision of textbooks in ethnic dialects. Regions, too, are responsible for teacher training and certification under recruitment guidelines issues by the Ministry of Education.
 

Despite the apparent regional emphasis of its reform, in 1994 the government released an Education Sector Strategy which emphasized the role of the community in the school:

“The administration of elementary and secondary education and training shall be decentralized inline with the ongoing regionalization process. Schools will be strongly linked with the community which will take responsibility in its well-being and upkeep. They will be made responsive to the local needs and requirements and shall act as centers for all educational activities of the community. The management of each school will be democratized and run with the participation of the community, the teachers, the students and the relevant government institutions. In as much as possible educational institutions will be encouraged to run on an autonomous basis.”

Implementation of the strategy has been slow. A UNESCO review of 130 documents concluded that while decentralization was clearly one of seven main education reform themes, “there are no clear and detailed outlines regarding the relationship between the Ministry of Education and the regional, zonal and wereda educational bureaus.”
  By most accounts the regions often act like eleven centralized regimes.  A study of one region stated that since “decision-making authority over even relatively small concerns [was] centered in the hands of the few, Regional and Zonal officials were simply overloaded with work. Meanwhile, school and Woreda officials often waited for months for responses to even routine requests.” And, school governance remained largely unchanged.
 


A detailed Bank study of one Woreda confirmed much of the above. The Woreda’s “educational system was one of almost exclusive reliance on top-down or hierarchical controls during allocation and implementation.” Schools are “not authorized to procure inputs under any circumstances,” although both woredas and schools “demonstrated capacity to monitor budgets, manage personnel, and  undertake monitoring and evaluation.”
 In fact, the Bank study documents just how resourceful school and local officials can be, even within relatively centralized constraints—for instance,  accelerating teacher promotions to offset restrictions on augmenting teacher salaries. Schools are required to create school management committees (SMCs), which raise fees, help construct and maintain buildings and advise on school improvement plans (SIPs), but the Bank study documents that they were often “unable to strike an appropriate balance between hierarchy and participation, between control and flexibility in education planning.”  The fact that SMCs are often co-opted by local elites suggests the education client has very little  voice in Ethiopia.

Nigeria.  


Context.  Nigeria was reestablished as a democracy in 1998 after two decades of military rule. It is a federation with 36 states and 774 localities. It has a history of significant involvement of  both state and local government in the provision of primary education. A set of 1976 Federal guidelines and the 1979 Constitution established primary education as a local government responsibility, and ended significant direct Federal support for the sector. These 1970s’ reforms took place in the context of an effort to increase revenue sharing funds to state and local governments. During the 1980s and 1990s, however, the central military government sought to recentralize and otherwise control a system that was officially decentralized, in part because of declining oil revenues, which led in turn to declining revenue sharing funds.  The overall process has created a highly unstable policy environment: 

“The response of the Federal government [to the declining revenues] in 1988 was to establish the National Primary Education Commission (NPEC) to coordinate and supervise the development of primary education across the country, and to contribute 65 percent of the estimated total cost of primary teachers’ salaries. The intention was that the local governments would contribute a further 20 percent with the state governments providing the rest. At the same time, the Federal Government’s share of the Federation Account was reduced from 55 to 50 percent and that of local government raised from 10 to 15 percent. While overall the states were appreciative in principle of the increased funding, resentment developed over the powers of the NPEC and…the manner in which the Federal funds were distributed across states…. The reaction of the Federal government took the states by surprise. In 1991, full responsibility for primary schooling was transferred to the local governments and their share of the Federation Account was increased to 20 percent and that of the states reduced to 25 percent, NPEC was abolished, and Federal financial support withdrawn….[In 1993] NPEC was re-established and the actual cost of teacher salaries began to be deducted at source from the Federation Account allocation to each local government. This arrangement remains in place but changes are being debated.
”

Federal education spending represents less than 10% of its budget and less than 1% of GNP, a remarkably low level of effort. Primary enrollment rates and measures of efficiency  (as well as other available achievement measures) are low, even for Africa. And, there is considerable variation in both outcomes and inputs across regions and localities.

Functions of Governments and Intergovernmental Relations. In Nigeria expenditure and policy responsibilities are not clearly defined and hence have gravitated (whatever the original intention) to those agencies and levels of government with the most political power.   The situation for primary education appears worse than that of secondary education.  Primary schooling is financed mainly from the local governments’ revenue allocation, with some modest state and, largely ad hoc, Federal government support, but it is managed by state primary education boards (SPEBs).   In addition, while the SPEBs (which are viewed as deconcentrated arms of the Federal Ministry of Education
) and State Ministries of Education (SMOEs) officially manage primary schooling as dictated by the Constitution, the local government funds pass through the Federal Universal Basic Education Commission (UBEC). 

The UBEC has created a larger role for the Federal government in the sector in the past few years. Officially the UBEC is only supposed to provide policy direction, norms, and standards, but clearly it has gone farther and is implementing policy and providing services parallel to SPEBs and State Ministries of Education (SMOEs). In addition, there are Local Government Education Authorities (LGEAs), but their role and powers are not clear, although in principle LGEAs have the “right to participate” in primary education and run the schools.  Both the Federal and State governments, however, dictate the nature of that participation and have retained all significant functions such as personnel, budget, and most policy development. For example, a previous education law made LGEAs responsible for school construction, but both the Federal SPEBs and the state-level SMOEs claim they have this function and the LGEAs only rarely receive capital investment funds. And LGEAs report directly to the SPEBs, bypassing the SMOEs. Thus the states do not really manage primary education.

Capacity, authority, and budget control at the state and local level is low, in part because of the Federal recentralization. There is tremendous overlap between the roles of the three levels of government and duplications of functions. The multiplicity of organizations in primary schooling suggests an abundance of administrative and technical staff.   The decentralization/recentralization process has resulted in a larger, not smaller, public sector.


The local governments’ role is unusual. While officially they fund primary education, the funds are in fact subtracted from their Federal transfers before those transfers are made and with no input whatsoever from the local governments.
 Indeed, due to rapidly increasing teacher salaries, some local governments receive no transfer once the school funds are subtracted, with the average local government losing about 42 percent of its funding. The Federal government—with some input from the states—negotiates salaries (the primary use of those funds) and dictates class-size targets, accreditation and other standards, and curriculum.
 States provide some additional salary incentives and some criteria for teacher training eligibility.  This provides a perverse incentive for local governments: if enrollments go up, local discretionary income is likely to go down. 

Aside from a few local governments that support capital projects, local governments do not provide additional own-source revenues to the education sector.   Officially, local governments provide about 85 percent of the funds for primary education, state governments 10-15 percent and the Federal government the small remainder.
  In reality, the Federal government appears to control most spending decisions.  There are, however, some examples of LGEAs and elected local governments attempting to manage teachers and improve accountability.
 


Secondary schooling is a bit more straightforward, funded primarily by state governments—between 70 and 100 percent with the remainder coming from the Federal government.  The average state share is about 80 percent, although these data are less reliable since states are not required to report education expenditures, and thus they do not. States manage secondary school teachers and pay them.

Finally, private household and teacher expenditures on schooling are significant. Average fees range from a few dollars per student annually for primary schools to more significant sums for secondary schools, and parents and students pay similar costs for materials. Funds raised by the community, PTA, and school-committee provide a large share of basic operations and maintenance monies. In addition some schools have as many as half their teachers “employed directly by PTAs.”
 In turn, teachers generally pay for their own in-service and pre-service training. Schools, too, bear the burden of in-service training, since they must continue to pay teacher salaries while they are on leave. 

In principle, the Federal government requires school management committees and supports PTAs and NGOs as means for improving local accountability. But the capacity of the school councils and LGEAs needs support if this process is going to be effective.   This is particularly important given the propensity of donors to support school autonomy and provide funding that goes directly to the schools and/or their communities. The World Bank, DfID and USAID all have projects to provide support to some aspect of community participation, building civil society and local government, NGO and CBO involvement.


Conclusions.  Many of Nigeria’s accountability problems stem from the fact that the 1999 Constitution does not spell out the division of functions and responsibilities between the three levels of government and the myriad agencies with some role in funding and providing basic education. While some analysts have argued that it is not always necessary to put the legislative horse before the reform cart,
 it appears that Nigeria provides an example where the horse has failed. In part this derives from the complex set of institutional and intergovernmental relations that have been set up for providing basic education, leaving no government or agency clearly accountable for results.  The Federal Government has used low state and local capacity to justify its role, but has done little to increase that capacity.  In sum, the center has had a hard time letting go of any real power, and one group of analysts categorized Nigeria’s education decentralization as “de-responsibility.”   

Regionalization and Decentralization of Education in South Africa

Context. The historic end of apartheid in South Africa  and the election of a new government  brought great hope that intergovernmental fiscal and administrative relations would change for the better.  The country established a Finance and Fiscal Commission (FFC) and began an overall transfer of responsibilities for social service provision to the nine provinces.  

Functions of Governments and Intergovernmental Relations. After the democratic elections in 1994, a great deal of attention was focussed on transferring government functions in South Africa to nine newly-created provinces and, to a lesser extent, to its 284 municipalities.  Education expenditure responsibilities were transferred to the provinces, each of which now has its own line ministry.  

Financing is still provided centrally. First, provinces get an equitable shares revenue sharing allocation to fund their general budget (some of which they may allocate to education). In addition, the central government funds schooling directly through a funding formula based largely on the number of students. Some additional weight is given to poor and rural provinces. The central ministry sets curriculum and evaluation guidelines, credentialing standards for teachers and has (increasingly since the initial decentralization) attempted to target central funds to priority areas of concern. For instance, immediately following the transfer of expenditure responsibility to the provinces, personnel spending soared while real non-personnel expenditures fell.
 The central ministry and the Ministry of Finance have responded by earmarking central formula transfers for textbook purchase and other non-personnel expenditure. Provinces are required to rank schools by a poverty index and allocate funds for non-personnel expenditures according to a formula using that ranking. Personnel expenditures represent over 90 percent of the spending, and while the provinces appoint, assign, and transfer teachers and headmasters, the labor regulations negotiated with the national teachers unions do not leave much room to maneuver. Even the number of teachers a schools gets is dictated by a centrally regulated post-provisioning model. 

The government has faced many challenges relating to accountability and management of schools. As Taylor (2002) says, “the new government inherited a system of education in which the authority of the state [not to mention line managers] had been steadily eroded over a period of two decades.” An additional challenge that arose with the provincial control over education and other social sector spending was the apparent overspending identified in 1997.  The basic cause of the overspending was the requirement that provinces fulfil centrally-established criteria such as maximum pupil-teacher ratios and nationally-negotiated teacher salaries.
 Thus, the official idea expressed by one Minister of Education that “the whole of the national budgeting system was reorganized to allow provinces to determine their allocations based on their own priorities and the needs of their people”
 was neither entirely accurate nor (apparently) effective.  Since 1994, the proportion of the central budget allocated to education through the provinces has risen sharply, although as mentioned, this increase was absorbed entirely by hiring new teachers and paying them more.  

The 1996 South African Schools Act (SASA) established elected school-site councils at each school comprised of school staff, parents and students, building on a tradition of Parent Teacher and Student Associations. These councils can make decisions around curriculum, personnel, budgeting, finance and school calendar. All decisions are subject to national and provincial level guidelines, which in many of the most important areas means the councils effectively have little power. For instance, personnel decisions are subject to nationally-negotiated salary, hiring and promotion standards. Principal candidates are interviewed and recommended by the school-site councils but approved by the provincial ministry. Schools can hire additional teachers out of their own-source revenues, but this is usually only done by the wealthiest schools. The focus appears to have been on giving principals training and some power to make decisions especially around financial management. Those schools deemed more capable by the Ministry are given more freedom. The councils do not yet have the evaluation information or capacity to hold principals accountable for school and student performance.

The school-cite councils can set fees and school calendars, recommend teachers and school staff for appointment, and recommend language and religious policies. “School governing bodies which qualify, may also apply and be allocated additional functions such as the ability to maintain school property, determine curriculum, buy textbooks and equipment, and pay for services to the school using the non-personnel allocation for that school.”
  

Devolution to Local Governments.  Unlike other regions of the world (e.g., Eastern Europe), there are relatively few examples of local governments having significant education responsibilities in Africa.  While a number of countries have plans to devolve more financing and/or provision decisions to municipalities and/or districts, few have advanced far. Mali is an example of one that has.  It has plans to transfer to municipalities [1] construction and management of primary schools, [2] recruitment and payment of primary school teachers,  and [3] preparation of school development programs.   Even with the two most well-known examples, Uganda and Tanzania, there is disagreement among analysts as to whether the reforms represent true devolution to local government or merely deconcentration of central ministry functions.  

Uganda

Context.  After decades of civil war and dictatorship, the National Resistance Movement (NRM) began to bring some stability to Uganda in 1986. This included an overall effort to decentralize government legislated primarily through the 1995 Constitution and the 1997 Local Government Act. There are 45 districts with elected councils and chairs and over 800 sub-counties. 

Recently, the Government of Uganda (GOU) has increased its effort in the education sector, raising spending from 2.6 percent of GNP in 1996 (with only 43 percent allocated to primary schooling) to 4 percent in 2000, or nearly a third of its discretionary recurrent budget. This increase was necessitated by the much celebrated “big bang” approach the government took to universal primary education (UPE) in 1997, abolishing all fees for primary schooling and fully assuming the responsibility for financing the sector. Up to that point, household contributions represented about 60 percent of funds for primary schools. As a consequence, enrolments skyrocketed, and pupil-teacher ratios increased.
 

Despite annual economic growth of 7 percent during the early 1990s, social services hardly improved in many respects. A now famous Public Expenditure Tracking Survey
 found that as little as one quarter of primary education grant monies actually reached schools and further that schools operated under perverse incentives to misreport enrolment and fee data. Since 1995, the GOU has sought to redress these problems, namely “to improve the flow of information, and make budget transfers transparent by: i) publishing amounts transferred to the districts in newspapers and radio broadcasts; ii) requiring schools to maintain public notice boards to post monthly transfer of funds; iii) legally providing for accountability and information dissemination in the 1997 Local Governance Act; and iv) requiring districts to deposit all grants to schools in their own accounts, and delegating authority for procurement from the center to the schools.”

Functions of Governments and Intergovernmental Relations. Officially, the districts are responsible for providing primary and secondary schooling but are supposed to devolve primary education to the sub-counties and other local governments (villages and parishes) and schools, but the division of powers under the Local Government Act is not entirely transparent.
 Districts recruit teachers, but teacher pay is both determined and provided by the central government. Lang (2000) captures the recent progress in this area nicely: 

“When Uganda introduced UPE, it also introduced a capitation grant system, which provides about $4 per child per year for children in grades one through three and $6 per child per year for children in the next four years. The government pays teachers salaries and textbooks, but the grants are used to fund other school needs. Uganda’s grant system is calculated centrally and released as a conditional block grant to districts, which in turn, release all funds to schools on the basis of enrollment. The ministry has also released guidelines to schools for allocation of funds, for example, 50% for scholastic materials, 5% for administration, and so on. The School Management Committee manages the money at school level. The amounts received from the district office are posted publicly in the school. Some schools publicly display expenditures, but anyone can ask to see the records of how the money is spent. There have been regular audits that show increasing evidence that the funds do reach the schools and are utilized for the purposes intended.”

Regarding the role of the School Management Committees, Azfar et al (2000: 9) explains:

“The School Management Committee, which is distinct from but often associated (or overlapping) with the PTA, now appears to be the most important governance mechanism dealing with education locally. These committees are empowered to sign checks for the headmaster, oversee the schools, and investigate problems…. The committees also oversee school construction and improvements.” 

Table 5a:  Education Devolution in Uganda.

	Function
	Description

	Teacher Compensation


	Set nationally, administered regionally (district level) through conditional grants.

	Teacher Recruitment


	Regional level.

	Principal Recruitment


	Regional Level.

	Allocation of Budget


	Central transfer of funds to regions, sub-counties, and schools. Some school-level budget responsibility.

	School Construction
	Funded centrally, administered and overseen regionally, and implemented largely by schools.


Conclusions. 
The Ugandan decentralization experience has won significant international praise, though naturally it has had its pitfalls.
 Transparency of budgetary allocation, largely in response to the very negative outcomes of the Public Expenditure Tracking Survey, has played a large role in its early successful aspects. For instance, information on the conditional grants to districts are published in the national press and provided to schools. Schools and sub-counties, in turn, must publicize their budgets and sources of funds. In addition, a rare, detailed analysis of the Ugandan reforms
 shows that in fact some of the touted theoretical benefits of decentralization can occur in practice. Specifically, sub-county government officials are well-aware of the preferences of parents even if institutional rigidities prevent them from matching those preferences well. Unfortunately, devolution may be reproducing centralization at the regional level, in part because the assignment of, and expectations for, sub-regional responsibilities is not well articulated in the decentralization legislation. This result is particularly negative since regional officials were found to be less in touch with citizen preferences than either sub-county or national officials.

Tanzania.  

Context. Tanzania exhibits both low levels of educational funding and poor performance. Public education spending is just 2.3% of GDP. Only 83 percent of the age cohort enters grade 1 and of those only 70 percent graduate. On the other hand, the low level of education spending is largely a function of low levels of government spending overall: about 20 percent of government spending is on education, and the pupil teacher ratio of 40:1 is on the low side for SSA.  Sixty-two percent of government education spending is on primary education. Cost recovery, fees and household spending on education are thus high, representing over half of all primary school resources, not including in-kind donations to school projects and construction. Fees are considered an obstacle to enrollment. 

Functions of Governments and Intergovernmental Relations.  Tanzania has 20 regional units (Regional Secretariats, RSs) and 113 districts or Local Government Authorities (LGAs). Sub-district units include wards, villages (about 11,000), sub-villages (about 70,000) and schools. LGAs in their current form were created in 1984, but only in the late 1990s were they solidified as locally elected, democratic bodies. Educational decentralization in Tanzania is part of a more general government decentralization often called the Local Government Reform Program (LGRP) in which various service responsibilities have been transferred to districts and LGAs through the President’s Office-Regional Administration and Local Government (PO-RALG). Therkildsen (1998) summarizes:

“Primary education is the most important responsibility of local governments in Tanzania. Half of all their funds is spent on this activity (although most funds are provided by the central government), and two-thirds of all local government employees are teachers. Local government decision-making is vested in the district council. A majority of its members are directly elected at the ward level. At the lower level, the village council has much the same functions as the district council. At the school level the school committee - in which parents are represented - is supposed to oversee the running of the school.”

Unfortunately, as implemented, education reforms in Tanzania often suffer from poor relations and coordination between the MoEC, the President’s decentralization coordination unit, PO-RALG, and the LGAs.  It has proven difficult for the MoEC to let go of direct service responsibility and re-orient itself towards policy formation, monitoring and evaluation.
 According to Therkildsen (1998), “the local governments (and the minister responsible) have little real influence on educational issues proper: curriculum; examinations; the relative weight given to academic and practical activities in the schools; the length of class room instruction; and so on….Even the earlier permission for local authorities to adjust school terms to the agricultural practices in the has been removed.” Nevertheless, the LGAs, too, are now expected to play an increasingly supportive role for village and sub-village councils and school committees. 


Some observers assert that Tanzania exemplifies deconcentration rather than devolution because the autonomy of the Districts has been more formal than real: autonomy of local political authorities is severely limited and there is a state of deep crisis (DAC, 1997).  As a consequence, it has been argued that it is still a deconcentrated system in which political, fiscal and administrative controls remain firmly centralized (McLean, 1997).


The central government continues to provide most the funds for teachers’ salaries which are administered through the district level.  However, schools are now receiving some funds that they control directly. The central government uses capitation grants to schools of approximately US$10 per student for textbooks, teaching materials, teacher training, and other school projects. School committees help manage these funds and must develop an annual school improvement plan (SIP), which include mobilizing additional contributions in cash and kind from the community. Other important central grants support school construction and rehabilitation, which are also supposed to be managed by the school committees with support from the villages, especially regarding connections to CBOs and NGOs involved supporting the program. The Bank has supported both grants as well as school and sub-district level capacity building necessary to manage such funds. 


Officially, districts have significant personnel control. In practice, however, it has proven difficult to assign teachers to schools most in need, especially since their compensation is negotiated at the national level.  

Table 5:  Education Devolution in Tanzania.

	Function
	Description

	Teacher Compensation


	Set nationally, administered regionally, augmented at the school and community level through fees.

	Teacher Recruitment


	Regional level.

	Principal Recruitment


	Regional Level.

	Allocation of Budget


	Central transfer of funds to regions, LGAs, and schools. Some school-level budget responsibility.

	School Construction
	Funded centrally, administered and overseen regionally, and implemented by LGAs and school.


Conclusions.  Tanzania provides an example of a top-down decentralization reform in which the center has retained most the decision-making power.  The failure to decentralize further has been hampered by the lack of clarity concerning the role of local governments at the outset and by the fact that the motivation for the decentralization was more political than educational.  Nevertheless, in recent years, the Tanzanian reforms have begun to show some of the promise of improved service delivery from locally driven and controlled governance. 

 IV.  DELEGATION TO SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL COUNCILS.


The empowerment of schools and school councils fall under several rubrics—school based management, community schools, and community participation.  While these terms are often used interchangeably, they mean quite different things when arrayed along a continuum of voice and authority.  


Community schools tend to have strong parental voice and high authority, in which parents select the governing board which in turn selects the school director and other personnel and which along with the school director has a high degree of authority to make decisions.


School based management is a term typically used to describe schools where a high degree of authority has been delegated to the school principal, but parents may have limited voice in terms of assigning the director and other key personnel, in terms of selecting the governing board (if there is one), and in terms of making important personnel and budget decisions.


Community participation is the voluntary participation of parents and other citizens in school councils.  Typically, these school councils are advisory bodies rather than decision making bodies and, typically, they fall apart if they are not granted serious decision making responsibilities.  


As noted earlier, African experience is mainly with non-government, community schools, although government is increasingly becoming involved.  At the other extreme, Africa has a great deal of experience with the creation of school management councils which have mainly advisory powers.  In between, Africa’s experience with school based management—with or without school councils—is more limited.   In what follows, we focus on African experience with community schools.

Community Schools  


Community schools are the most common form of educational decentralization in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) as well as the most studied and evaluated.
   In some countries they represent a significant percentage of all schools.  For example, they represent 20 percent of primary schools in Togo, 32 percent of primary schools in Mali, 50 percent of secondary schools in Tanzania, and most primary schools in Ghana.  They provide examples of some of the most successful efforts to date in the sector, and they also show the possible pitfalls. 

Community schools have often arisen to fill the void in educational service provision in countries where the government has essentially failed to provide it, but increasingly community schools are fostered, either implicitly or explicitly, by government efforts to decentralize or otherwise strengthen and reform education.  As such, they may also play a role in the larger context of the decentralization of the state across different sectors. Indeed, the most commonly-stated rationales for supporting community schools mirror those for educational decentralization: to improve accountability and school effectiveness, to better match local consumer demands and needs, to improve equity, to improve school infrastructure, to solidify funding through fees, to achieve cost savings, to nurture parental and community involvement, and to strengthen social capital, civil society and democracy. Concomitantly, one of the fears of community and alternative schools advocates is that with increased government involvement will come decreased creativity and independence from the bureaucracy.

Community schools are found at both the primary and secondary levels. Most are in rural (often remote) areas and rely upon inexperienced, uncertified teachers (often high school dropouts from the local community). Given the severe resource constraints in SSA, thus, community schools play a critical role in country and donor strategies for meeting the Education for All (EFA) goal of universal coverage.


Typology.   African experience with community schools is long and highly varied, even within individual countries or country regions.  Table 6 presents a simple typology for classifying community schools.

Table 6:  Typology of Community Schools

	Characteristics
	Definitions

	Motivation
	Community initiative vs. government initiative

	Finance
	Self-finance through fees, government subsidies, and/or NGO subsidies

	Governance
	Selection and composition of school council

	Council Powers
	School construction vs. school governance and management

	Regulation and Supervision
	 Benign neglect, encouragement, or discouragement



African Experience.
Information on community schools in sixteen African countries serves as the data base for a review of African experience.  The countries are diverse lot, both small and large, poor and middle income, and French and English speaking.  The list of countries is given in the Annex.

Motivation.  Community schools have deep historical roots, both as a response by communities to the failure of the state to provide access to schools—especially, in remote rural areas--and as a result of efforts by churches to create autonomous, religious schools
.  However, increasingly, governments  are stimulating their creation and growth, with the objective of rapidly expanding coverage at relatively low cost.   Community schools now often fit squarely into larger reforms to decentralize school systems and governments.


The financing of community schools usually includes school fees, but a number of national and international NGOs—CARE, World Learning, World Education, Action Aid, World Care, Save the Children, ADEF-Afrique, Aide et Education, and UNICEF—provide partial or full funding.  Increasingly, these NGOs act as conduits for government, bi-lateral and multi-lateral grants and loans.
  A more recent phenomenon is government assistance.  For example, Burkina Faso, with a net primary enrollment rate of only 32 percent, has begun paying the salaries of newly recruited teachers contracted by community school councils with the dual objective of rapidly improving access and doing so at much lower cost than would be possible through the traditional public school system with its highly paid teachers.   Senegal, also, is moving to local recruitment of contract teachers.  Guinea provides assistance to community schools in the form of training, materials and teacher salary supplements.  Government financial need not come from the central government:  in Ethiopia it is the local governments which match revenues from fees at the school level.


One risk of decentralization to community schools with government assistance is the subsequent removal of government financial support.  This was one result of decentralization in Zambia, where the government subsequently reduced its funding, thus forcing schools to charge student fees to meet minimum costs.  As a result, household spend almost as much on a pupil’s education ($17 annually) as does the government ($22 annually) in Zambia.


The governance of community schools varies across and even within countries,  but it usually includes participation by teachers, parents, and community members.  When school directors serve on the governing council, as in Guinea, they can come to dominate the other members, many of whom may be illiterate.  


While the powers of community schools varies across and even within countries, they nearly always include community involvement in school construction and maintenance [e.g., Malawi, Senegal].  The provision—finance and construction—of a school by the community is often a condition for the government to place a teacher in the community.  In most cases, communities provide all the financing—either in case or in-kind—for construction.   In other cases, including construction activities financed by bilateral and multilateral donors, communities may only provide a small share of matching financing (usually 10 percent) but, also, assume the responsibility for procuring and managing construction activities.  


It’s important to distinguish between community school councils which construct and maintain schools and those which actually govern and manage schools.  With respect to the latter, almost all set the school calendar and daily schedule to fit parental needs, and almost all set their own fee levels.  In Mali, Zambia, and several other countries, community school councils can hire and fire teachers.  On the other hand, in Togo the central government selects the school directors.  


It’s also useful to distinguish between community school councils with real powers—either in construction and maintenance or in governance and management—and those with illusory powers.  Like many countries, Ghana has legislatively mandated the creation of school management councils [SMCs] but given them only advisory powers.  Guinea is similar in that school councils have a largely advisory role to play vis a vis teacher management.


Regulation and Supervision.  In general, community schools are lightly regulated, if not in law, at least in practice.  In most countries, the central government regulates the core curriculum and sometimes textbooks, though none has gone as far as Zambia and created a separate central entity to regulate and coordinate community schools services and activities.   While benign neglect in regulation may viewed as a benefit by the schools themselves, it is also a legal risk.  Many community schools have the firm legal basis to ensure their long term viability.  The legal and political risks to community schools are likely to increase as community schools become viewed as threats by labor unions and other education stakeholders.  


Technical assistance to and supervision of community schools is rare, and as illustrated in a recent study of community schools in Zambia [2001] the result can be inconsistent educational quality and a lack of qualified teachers and supplies.

 
Evaluation.  Given the variation in community school models, it’s difficult to make general conclusions about their costs and their effectiveness.  One study undertaken in Mali (Tietjen, 1999) found that one model, sponsored by World Education, was less costly than government schools while the other, sponsored by Save the Children, was more costly. The factors driving this result included the need for the latter to provide significantly more support for and management of very inexperienced teachers.  In addition, Kremer et al (2002) for Kenya, Tietjen (1999) for Mali, and Hartwell (2001) for Malawi have all shown that small class sizes in community schools tend to drive up costs in community schools.  Community schools also require significant time, effort, and other non-cash resources as inputs from parents and community members. While such participation is generally  touted as an unequivocal benefit, participation is itself a scare resource and any true evaluation of cost effectiveness would need to take account of the cost side of the participation ledger.
  

 There is mounting evidence that  community schools are educationally successful, especially in terms of reducing student and teacher absenteeism.  There is, also, suggestive evidence that learning has improved in some cases.
The studies that provide this evidence must be interpreted with caution, since many are self-studies or studies commissioned by the programs being evaluated, and few have the necessary baseline data and experimental controls to provide statistically reliable results.  Nevertheless, the impressions, however anecdotal, are positive enough to warrant guarded optimism and additional study.  Of particular note is the careful empirical study by Dowd (2001) showing that by enhancing local accountability community support in Malawi has an important independent impact on student learning.   

 Finally, there is anecdotal and qualitative evidence that parental and citizen participation in the governance of community schools has not only improved over time but, also, has spilled over into other realms of civil society.

I.  BANK SUPPORT FOR EDUCATION DECENTRALIZATION.

Almost any education project prepared for Africa can be said to support education decentralization to some degree.  Even strengthening central government education ministries may improve the policy framework, information and assessment systems, and technical assistance available to schools and communities.  Furthermore, assessing Bank support for decentralization requires making a distinction between the rhetoric of Bank documents and the understanding and commitment of governments as well as a distinction between the objectives and plans stated in Bank and government project preparation materials and accomplishments on the ground.  Gathering the information to make these distinctions was beyond the scope and resources of this study.  Hence, the following assessment is soley based on project documents and interviews with project task managers.   The Bank projects—some approved by the Board and some still under preparation--which were reviewed in some detail are specified in Table 7.  In addition to these projects, we reviewed the Implementation Completion Reports [ICRs] of recently completed projects.

Table 7:  World Bank Basic Education Projects, 2001 - 2003

	Country
	Project
	FY
	Support for Decentralization

	Burkina Faso
	Basic Education Sector Project
	2002
	Improve regional planning; build PTAs; expand community schools; support school improvement projects with parental participation

	Chad
	Education Sector
	2003
	Supports community schools

	Guinea
	Education for All Project APL
	2002
	Develops regional audit capacity; supports teacher driven school improvement projects

	Mali
	Improving Learning in Primary Schools
	2000
	Supports community input to school improvement plans.

	Mauritania
	Education Sector Development Program APL
	2002
	Improve regional planning capacity

	Niger
	Basic Education Project
	2003
	Creates SMCs, limited support for community schools

	Rwanda
	Human Resource Development Project
	2000
	Involve communities in school rehabilitation

	Senegal
	Quality Education for All APL
	2000
	Pilot school grants; put DC framework in place

	Tanzania
	Primary Education Development Project
	2002
	Train SMCs; support school development grants; create capitation grants to schools for non-salary items; support school development grants

	Uganda
	Makere Pilot Decentralization Service Delivery LIL
	2002
	Supports local government capacity building; decentralization policy research and policy formulation; performance monitoring and learning from pilots through Makere U.

	Sierra Leone
	Rehabilitation of Basic Education
	2003
	Build capacity of district education offices; create elected SMCs as part of peace process

	Nigeria
	Universal Basic Education
	2003
	Support community participation in school management; build capacity of state and local governments to manage education


Bank and other bilateral and multilateral support for education decentralization takes many forms, as shown in Table 8 below, but these forms can be lumped into three general categories:

· Encourage deconcentration and build MOE services.

· Develop of school community participation.

· Empower parents, schools, and communities.

Table 8:  Donor Decentralization Support

	*
	Encourage deconcentration and build MOE services.

	1
	Strengthen MOE general capacities to manage they system, to assess student performance; to collect, analyze, and disseminate information.

	2
	Build the capacity of MOE regional units to manage budgets, inspect schools, and recruit and promote personnel.

	*
	Develop school community participation.

	3
	Support the creation and training of PTAs.

	4
	Encourage community management of school maintenance, rehabilitation, and construction.

	5
	Finance school improvement grants which include parental and teacher participation.

	*
	Empower parents, schools, and communities.

	6
	Support the creation and training of school management committees [SMCs] with decision making power.

	7
	Create capitation grants and transfer resources directly to SMCs.

	8
	Support and help finance the expansion of community schools.


Encourage deconcentration and build MOE services.  Almost every Bank-financed Africa education project identifies a weak central government education ministry as an important obstacle to improving access and quality, as well as an obstacle to facilitating decentralization.  The institutional analyses reported in Bank project appraisal documents are usually thorough in their diagnosis of this problem and in their prescriptions for needed changes.  Most ministries need to strengthen all their basic functions.  Of special importance for the ministries capacity to support decentralization is the strengthening of ministry functions those dealing with policy analysis and formulation, data collection and use, monitoring and evaluation, school inspection, and advisory services to schools.  In most cases where governments have already adopted education decentralization policies there is, in addition, the need to substantially reorient the mission of the ministry from the day to day management of teachers and schools to providing the services listed above that facilitate and support decentralization.  Tanzania provides a good example of the Bank supporting explicity the reorientation of the education ministry.

Beyond strengthening, restructuring and reorienting central government ministries, most Bank-financed education projects also have as an objective deconcentration of ministry functions, or strengthening the regional and sometimes sub-regional offices of the ministry and shifting the locus of some functions—such as teacher recruitment, promotion, and training—to those offices.    Examples of Bank support  include strengthening regional inspection teams in Rwanda, improving audit capacity in Guinea’s regions and prefectures, and increasing the management capacity of Ghana’s District Education Offices.

 Develop school community participation.  While Bank efforts to strengthen central government ministries are present in education projects of every vintage, it is only more recently that one finds the Bank actively supporting efforts to change school governance and improve school accountability by actively encouraging the participation of parents and teachers in defining their own problems and proposing their own solutions.  In its most tentative form this consists of encouraging the creation and functioning of PTAs  and/or school committees, the powers of which are mostly advisory and the voice of which is often ignored by headmasters and ministry officials.  Still, the creation of PTAs and school committees is an important first step which can provide the basis for subsequent, more meaningful empowerment of communities.  Examples of Bank support for PTAs and SMCs include Ghana and Sierra Leone.

 An important step beyond the creation of PTAs is empowering and encouraging communities to provide, maintain, and in some cases finance school facilities.  In some cases, this consists only of requiring communities to provide counterpart financing, often in-kind in nature.  In other cases, such as Malawi, the Bank has supported the government in constructing a building shell and but leaving the interior finishing and furnishing to the community.  In still other cases, the government provides the financing but asks the community to actively manage almost all aspects of the construction project.  Examples include Rwanda and Niger, where communities will be trained to procure contractors.  The rationale for these initiatives appears to be cost-saving rather than developing sustained community participation in schools, but the consequences may be to provide fertile ground for subsequent, more substantive community empowerment.


Another means of  encouraging participation and voice, without necessarily permanently empowering school communities, is Bank support for school improvement projects in which members of the school community define the school problem they wish to address, prepare a proposal for review, and compete with other schools for financing.  Most often, the objectives of these projects are to encourage teamwork among teachers within the school and to improve the quality of instruction within the classroom, but in most cases some level of parental or community participation is also required.  Examples of this type of Bank support are found in Tanzania and Cote d’Ivoire.


Empower parents, schools and communities.   Finally, there are the Bank-financed initiatives which have empowerment of the school community (i.e., parents, teachers, local government officials, and citizens) as an explicit objective.  These typically include the creation and training of elected school management committees which have some degree of real power concerning budgeting, planning, and resource allocation.  For example, in Senegal the Bank is supporting grants to school councils on a pilot basis.  In several cases, this aspect of decentralization is motivated by the objective to reduce teacher salaries, especially in Francophone countries where teacher salaries are excessively high.  Thus, the World Bank has supported pilot efforts at community-hired contract teachers in Niger and is likely to support the creation of SMCs in that country in the next education project.  Also, in Mali the Bank is supporting municipal education decentralization pilots.


In other regions, the Bank has supported decentralization and improved teaching simultaneously by financing school development plans which are typically designed and implemented by the school council in association with the school principal.   Not only does this mechanism provide financing for needed school-level interventions, but it also empowers the school community—teachers, parents, director, community partners—and encourages it to assume responsibility for schooling.  In addition, this kind of intervention can be targeted on the neediest schools or communities.  There is room to extend this kind of support in Africa [ensuring that both community schools and government schools are eligible to receive financing] and, also, to carefully monitor and evaluate the experience to design interventions that best match country context.


So long as resources are defined and controlled from the center, or from the regional offices of the education ministry, the empowerment of the SMC is at risk.  One way of more permanently empowering the school community is through a capitation grant that transfers financial resources to the SMCs for them to allocate consistent with their priorities.  While in principle capitation grants could cover the entire costs of schooling, in practice they typically cover only non-salary costs (e.g., Tanzania).   


Finally, a school which has an SMC empowered to make all resource allocation decisions, including recruiting teachers and naming headmasters, looks very little different [although legally it may be quite different] from a community school which might have been spontaneously created and financed by the community or which might have been initially financed by international donors.   Thus, encouraging community schools by liberalizing the regulatory environment, sponsoring community education campaigns, and  providing financing subsidies is another means by which the Bank can support government efforts to empower school communities.  Bank support of community schools is still relatively uncommon in Africa, an exception being  Niger where community schools in remote areas (where there are no state schools) are receiving government financial assistance with Bank support.



Conclusion.   World Bank support for education decentralization in Africa takes many forms, including the seemingly incongruous form of strengthening central government education ministries.   In practice around the world, one finds this support sometimes following a seemingly logical pattern of first deconcentrating functions, then encouraging community participation, and finally empowering school communities, while at the same time attempting to systematically strengthen local management (and governance) capacity.  In Africa, Guinea and Senegal provides examples of this phased approach supported by the Bank.   On the other hand, there are countries—e.g., Indonesia, Pakistan, and Tanzania—which have opted for a more radical, big-bang approach that more quickly transfers functions and responsibilities to the local level.  There is little evidence to suggest that either the  “go-slow” or “big bang” approach is better, although there is evidence that a slow, methodical approach often gives those who would lose from decentralization the time to create obstacles to its implementation.


The important question, of course, is which kinds of Bank support for decentralization yield the best outcomes, in terms of educational access and quality, in terms of effective democratization and local empowerment, and in terms of sustained implementation.  This question urgently needs to be addressed, even though Africa’s decentralization experience is relatively young.  Answering the question is likely to require the creation of systematic monitoring and measurement of decentralization processes and outcomes, including the development of a good quality baseline.  An assessment of African decentralization experience can help guide the answer to this question.

II. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED.

Africa is on the path to decentralizing educational decisions from central government ministry offices in the capital city to regional and local administrative units—sometimes of the MOE itself and sometimes of elected regional and local governments—and to local school communities.  This experience is too recent to fully know its effects, or to even know which decentralization policies and strategies work best.  To date the best evidence is consistent with international experience in showing that moving responsibilities to schools governed by elected school councils can improve accountability and performance.  

Contrary to many regions of the world, where decentralization policies have been almost exclusively designed and implemented from the top down, much education decentralization in Africa is by and large a grass roots phenomenon.  Community schools have taken root in most countries of the region, and governments are increasingly coming to view them as effective and cost-effective options for increasing access and quality.  

Numerous questions remain and numerous issues remain unresolved concerning education decentralization in Africa.  One important issue is the need for education ministries to begin actively supporting community schools, not just with finance but also with technical assistance and guidance.  One important question is how best to implement education decentralization.  Most efforts in Africa (e.g., Guinea), including those supported by the World Bank, are incremental in nature, first deconcentrating to regional ministry offices, then introducing advisory school councils, and eventually, according to plans, moving decisions to the level of local communities or schools.  Many pitfalls have arisen from the age-old failure to spell out clearly the assignment of responsibilities across different levels of government and schools. Other African efforts (e.g., Mali) have produced beautiful plans for the decentralized system of the future but with little in the way of operational strategies to bring those plans to fruition.

While the incremental approach is consistent with logical planning, it may not be politically expedient for all countries as it gives the stakeholders who will lose power time to organize against decentralization.  The Big Bang approach adopted in Indonesia, Pakistan, Nicaragua and other countries around the world is notably absent in most of Africa.

African Experience in Comparative Perspective.  African education decentralization experience by and large confirms the international experience summarized earlier.   Based on the country cases and on the received literature on African education decentralization, Table 9 summarizes African experience with respect to several of the lessons learned from international experience.   In short, Africa does relatively well in terms of informal or formal parental participation, does reasonably well in terms of the design of financial transfers to schools and local governments, and does quite poorly in terms of clearly assigning roles and responsibilities to local governments and in providing the mechanisms and information required for accountability.

Table 9:  Assessing African Education Decentralization Experience

	International Lessons Learned
	African Experience

[Graded 1-5, 1 best]
	Comments

	Accountability is critical for results.
	[5]  Weak formal accountability mechanisms
	Informal accountability mechanisms work well in community schools.

	Assignment of functions and responsibilities must be clear and not overlapping.
	[5]  Role of local governments poorly defined and/or overlapping.
	Significant divergence between legal statements of roles and reality.

	Parental participation and empowerment are essential to good governance.
	[2]  Parental participation in school councils often encouraged.
	Tradition of community schools contributes to parental involvement.

	Well-trained principals are crucial for well-managed schools. 
	[4]  Role and capacity of principals not well-developed.
	Very little evidence of serious attention to the issue.

	Design of financial transfers determines equity and efficiency.
	[3] Very mixed experience—some good, some bad.
	Increasing use of capitation grants to subnational governments and/or schools.

	Ministries of education must be restructured to support the decentralization process.
	[4] Few examples of restructuring to provide information, technical assistance, etc.
	Failure to restructure and reorient ministries is causing them to fight to retain their traditional role.


Next Steps.  The African strategy for education decentralization would appear to be obvious:  build on what already exists; provide financial and other stimuli to increase the size and number of community schools; provide monitoring and technical assistance to help resolve local problems before they become crises; and foster the communication and exchange of successful experiences in order to shorten the feedback loop to better community schools.   
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