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Abstract

This study reviews the attempt to decentralise the administration of
primary education in Balochistan, Pakistan in the period from 1992 to 1997. It
critically examines the institutions that managed public, primary education at
provincial and district levels and analyses their functions to determine where
the locus of control existed for categories of public service delivery. Government
officers placed in twenty-six administrative units (districts) were entrusted with
the responsibility for government schools and were expected to foster
partnerships with NGOs and communities to develop community schools. The
thesis assesses the extent to which the process was, in fact, carried through. It
investigates the constraints that the Province faced in adopting donor led
objectives.

The study design involved interviews at the regional level, textual analyses
of government and NGO documents, and two detailed case studies in very
different rural districts. The data suggest that no clear education policy
framework existed in Balochistan prior to 1997. The lack of policy direction for
primary education was found to be a contributing factor to the Province’s weak
institutional capacity for providing it. Concurrently, decentralisation plans were
found to be incongruent with central and district power and political structures.
Delegated authority and budgetary control needed for local management did not
exist at the district level. Rare local initiatives taken by district managers
showed promising signs of decentralised management but they could not be
sustained without appropriate local administrative capacity.

The thesis ends by discussing, in light of local experience, the elusive
nature of decentralisation and its shortcomings in guiding practical policy. Why
do major donors favour decentralisation in primary education administration
when capacity is so weak? This contrast provides an important rationale for
revisiting the centralisation-decentralisation debate and analysing whether the
concept of decentralisation should be considered as the definitive model for
primary education management reform in centralist developing countries.
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Chapter 1

Decentralisation: Selection of a Theoretical
Framework

We have made great progress in seizing power
from the hands of capitalists and traditionalists,
but we must face the fact that, to the
mass of the people, power is still something
wielded by others—even if on their behalf

Julius K. Nyerere,
Decentralisation
1972

Criticisms of post-colonial governments in the 1940s to 1970s were that
much of the disappointment that followed independence and the poor economic
performance of developing countries lay in the reliance in over-centralisation of
administration and authority. The legacy left by colonial powers included a
narrow cadre of educated ruling elites; weak local government structures plus
the lack of skilled people to run them; and single party rule that encouraged
centralisation through Marxist models, which bred national planhing. The
further effects of independence manifested themselves in administration
through corruption, slowness of decision-making and to broader economic
inefficiencies including the incapacity of developing countries to make

significant reforms (Leaf 1998).
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The reaction to this legacy is where this study begins. Rondinelli, a classic

theorist on decentralisation, wrote on what he considered to be disillusionment

with the 'basic premises of development theory' in the 1970s. It was at this time

he asserts, that 'planners and policymakers began to recognise that development
requires a basic transformation in social, economic, and political structures that
enables poor people to help themselves to increase their productivity and
incomes' (Rondinelli 1983:12). The trickle-down policies developed by central
governments were not showing favourable results in terms of alleviating
absolute poverty, expanding economies and modernisation. Furthermore,
Rondinelli points out that human resource potential could not be maximised
given that policy development had been separated from policy implementation.
He also claimed that social development was unwieldy and prone to frequent
change making it difficult for central authorities to prescribe policy for
communities who were assumed to be more informed or in better touch with

their own reality.

Nearly two decades later, theorists have reflected on the effects of
development decentralisation strategies. It has been suggested that many of the
outcomes have not measured up to the intent of the strategies (Riddell 1997;
Crook and Manor 1998). Centralising forces have continued to plague policy
formulation and implementation, as is pointed out in the theory in the following

section.

1.1 Decentralisation and Development: A Theoretical
Remedy?

The theoretical debate on decentralisation in public administration
generally falls into two camps—proponents of the reform and the ecritics.

However, the following discussion highlights fhis debate according to theme.
Shaffer’s View on Centralising Tendencies

Decentralisation has been viewed as just one among many strategies for

making administrative improvements. Likewise, its effectiveness has been
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questioned. Serious reservations have been expressed as to whether the reform
as an ideology supports local autonomy or, conversely, strengthens central
control. The discussion concerning centralisation or rather centralising
tendencies is compelling in terms of social effects or results of decentralisation

and is the focus of discussion in this section.

In abstract terms, centralisation has been identified as an inevitable function
of states governing territories. In a posthumous exposition of Schaffer’s work,
Smith (1986) contends that state institutions are responsible for public policies
that give to space a 'significant perception of specific comparative location’.
Recipients of government services and allocations are divided into spatial
categories where rules manifested in public policy create spatial distinctions of
access and eligibility (p.456).

Underdevelopment increases the significance of rationing and
procurement by the state, and formal definitions of spatial concepts
come to be used as criteria of inclusion and exclusion: arid zones,
depressed areas, hill farming, community development, regional
planning, district development and so on. The significance of such
classification, defining people as members of eligible or ineligible
groups, is not just that it has a spatial dimension. It is a centrally
created dimension, and so contributes to the process of
centralisation that is so ubiquitous, especially in the political

systems of the Third World (Ibid:456).

Other ingredients to centralisation, in Schaeffer’s opinion, are expressed in
terms of bureaucratic and organisational functions that lead to centralisation.
Bureaucratic, allocating processes, institutional ideologies, procedures, and
language produce centralising outcomes. Administrative language expresses
professional and international standards enshrined in centralised rules.
Organisational processes tend inevitably to strengthen the governmental centre.
Contractors, clients, claimants, beneficiaries and so on with whom organisations
deal must use official, institutional language to bear any meaning for those at
the centre. Organisations are inherently centrist given their ‘co-ordination’ role.
By definition, they exist because work is too difficult and diffuse for any one
individual to control. Centralisation is evidenced in the way that institutions
develop structures of pay, careers, training and promotion: a distribution of

power between age groups and generations which inevitably tends to allocate
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resources and status towards the centre located in the urban capital. ‘This
emphasises the political significance of centrality. Headquarters and branches
are the visible statement of the centralising process which organisation of itself

inevitably tends to mean’ (Schaffer 1984:47-48).

These notions broadly reflect Max Weber’s classical concept of bureaucracy.
Weber distinguishes bureaucracy from other organisational forms in his
presentation of hierarchy, division of labour, and rules and regulations.
Hierarchy entails a clear hierarchical chain of responsibility. The division of
labour denotes the specialisation of tasks performed by different members of the
organisation, and rules and regulations specify the rights and responsibilities,
which are assigned to different positions in the organisation and how the task of
each position is to be carried out (Lauglo and McLean 1985:20). The authors here

argue the implications for centralisation.

These key aspects of bureaucracy all imply a concentration of
control at the top of the hierarchy. That control is exerted in order
to co-ordinate the activities of the organization so that they serve
the organization’s purpose with maximum efficiency (Ibid:20).

=

In terms of local administration, the state intervenes in many ways, and
therefore has a direct role in perpetuating centralisation. On one hand, for
instance, it sponsors local decentralisation through the formation of 'local
councils’ that are in theory 'autonomous local authorities'. On the other hand,

poorly qualified staff and the lack of available resources in many of these

councils require 'a strengthening of central assistance that brings centralisation

back into the picture’ (Schaffer 1982:3). The lack of resources is purported not to

be the sole instigating factor in strengthening centralisation, but that it is

coupled with a lack of commitment.

Centralisation in developing countries is not just a function of
scarcity. It is in part a function of commitment. Those who
recommend administrative reorganisation and have to
implement it, the central government politicians and civil
servants, have the most to lose if access, participation and
responsiveness are strengthened by decentralisation. There is
thus a generally disappointing record as far as the
implementation of decentralisation schemes is concerned
(Smith 1986:460).
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In sum, administration sets up dimensions of space that are divided.
Dichotomies of 'top-bottom'; 'centre-periphery’; 'powerful-powerless' are typical
fallout in organisations. Centralisation is the weightier reality of these space
divisions and is thus characterised in a negative light given the exclusion that
often accompanies it. Decentralisation, on the other hand, should not necessarily
be idealised as the elixir for all matters of exclusion, but should rather be viewed
as a means of balancing power or authority struggles that generally arise in

organisations.

The following section analyses the concept of decentralisation through
commonly used definitions that are included in policies currently being
established in the developing world. Decentralisation is often ambiguously
defined and yet, in a spatial context raises important questions about the
centralising tendencies of its strategies, ie. ‘Does the existence of area
organisations imply development according to unique local criteria identified by
local decision-makers? Or does it represent an area dimension within national
development planning, with national planners determining area priorities

according to the needs of national goals’ (Ibid:461).

Ambiguities with Terms

The discourse concerning the nature of decentralisation would perhaps be
richer if we had stronger empirical evidence by which to grade/measure its
results. Manor (1999) suggests that while experimentation with development
and decentralisation has occurred over a wide range of countries, the evidence is
'imperfect and incomplete'. He also warns that in terms of country experiences,
'the findings may need to be revised after these experiments have more time to
develop and make an impact' (Manor 1999:2). As a term, decentralisation has
come to mean many things and therefore, as a concept, is ambiguous with
borders not well defined (Prud'homme 1994). To gain a better understanding of
the proposition that the nature of decentralisation is elusive, this section will
attempt to piece together a variety of definitions and arguments that call in to

question its theoretical validity.
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It is interesting to note that most contemporary sources dealing with the
subject of decentralisation and development generally recycle the same
definitions. This noticeable pattern raises suspicion as to whether any new
thinking is taking place in which practical experience' informs theory. The
definitions relayed below are examples of these frequently cited sources. They
are included here to establish, as many others have before, a baseline by which

to critique and measure decentralisation that will be observed later in this study.

The classical definition of decentralisation is 'the transfer of planning,
decision-making or management functions from the central government and its
agencies to field organisations, subordinate units of government, semi-
autonomous public corporations, area-wide or regional development
organisations, specialised functional authorities or non-government
organisations' (Rondinelli, 1986:2). Decentralisation is further distinguished or
classified into four sub-categories along political, spatial, market, and
administrative parameters as shown in Figure 1.1. There exist at least four
'institutional arrangements' under the wumbrella of Administrative
decentralisation (circled in Figure 1.1) including categories of deconcentration,
delegation, devolution and the transfer of functions to local governments. These
subdivisions or sub-classifications are repeated by a number of theorists,
Rondinelli's being the most widely used. However, they also add to the confusion

over what decentralisation is supposed to be.
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Figure 1.1 Classification of Decentralisation

Administrative

Seeks to redistribute authority,
responsibility and financial
resources for providing public
services among different levels
of government... and is defined
as the transfer of responsibility
for planning, management, and
the raising and allocation of
resources from the central
government and its agencies to
field units of government
agencies, subordinate units or
levels of government or semi-
autonomous public authorities
or corporations, area-wide
regional or functional
authorities. (SRI-5)

Political

Political decentralisation refers
to giving more political power in
decision-making to citizens or to
their elected representatives.
Political decentralisation is
usually associated with
representative government,
citizen participation, and de-
mocratisation. (SR2-2)

= most common form of decentralisation

Spatial

A process of encouraging the
diffusion of population and
services among villages, towns
and cities of different sizes to
prevent or reverse high levels
of concentration in one or two
large metropolitan areas.’
(SRI-3) The objective of
spatial decentralisation in
education policies is to
distribute investments in
educational services and
facilities more widely among
cities and towns, and to
strengthen local
administrative capacity to
raise revenues to maintain
them. (SRI-4)

Centralising Tendencies?

Market

Allows services to be provided
by businesses, community
groups, co-operatives, private
voluntary associations,
individuals, and non-
governmental organisations.
Market decentralisation is a
process of creating conditions in
which public goods and services
are provided primarily through
the revealed preferences of
individuals by market
mechanisms. Some economists
contend that under conditions of
reasonably free choice, the
provision of some public goods
such as education is more
economically efficient when a
large number oflocal
institutions are involved than
when only the central
government or the public sector
is the provider. Market-oriented
options include *
[J private sector provision of
services
[J public-private partnerships
[J  performance contracting
with the private sector
[J  market surrogates
(SRI-11116)

21 Source: Rondinelli 1995



Bray (1994) claims that ‘when trying to disentangle the many alternative
meanings of decentralisation, one important initial distinction is between
territorial and functional decentralisation’. He further suggests that Rondinelli’s
work has been concerned with territorial decentralisation, i.e. 'with the
distribution of powers between different tiers of government’ (p.819). His
variations of territorial decentralisation, though, are the same as Rondinelli's
derivatives of administrative decentralisation and include devolution, delegation
and deconcentration (See Figure 1.2). Alternatively, functional decentralisation

could mean a ‘dispersal of control over particular activities, and is often a

‘vertical’ form of decentralisation’ (Ibid:819).

Figure 1.2: Forms of Administrative Decentralisation

A

Devolution v

The most extreme form of
decentralisation. Powers are
formally held by local bodies.
which do not need to seek
approval for their actions.
They may choose to inform
the centre of their decisions,
but the role of the centre is
merely one of collection and
exchange of information.
(Bray 1994:819)

Delegation 4

Central governments
transfer responsibility for
decision-making and
administration of public
functions such as education
to semi-autonomous
organisations not wholly
controlled by the central
government, but ultimately
accountable to it.

a)Public Corporations or
Enterprises

b)Special Authorities and
Districts

(Rondinelli 1995:SR1-7)

Deconcentration

Often considered the
weakest form of
decentralisation. It is
defined as the
redistribution of decision-
making authority and
financial and management
responsibilities for
providing services and
facilities among different
levels of the central
government

a)Field Administration
b)Local Administration
(Rondinelli 1995:SR1-5)

Source: Bray 1994 and Rondinelli 1995

The literature suggests that deconcentration is a more common practice and

that it differs from decentralisation on the basis of a political variation. Whereas
decentralisation connotes entities 'separated by law from the national centre in
which local representatives are given formal power to decide on a range of public
matters,' deconcentration constitutes delegated authority within the centrally
Qirected hierarchy of public administration (Mawhood 1993:1). Another
dimension to deconcentration is that it occurs when a central authority creates

field units or rather 'introduces extra tiers of government without handing over
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significant decision-making powers' (Bray 1984:5-6). It is suggested, however,
that this is not such a negative state if it can lead to greater local sensitivity and

influence.

Decentralisation has also been defined as 'any change in the organisation
of government which involves the transfer of powers or functions from the
national level to any sub-national level(s), or from one sub-national level to
another, lower one' (Conyers 1984). In the wave of idealism in the early 1980s,
decentralisation was losing its charm. Besides being tagged as a ‘fad' or a
‘panacea,' the notion was also being questioned in much the same way that is
illustrated in Figure 1.3. Here, Conyers points out a series of antithetical
statements about the nature of decentralisation. Her third point is particularly
compelling. According to a popular corpus of theory espousing the merits of
decentralisation, such a movement would result in the improvement of
management or increased participation. Conyers suggests, however, that these
‘objectives’ are not usually achieved by decentralisation. Of course this a broad

claim that implicates her willingness to define decentralisation noted above.

Figure 1.3: Antitheses to Decentralisation

1. Decentralisation can be seen as a means of achieving a wide range of objectives, but
should not be seen as a solution and a panacea to all problems;

2. The extent to which decentralisation will achieve any objective depends on its degree
and form;

3. Most objectives which decentralisation is intended to achieve, such as improvements in
the management of rural development programs and increased popular participation,
cannot be achieved by decentralisation;

4. Decentralisation can itself create new problems, the nature and extent of which depend
on its degree and form and on factors specific to the country in question; and

5. Any attempt to unravel the complexities of the issue is further complicated by the
difficulty of distinguishing between changes resulting (or not resulting) from
decentralisation and those attributable to other factors.

Source: Conyers 1982

Theoretically, decentralisation is easy to rationalise. This study finds that
Rondinelli and a multitude of other specialists on the subject have elaborated

the merits of decentralisation many times over. Figure 1.4 below highlights
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fourteen archetypes, representative of the literature, that help (theoretically) to

rationalise such a reform.

Figure 1.4: Desirable Effects of Decentralisation

W N

[e BN B WV

10
11

12

13

14

Delegates greater authority for development planning and management to
officials in the field and closer to the problems;

De-bureaucratises administration;

Opens the flow of communication in both directions allowing for better co-
ordinated planning;

Promotes implementation of national policies to areas where central government
plans are often unknown or ignored by rural people or are undermined by local
elites;

Allows for greater representation of stockholders at the local level;

Induces capability-building among local governments and private institutions;

"Unburdens central managers of tasks that could be conducted by local managers;

Creates a condition whereby activities could be better co-ordinated among

central planners by and between local institutions;

Institutionalises participation of citizens in development planning and

management; '

Offsets the control of elites over development activities;

Allows for more experimentation and testing of innovations--allows for more
. . oq vqe ~—

creativity and flexibility;

Allows local leaders to locate services more effectively in communities and

allows for better monitoring and evaluation of the implementation of

development projects;

Increases political stability of countries by giving local groups more of a stake in

development decision making;

Increases the number of public goods and services and the efficiency with which

they are delivered by decreasing diseconomies of scale.

Source: Rondinelli 1983:14-16

It is not clear, though, 'how' these goals might be achieved or

operationalised thus adding further to the ambiguity of the concept of

decentralisation. Rondinelli does offer, however, the suggestion that by

improving personnel management capabilities through preparation of job

descriptions, effective operating procedures, salary and wage guidelines, transfer

and promotion policies, and performance evaluations, local governments can

fulfil their potential as decentralised units of governance and as efficient
providers of local public services (Rondinelli 1995).

One difficulty with the term ‘decentralisation’ as illustrated in Figure 1.4

is that it has been over-used and applied repeatedly in the literature to mean

many different things.
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Decentralisation is a word that has been used by different people to
mean good many different things. Most of wus--and most
governments--like the idea of decentralisation. It suggests the hope
of cracking open the blockages of an inert central bureaucracy,
curing managerial constipation, giving more direct access for the
people to the government and the government to the people,
stimulating the whole nation to participate in national development
plans (Mawhood 1993:1).

Not only have definitions of decentralisation been over-generalised, but the term
has also been substituted and used interchangeably with any number of sub-tier
categories already displayed. A pointed distinction between these notions is that
while decentralisation is a broad term, it should not be used to cover all
categories. ‘Mixing of phrases and inter-changing terms has brought some
confusion into thinking on the subject and, in particular, has allowed
centralising policies in government to be depicted as something different than

what they really are' (Ibid:2).

The vagueness that lies in definitions for decentralisation can also be
illustrated in another way. In theory, administrative reform is often portrayed
in polarised conditions of centralisation and decentralisation. Usually a shift is
recommended from a centralised condition to a decentralised condition. This
theoretical shift focuses on an 'all or nothing' approach that misses the
possibility and potential of the middle ground (Bray 1984:18). It is argued that
decentralisation and centralisation cannot be strictly identified at the opposite
ends of a continuum, but rather that all forms of government contain a mix (p.5).
Policy development and implementation of administrative reforms that would
lead a country in the direction of decentralisation require more than simplified

definitions of 'either/or' proportions, however.

The concepts of centralization and decentralization! are complex
and slippery. It is rarely possible without argument to place
specific administrative systems on a continuum with centralized
at one end and decentralized at the other, and attempts to

' The British English spelling of ‘decentralisation’ and other words are assumed
throughout the writing of this thesis. The trans-positioning of the letter ‘s’ and ‘z’ varies
according to the expression of the authors quoted in the text.
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measure the degree of decentralization in particular systems have
exposed more difficulties than solutions (Bray, 1994:820).

Other confusion over the definitions of decentralisation exists. One example
is that while most of the literature states that it should be the result of a need
expressed from 'below,' it generally emanates through a mandate from the ‘top’
(Rondinelli 1983:182). Another example is that the process of decentralisation
typically requires the reorientation and strengthening of some organisations at
the centre. Thus, the centre cannot be forgotten in policy formulation. The
tendency, however, is that the central agencies which usually allocate the
resources are typically more powerful to leverage reforms than the institutions
on the periphery. The problem is that they often have little understanding of
their own roles, much less an understanding of the roles of decentralised units
to which they are devolving responsibility (Schmidt 1989:139). This point is

emphasised in a discussion on the implementation of decentralisation by Jain.

The process of decentralisation--centralisation is oftentimes very
confusing as different organisation and groups have different
interpretations of what they are supposed to do. It is particularly
confusing for groups at the centre such as the Ministry of Education
who may think that decentralisation means that they can abdicate
their responsibilities (Jain 1995:25).

Despite the arguments made concerning the vagueness of the term
‘decentralisation’, as a management reform ideology it continues to inspire the
hope of policy makers and is still a favoured strategy found in international
policy in administrative development. As a political phenomenon,

decentralisation is widespread. Out of the seventy-five developing and

transitional countries with populations greater than five million, sixty-three |
claim to be undertaking some form of transfer of political power to local units of

government (Dillinger 1994:1).

Decentralisation as a reform strategy, however, is often perceived
incorrectly as a solution to a wide range of administrative, political, economic
and social problems which vary from country to country, but which in most
countries appear to place an enormous developmental burden on decentralisation
(Smith 1986:461). The question of whether decentralisation is an end or a means

to an end adds to the difficulty of defining decentralisation. Schaffer sees
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decentralisation becoming an end in itself with the desired outcome being a more
democratic and participatory society. In the author’s opinion, one of the most
pervasive grey areas concerning decentralisation aside from centralising
tendencies is whether community participation is a cause or an effect. The next
section raises questions about the net impact of decentralisation upon the

intended beneficiaries.

Decentralisation and Communities: Access and Exclusion

The consideration of community participation as a function of
decentralisation extends the challenge of first finding a suitable definition of the
reform and secondly whether the reform is ideal for development (see Michener
1998 for an overview of types of participation). Participatory development has
been viewed as a mechanism for handing development over to the people but as
a practice has been questioned with regard to achieving this goal. Rahman
(1995) suggests that community participation is a long way from being practiced
to an extent that would lead to significant structural reforms that would
‘transfer resources away from those vested interests that control dominant

social and political structures towards underprivileged people’ (p.26).

Before we can analyse participation, a working definition of ‘community’
should be established. Worsley (1987:100) introduces three classical definitions
in sociology literature. The first he describes as ‘community as locality’. Here the
interpretation of the term comes closest to its geographical meaning of a ‘human
settlement within a fixed and bounded local territory’. Secondly, he suggests
that ‘community’ has been used to denote, a ‘network of interrelationships’. In
this usage, community relationships can be characterised by conflict as well as
by mutuality and reciprocity. In the third usage, community can be seen to refer
to a particular type of social relationship; one that possesses certain qualities. It
infers the existence of a ‘community spirit’ or ‘community feeling’. The first

definition is the one that is used in this thesis.
There are many ways of conceptualising community participation. Moser

(1983) finds that first, participation is a ‘means to an end’, and secondly it is an

‘end in itself. The first approach leads to what is also called ‘efficiency-oriented’
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or ‘weak’ participation where development objectives are achieved by
w

consultation with, and contributions of, communities, but not by involving them

in the decision making process, or in control of resources. The second approach

leads to ‘strong’ or ’empowering’ participation: a process with no quantitative

outcome, but designed to increase control by marginal groups of both resources

and the decisions made by more powerful actors.

The first approach assumes that it is possible to improve the quality of life
of the poor without political conflict, and the second assumes that social
transformation is a process whereby changes in political relationships will be
the result of participation. However, Moser (1986:4) also states that ‘authentic
participation can only occur when there is a redistribution of power’, and that
this implies the existence of a third category of ‘strong’ or ‘red’ participation with
structural change as its objective. Related to this approach is ‘spontaneous’
participation that leads to social movements that, in turn, challenge dominant

power structures (Midgley, Hall et al. 1986) and organised socialist revolution.

In addition, there is the possibility that communities may become so
marginalised that their autonomous actions do not constitute a political
challenge to the government or ruling elites, and fall outside the remit of
development agencies. This leads to a fourth category of participation where
communities initiate action out of need, but without the design, mobilisation or
animation of external agents. This has been called the ‘incremental mode’
(Midgely 1986), the ‘self reliance of the poor‘(Stiefel and Wolfe 1994), ‘authentic’
participation (Hall 1986:100), ‘self mobilisation’ (Estrella and Gaventa 1998)

and ‘substitution’ of the community for a dysfunctional state (Sinha 2000).

The notion of ‘rethink’ (Oakley 1984) is another term used to denote the
fourth category of participation. This notion was cultivated through a backlash
to colonisation, industrialisation and resulting dependencies induced on
developing nations. Emphasis is placed on an empowering process, which
through organisation gives people the strength to create a space for themselves,
and to build up material assets to support their own self reliant development (pp.
7-10).
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Does decentralisation lead to empowerment and participation? Hurst (1985)
argues that it does not. His position goes against the advocates for decentralised
reform who claim that shifts of control away from the centre ‘must mean an
increase in democratic participation, sounder decisions, and more commitment to
implementation’ (p.79). Hurst’s reasoning suggests that the shift of power from
one level of authority to another does not mean that the new body of authority
will be ‘more representative’ of the community and ‘responsive’ than the previous

body of control.

Notions of participation and community development often cloud the
discourse on decentralisation. Contemporary development efforts are notorious
for prescribing some form of participation or community support among their
general objectives often characterising them as decentralising efforts. For
instance, Malen (1990) has conceptualised school-based management as a
‘formal alteration of governance structures, a form of decentralisation that
identifies the individual school as the primary unit of improvement and relies on
the redistribution of decision-making authority as the means through which
improvements might be stimulated or sustained’ (Ibid:1). The question remains,
however, whether community mobilisation and local participation in

development are prerequisites for decentralisation, outcomes or neither.

Decentralisation is a complex subject with many dimensions. As a
variable factor in the design of governmental and administrative
machinery, it needs to be measured. As such it should be treated
as a matter of formal organisational relationships, separable from
the concept of local or community autonomy (Smith 1979:222).

In terms of the ‘formal relationships’ alluded to in the above quote and the
linkages between the ‘centre’ and the ‘periphery’, some field specialists would
argue that participatory strategies designated by the State are not purely
motivated whether included as a part of a decentralisation package or otherwise

administered.

State-directed participation is a contradiction in terms. This is
because the nature of popular involvement becomes so limited as to
virtually defy use of the term ‘participation’. In effect the concept
becomes purely instrumental, useful to government for making the
pursuit of pre-established goals more efficient (Midgley 1986:99).
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In this respect, the possibility of access to local authorities through
decentralisation means including local mobilisation of NGOs, parent groups, etc.
would seem to be negligible. Access was a central theme for Schaffer who stated:
'Tt is certainly the case that decentralisation seems inescapably to be required in
some sense or other as a means to improving access' (Schaffer 1982:32). Specific
organisational responses, according to Schaffer, must be made according to two

key factors related to service provision.

1. eligibility to participate in schemes and services;
2. the services to be assigned to decentralised organisations (p.3)

These factors were suggested as necessary if decentralisation was to improve

access and participation.

Eligibility

Radical theorists working on the topic of social transition such as Freire
(1970) have dealt with power and individual rights to participation in
‘transforming their own realities’. These theories, it is argued have merit but are
not realisable unless theories or policies advocating macro-scale social
transformations are developed which would facilitate ‘popular grassroots
mobilisations’ (Rahman 1995:25). If decentralisation is required to stimulate
social transformation on a macro-scale, it has a long way to go as a reform to

achieve what has usually been considered a lofty purpose.

Schemes for decentralisation have tended to assume that the
establishment of democratic process will automatically endow
political power; and that this power will be utilized to redress
inequality and injustices. In reality, the acquisition of power
may have to precede establishment of political institutions if
these are to serve the interests of the most in need (Smith
1986:465).

One interesting conclusion drawn from the discussion of various initiatives
promoting community empowerment and even eligibility is that they have
contradictory results. The structural adjustment packages mandated by the

World Bank and supported through other agencies have resulted largely in ‘non-
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participatory’ outcomes. As Rahman claims, they in fact have turned out to be
‘poverty augmenting’ by nature. Additionally, he claims that small-scale
participatory development efforts are generally observed to be providing a ‘safety
net’ effect and ‘do not promise fundamental movement toward people’s liberation’

(Rahman 1995:32).

In terms of semantics, eligibility is sometimes confused with participation.
For instance, it has been recommended that the authorities should not perceive
people as a 'target group, membership of which is determined by institutional
fiat" (Smith 1986:463). Rather they should be considered as participants.
Mistakenly considering people as target groups or beneficiaries ostensibly sets
up power structures where eligibility to services is controlled. Rahman suggests
a further danger to labelling. He questions community organisations and/or
NGOs use of labels such as ‘the poor and ‘poverty’ cautioning that these
classifications define service provision in terms of ‘meeting a social liability’
rather than ‘nourishing a social asset’. ‘It looks at people as objects of sympathy
and invites some sacrifice from the rest of the society to mitigate their suffering
rather than invoking the cooperation of that society towards releasing people’s

creativity for development’ (Rahman 1995:30).

Assigning Services to Organisations

Formal manifestations of decentralised administration ideally would take
the arrangement of offices and agencies whose output would include delivery of
public goods and services to dependent client groups. In theory, these
institutions are a part of the policy process that allocates scarce resources to
those deemed to be in need. Generally, however, people who have a greater
interest in centralisation than decentralisation staff these agencies. As Schaffer
points out, 'It is an element of the paradox to expect decentralising reforms from
the beneficiaries of present centralisations’ (Schaffer 1982b). Issues of central
control, financial dependence and administrative weakness will continue to
debilitate ‘schemes’ of administrative reform if not duly addressed in local
organisations to which responsibilities and powers are to be decentralised
(p.462). These and many other problems can be identified with service agents at

the local level.
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However, structural features of administration for service delivery at the
local level should not be considered in isolation of behavioural, attitudinal nor
cultural factors. Rondinelli (1983) in a comparative study of decentralisation in
Asia pointed out that these dynamics featured prominently in his assessment.
He claimed that some of the most important factors ‘were the commitment of
local officials to decentralizing development, the quality of local leadership, the
attitudes of rural people toward government, and the degree to which traditional
customs and behaviour were compatible with decentralized administrative

arrangements’ (p.200).

Services to be assigned to decentralised organisations, then, would depend
largely on the context of the country undergoing a management reform.
Rondinelli (1990) describes what is called a  ‘contingency approach’ to
administration in the context social sector reform—the education sector being
emphasised. He describes this approach as a management strategy with ‘a
particular pattern of management processes and organizational structures that
enables an organization to accomplish specific tasks in a given environment'

(p.33-35).

Below are four ‘'elements' that should be considered in defining a

management strategy:

environment (least controlled)
tasks

management processes
organisational structures

Ll A

The contingency approach to project design is comprised of four phases that
include 1) Management Requirement Analysis; 2) Management Capacity
Analysis; 3) Feasibility Analysis; and 4) Implementation Planning. Perhaps this
contingency method or approach to design is one way that might enable a better
analysis of service delivery at the local level which in turn could provide some

better definitions for organisational decentralisation.
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In sum, the composite units of society represented in theory as ‘locals’,
communities, beneficiaries etc. are often secondary factors in the
decentralisation equation. Questions of access and exclusion complicate often
oversimplified, idealistic notidns of participatory and community development.
Schaffer questions decentralisation and whether it assists or restricts access for
the most vulnerable areas and people of underdeveloped societies. He further
judges that ‘decentralisation in rural areas needs to be judged by the degree
which works with people's own organisations and provides help to [those] who
would otherwise have been excluded. In the end, that is the meaning and test for

rural decentralisation’ (Smith 1986:463).
1.2 Decentralisation in the Education Sector

The scope of discussion regarding decentralisation thus far has been on
public administration at a national level. Theorists are abundant in their policy
analysis and prescription of fiscal, political, and administrative changes at a
macro or State level. Rondinelli has been cited as a seminal author of
decentralisation literature in regard to public administration and hierarchical
relationships between national and local governments. He later turned to

decentralisation in the education sector in 1990. Bray (1994) cautions that

theory for public administration should not be automatically construed as
education sector theory. Because of this tendency as he pointed out in his
critique of Cummings and Riddell’'s (1994) article on ‘Educational Research’,
 great care must be given not to confuse conditions of administrative change that
may occur at different levels and to misrepresent theory regarding public
administration as having general applicability in the education sector (Bray
1994:819).

This study, however, has found some validity in the application of general
public administration and organisational literature to the education sector as a
resource for making some general observations about government policy and
impleméntation. In their discussion of patterns of influence and control of
education, Lauglo and McLean (1985) make general use of Weber’s classical
concept of bureaucracy, as referenced above. They do this to make general

characterisations to organisational theory in the education sector.
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The following section takes a sectoral approach to the topic of

decentralisation. The education sector, about which this study has been framed
and designed, has been the target of donor strategies and government policies
that call for transfers of power and authorities for education administration to
local levels. In yet another analysis of educational decentralisation literature
composed by donors, it is claimed that 'while a tremendous body of literature
has been written about decentralisation in general terms, very little has been
written about decentralisation in education sector reform' (Jain 1995:5). This is
an arguable claim, given the discussion by Lauglo and Martin (Lauglo and
McLean 1985: 1985:12) who introduce carvers of ideology such as Pestalozzi,
Froebel, Grundtvig, Henry Morris, Gandhi, Mao and Nyerere in terms of their
general support of educational decentralisation. However if the characterisation
of the paucity of literature is on substantive work on education sector reforms

through donor driven development projects, his claim may be more accurate.

Decentra]isatioﬁ as an institutional reform mechanism in education is
analysed in this section. International development agencies such as the World
Bank have invested billions of dollars in education reform in developing
countries ‘but the impacts of these investments are often undermined by
developing countries’ weak capacity to manage and implement changes’
(Rondinelli, 1990:4). Interestingly, the World Bank, it is claimed, has no official
position on_decentralisation in education (Winkler 1989; Prud'homme 1994)

only that it favours such a policy shift. In addition, its policies continue to stress
or strongly recommend such reforms, with varying degrees of success. Whether
decentralisation could or is expected to be the definitive reform model is not as
pertinent to this discussion. Rather this section analyses to what extent
decentralisation strategies have and can be rationalised as an integral part of
policy decisions and thus, to what extent is it the best option in education

administrative reform.

The States’ Role and Responsibility for Education

In the early 1980s a broad disillusionment with centrally planned

economic systems and with the all-invasive administrative ‘State’ emerged and
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began to sweep the globe. Accompanying this was a widespread disappointment
with overall progress of the education sector. While primary school enrolments
in developing countries grew dramatically in the 1960s and 1970s, issues of
quality, equity, efficiency, participation, sustainability, and innovation fell by
the wayside. As a result, many of the benefits that were typically associated
with the investment in education failed to materialise in developing countries.
Much of the blame for these failures has been attributed to the inefficient and
bureaucratic nature, the lack of commitment, or the low institutional capacity of
governments throughout developing countries. Consequently, throughout the
late 1980s and early 1990s, efforts that have been undertaken in trying to
reform the education sector have focused on addressing weaknesses in
implementing organisations and institutions through mechanisms such as

decentralisation (Jain 1995).

Advocates of decentralisation claim that central government officials
around the world found that they could provide many types of services, including
education, more efficiently, effectively and responsively by decentralising
appropriate responsibilities to subordinate units of administration, local
governments or non-governmental and private organisations. However, even
when national governments were willing to decentralise, it is acknowledged that
they retained an important function in providing the 'enabling conditions' that
allowed local units of administration, school districts or the private sector to play
a larger role in service provision (Rondinelli, 1995:1). It has been suggested that
when national governments did encourage the decentralisation of education and
other services, one of the strongest roles that they could perform over the long

run was to strengthen the financial and administrative capacity of local

administrative units, a goal that has not always easily been accomplished
(Ibid:2). For example, in terms of the provision of education, it is argued that
there is no guarantee that local governments will be more ‘well-meaning’ than

central governments. Burgess (1997) argues that unless there is a mechanism for

local households to thwart politicians acting in their own interests such as local

voting rights, decentralisation will not work.
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Local government is more sensitive to local needs , but it is the
local needs as they are perceived by the political system, and in
the absence of democratic institutions, these may be the needs

of a powerful minority (Ibid:337).

Burgess further claims that the success of decentralisation depends on local
reaction to the powerful minority through local organisation, but admits that

this can occur if the local government is democratic.

At the same time, advocates of decentralisation also acknowledged that
some types of services could only be provided effectively by the central
government or by an agent of a central ministry at the provincial level. In some
countries, educational and other services had to be provided by the central
government by default. They were unprofitable for the private sector, or the
private sector was not organised to provide them, or local governments did not

have the required resources or management capacity (Rondinelli 1995:1).

Problems of Implementing Decentralised Education Reforms

The evidence that exists regarding decentralisation of education paints a
bleak picture in terms of the state’s role and responsibility for this. Commonly
used education indicators make this point loud and clear where the ‘Centre’ has
played an influential role in education development. In developing countries,
basic education services are often inefficiently managed by central governments

—

and often, to the embarrassment of development donors and agencies, done so

with external advice. For example, the average adult literacy rate in SAARC
countries in 1970 was thirty two per cent increasing to only forty eight per cent
for 1993. In comparison, the average for other developing countries increased

from forty three per cent in 1970 to sixty nine per cent in 1993 (ul-Haq 1997:144).

After studying UN sponsored projects, Havelock and Huberman (1977)
identified five problems with the implementation of education reforms in

developing countries:

1. Problems in managing the innovation process
2. Problems arising from the personalities and behaviour of those involved in
project implementation

36



3. Inadequate resources and organisational capacities

4. Financial problems

5. Opposition from key groups in society to the proposed reforms.
(Havelock and Huberman 1977:11)

The problematic issues in implementation are classic in donor-supported
work. As donors addressed development ‘panic’ in many sectors, they did so with
a margin of error in reading and understanding the complicated nature of host
countries. In his study of World Bank education projects, Rondinelli (1990)

identified some of the causes of ineffective implementation that corroborates this

notion.

< Complexity of reform proposals: Burgeoning demands of complex projects
placed enormous ‘strains' on the management capacity of education
institutions in developing countries'. Donors continued to develop 'more
complex and more innovative education reform projects during the 1970s and
1980s' (Rondinelli, 1990:11).
< Unpredictability of KEducation Reforms: One cannot assume that
interventions tested in Western countries will havethe same effects in less
developed countries, where environments are less certain and management
capacity is weak (Fuller 1986:17). 'Findings from research on achievement
and economic effects of school investments within industrial nations should
not be generalised to developing countries, nor even applied to all historical
periods within any country' (Rondinelli, 1990:12).

Additionally, in a review of seventeen education projects funded by the
World Bank, it was found that a high degree of innovation and uncertainty in
government education policies increased the complexity of projects and their
management requirements. Projects in the 1970s and early 1980s prescribed by
international organisations attempted to increase the number of teachers,
improve their qualifications and skills, and raise their pay. They also sought to
induce community groups to construct schools, and encouraging private sector
participation in education. They tried to improve curricula, increase the
effectiveness of teachers, upgrade instructional materials, and use mass media

and distance learning (Rondinelli, et al. 1990:8).

In an effort to contextualise the decentralisation process in general,

Rondinelli has identified four factors affecting the success or failure of

decentralisation policies:
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Central political leaders and bureaucracies commitment and support
Behaviour, attitudes, and culture which are conducive to decentralisation
Good and appropriate design and organisation of decentralisation programs
«» Allocation of adequate finances, human and physical resources

(Rondinelli, Nellis et al. 1984:46-7)
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One of the greatest problems with education decentralisation occurs, however, in
determining which level of government controls each component within the

education rubric. The next section explores this dilemma.

Locus of Control

The discussion on centralisation-decentralisation in education commonly
centres on the dichotomy between central governments represented in most
countries by a Ministry of Education vis-a-vis the regional or provincial authority.
Many scholars seem to focus on the implementation of decentralisation programs
from this macro-vantage point. Less consideration is given to the dynamics
between a provincial, central authority and the local authorities commonly
termed as district, community or village level. The analysis, however, of where
the lines of control lie for all of the components concerned with basic primary
education services is one that must be carefully conducted. As was mentioned
earlier, some literature emphasises the fact that decentralisation is not an

L

either/or dynamic, but should be a mixed propagation whereby the centre is

responsible for some aspects and local authorities are responsible for other

aspects.

Winkler (1989) has developed an ‘eclectic model’ of decentralisation that
draws a continuum from the centre (national level) to the periphery (provincial
level) along public services included in the education sector. This model, which
is called the ‘Centralisation-Decentralisation Typology for Public Education' (See
Box 1.1), begins to map the possibilities that could exist in terms of shared
control in developing education systems from a macro standpoint. Despite the
fact that this model depicts a macro dynamic, it is a useful tool of analysis with
possible adaptation to more local levels of analysis. Essentially, the model
provides a matrix of three strains or degrees of government control across six

general categories of education functions (Winkler 1989:8-9).

38



Box 1.1: Winkler’s Centralization-Decentralization Typology Matrix for Public Education

Public Education (continuum for locus of control)
Service
Centralised Mixed Decentralised

d
«

Categories

v

School Orgamisation

A
v

Curriculum &
Teaching Methods

A
v

Examinations &
Supervision

A

v

Teacher Recruitment
& Compensation

r' N
v

Finance of Recurrent
Expenditure

A

v

School Construction
& Finance

A
v

Source: Winkler 1989:8-9

Winkler has attempted to outline an optimal level of responsibilities for the
Ministry of Education and the local government against each category of
provision and finance. However, for this he is accused of attempting to prescribe
a 'right answer' for what governments should be administering for education
provision and finance (Jain 1995:9). Winkler demonstrates, however, that it is
possible for countries to be classified under different categories of degrees of
decentralisation. He cites Kenya and Indonesia as being examples of mixed
situations where primary education was nationalised and the provision of

secondary education was decentralised (Winkler 1989:5).

Other criticisms of the model have been made; for example, that the

decentralisation process is in reality more fluid and less prescribed or discreet.
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Also, it is alleged that that a 'holistic' approach to the development of an
education system is one that embodies a range of 'muances specific to the
education sector and for contextualizing educational decisions that are made

within a broader political, economic, cultural, and historical climate' (Jain

1995:5).

The most challenging criticism, however, was made by Bray (Bray 1996b)
that no models for discerning the proper locus of control can be recommended.
With universal applicability and even in specific places, demands are likely to
change over time (p. 44). For this study, however, it is necessary to analyse the
relationships between the local-level and the centre. This is important given the
common practice of policies that are centrally planned with the expectation that

they can be locally implemented. Winkler’s model serves as a tool for beginning

to map such relationships.

Analysing Governance in Education

Another helpful tool for considering the validity of decentralisation in
education administrative reform has been illustrated in James Williams’ (1993)
article entitled 'Reform in Educational Decision-making.' It is thought provoking
in terms of deciding whether decentralisation is an appropriate theoretical
framework for such a reform. As illustrated in Figure 1.5, Williams has
developed five areas through which to consider change through management
reform. This model appears to be inclusive and challenges theorists who rigidly
classify systems that are absent of practical application. Tailor-made policy
prescriptions, for example, are recommended under his 'Beyond Formulas' idea.
Here he compares educational governance to architectural design where certain

laws do not have to be redefined but where context plays a more significant role.

Another significant notion that Williams raises is whether abstract
theories and strategies can be applied to education. He argues that education
systems are loosely structured and that change may be more difficult to bring
about than for more easily managed organisations although he does not give any
examples of 'easily managed organisations'. Williams asserts that it could be

more useful to question the theoretical relevance of decentralisation to education
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Figure 1.5: Less and More Useful Ways of Viewing Governance in Education

LESS USEFUL

MORE USEFUL

1 Beyond Either/Or

Either decentralisation or
centralisation

Where is responsibility for a particular
administrative function best located, to
achieve particular objectives and given the
goals, capacities and needs of a system at
a particular time?

2 Beyond Formulas

One-best, context-free solutions;
Nothing can be generalized

Principles; information about

options

options;

3 Beyond the Abstracted Technical

Removing issues of politics,
organisation, implementation from
technical analysis

Incorporating all insights; Explicit values;
Establishing legitimate processes for
considering the interests of all groups and
for making contestable choices

4 Beyond the Purely Theoretical

(De)centralisation works in theory,
so it should work in practice;
(De)centralisation works in other
sectors, so it should work in
education

Too little is known about education to
assume that insights from theory and/or
other sectors will apply to education; Look
for actual effects

5 Beyond Good--Bad Government

'Bad' government (hierarchy,
regulations, bureaucracy,
centralisation); 'Good' government

Ways that the organisation of government
structures relations among actors
(isolating teachers, promoting
bureaucratic rigidity); Ways organisations
can be changed

Source: Williams 1993:5

than to accept the theories 'as is'. He says that not very much evidence is

available 'about the extent to which theories developed in other sectors work in

education’ (Williams 1993:7). The example he provides is one in which high-

quality soft drinks of uniform characteristic are produced effectively by

relatively free markets. He alleges that 'we do not really know how effectively

and under what conditions markets might consistently produce education of

high quality' (Ibid:7).

He borrows from Hannaway's (1995) discussion on improvement of

classroom instruction in the U.S. to support his hypothesis. According to

Hannaway, the positive effects of decentralisation on classroom instruction may
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not be directly correlated to the efficiencies of the reform as is commonly
assumed. In other words, she relates that in the U.S. school systems are highly
autonomous with teachers working in separate classrooms, schools operating
independently of school districts, and school districts functioning fairly
independently of federal and state governments in terms of day-to-day
instruction. This situation implies that quality instruction in the classroom,
could be viewed as the result of more localised inputs rather than the
decentralisation effort itself. So general decentralisation efforts, Williams points
out, should be tested in the education sector but not assumed to have dramatic

classroom effects (Hannaway 1995).

This argument is contrasted with decentralisation experiments elsewhere.
Chubb and Moe (1992) relay the experience of Britain after the passing of the
1988 Education Act. They argue that by being allowed the opportunity to ‘opt

out’, schools were allowed to make their own decisions which have effected
positive changes. The Act basically allowed schools to leave their Local
Education Authorities (LEA) to be maintained through grants. It is claimed that

autonomy to make local decisions was as important as assuming financial

controls.
_—,'_—

But money cannot be separated from autonomy. By giving the
GM [grant maintained] schools their share of administrative
expenses, the government empowers them to make their own
decisions—autonomous decisions about a whole range of issues
that were previously decided by the LEAs...Now, the GM
schools decide how the money will be spent, while the rest of
the schools have these decisions made for them by the LEAs.
It’s an autonomy issue (Ibid:30)

Examples of local autonomy were introduced ranging from the ability to
maintain school buildings to the purchasing of badly needed materials. So in
%at Britian's experience, according to this account, school effectiveness has
been correlated to decentralisation.

An analysis of decentralisation and its effect at the ground level, as alluded
to by the previous discussion, is another way of determining whether it is such a
positive model for education development. Mai-Brith Schartau concludes in her

study of local school management in Sweden and Britain that decentralised
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'school management' has not been working. She argues that head teachers have
received so many new or extended tasks of an organisational, economic, and
administrative nature that they are not able to fulfil pedagogical management
in a desirable way (Schartau 1993:238). The framework for decentralisation in
her study is reduced from the macro dichotomy between a national government
and its state or provincial institutions to the micro level of authority that a
school has. It is based on the belief that many important decisions must
inevitably be made at the school level because she explains that it is at this level
that professionals close to pupils can decide what to do and how to implement

goals set at a higher level (p. 229).

This contrasts, in part, with what Glennerster, Hills and Travers (2000)
have found. They indicate that early opposition to decentralisation in Britain
has given way to increased support. They contend that no one wants to go back
to the ‘old’ system of over-bureaucracy and centralised control. Their discussion,
however, resonates with Schartau on one central point, i.e. it is at the school

level that one must test for outcomes?.

Schartau further argues that at all levels, good management is an
important tool to reach the goals of efficiency and productivity. She states that

management is a vital function of the organisation and lists five variables for

analysing it:
1. Task

2. Structure
3. Procedure
4. Personnel
5. Culture

Yet organisational obstacles continue to challenge strategies for local managers.
This, she urges, is worth researching in terms of private sector approaches to

solving school management problems (Schartau 1993:217;239).

2 See also Ball, Bowe and Gewirtz 1995 for a broader discussion of local educational
markets.
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1.3 Conclusion

No one has demonstrated conclusively that decentralisation
solves...problems...or that it is necessarily more cost-effective
than centralization...Decentralisation is not a “quick-fix” for
the management problems of developing countries. The factors
that make it such an attractive policy are usually the same E(,—
ones that make it difficult to implement (Rondinelli, Nellis et

al. 1984:4).

Rondinelli's statement characterise the analyses that are made of
countries experiencing administrative reform, namely the attempt by central
governments to initiate policies of decentralisation. Central government's
initiation of these policy shifts implies a top-down approach by which most
countries are usually governed anyway. So what really has been accomplished
when central governments assume an interest and role in phasing
administrative functions away from the centre? It is interesting to note that
Rondinelli's pointed remark above is a common concern for attributing tangible
results and benefits of decentralisation to the local level. Does the 'record' of past
attempts at decentralisation illustrate that the voice of the people has been
heard and their needs addressed? This becomes a critical question for policy

makers today.

According to Philip Mawhood, no deductive theory exists explaining the
intricacies of political decentralisation. In other words, a cookbook with
prescribed recipes for such administrative reform efforts does not exist
(Mawhood 1993:9). He offers, however, the following question as a means for
determining a framework for decentralisation: “What kinds of autonomy are
necessary, and how is the boundary to be maintained?” This question implies
that local institutions as well as central governing bodies are both necessary

entities for determining the right mix of controls for developing and

implementing administrative reform policy. At the same time, this question

reinforces the fact that a prescription for appropriate decentralisation is absent.

Although Mawhood recognizes the ambiguity of the term decentralisation,
he indicates that by observation of different country experiences, a “cluster of
characteristics” can be identified. He further proposes that if one or more of the

cluster of characteristics defining decentralisation are not identifiable in any
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given situation, then a serious argument could be raised as to whether the locus
of control has shifted from a central authority to a local institution thus
jeopardizing the assertion of a decentralisation effort. Below is a set of
characteristics of decentralisation that have been identified through a review of
policy developments intended to facilitate decentralisation. These characteristics
are presented in the form of an incomplete decentralisation construct (see

Figure 1.6).

Figure 1.6: Decentralisation Construct

1. True Decentralisation only occurs when local decision-making bodies have control over
financial resources. (Midgley 1986:33) A local body has its own budget (Mawhood
1983:9).

A decentralized local body should have a separate legal existence (Mawhood 1983:9).

A decentralized local body should have the authority to allocate substantial resources.

This includes quantity of finances handled. Number and qualifications of the staff

employed. Power to decide over expenditure. Power to vary revenues. Decisions over the

staff-appointments, promotion, discipline (Mawhood 1983:9).

4. Decentralisation can be observed through the behavioural patterns of participation, the
means of access for individuals to the bureaucracy (Mawhood 1983:xii).

5. Decentralisation effectiveness is dependent on behavioural, attitudinal and cultural
factors. Most important among these is commitment of local officials to decentralizing
development, the quality of local leadership, the attitudes of rural people toward
government, and the degree to which traditional customs and behaviour were compatible
with decentralized administrative arrangements (Rondinelli 1983:200).

6. Decentralisation is a result of the transfer of planning, decision-making or management

_functions from central government and its agencies to field organisations, subordinate
units of government, semi-autonomous public corporations, area-wide or regional
development organisations, specialized functional -authorities or non-government
organisations (Rondinelli 1981).

W

The development of the Decentralisation Construct is only a small step at
listing all the criteria that would be conducive to reform and representative of a
fair sample of cases. All that can be relied upon is the careful, continued
observation of the reform of systems and processes which decentralisation
attempts in the developing world and careful application of the right mix of
policies for testing on a small scale.

In short, there is a theoretical case for devolving budgetary and
management decisions to levels that maximise knowledge about the local
situation and give consumers leverage (Burgess 1997). Experience in the United
States and in the United Kingdom suggests that local administrative capacity is

good and that decentralisation has been successful (Glennerster, Hills et al.
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2000). However, in a society where local administrative capacity is weak and

political processes challenge reform, the theory may have different outcomes.

Most important of all, the varying positions on the discourse suggest that
judgements can be made about definitions of decentralisation by examining
what is actually happening at the local level of the school. This is what this
study sets out to do.
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Chapter 2

Research Approach, Methods and Context

It is not for me to remind you how that Government
had kept Balochistan divided in several parts yet
bound together in shackles of backwardness.
Consequently, the people of the Province remained in
a static position educationally, socially, economically
and politically.

Quaid-i-Azam Mohammad Ali Jinnah
Founder of Pakistan

Speech at Sibi, Balochistan

14 February 1948

2.1 Aims of the Study

In order to analyse the constraints of decentralisation, we need to review
the local context if we are to understand it. This is a highly localised study in a
‘state’ environment with a centralist tradition and attempts to answer three

basic questions:

1) How successful was the attempt to decentralise education administration
in Balochistan?

2) What were the policy constraints?

3) What does this experience tell us about both the theory of
decentralisation and its application to education in a developing country
with a strong centralist tradition?
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Pakistan’s education administrative bureaucracy has a long tradition of
centralisation. Throughout the last half-century, its leaders have embarked on
building a nation where power and control are centralised. This has included the
administration of education. Prior to Pakistan's partition from India, colonial
rule had ingrained a system of administration whereby central and higher
authorities retained most of the power and where district and local authorities
were posted as ‘agents of implementation of authority’. As Sageb (1985) claims,
‘there was no provision for any public interest groups to share in the functions of
policy-making, policy adoption or policy articulation’ (p.37). It is further claimed
that ‘this type of administration, as expected, made people rely for everything on
the government and killed their sense of initiative and responsibility.’ Pakistan’s
first and subsequent development plans articulate a continued central tendency.
This statement implies that full social participation in Pakistan's public
planning had not been realised but that it was considered to be desirable or at
least important for future policy implementation. In fact, Pakistan went on to
include as a prevailing objective in its Fourth Plan (1970) the strategy of
encouraging 'the maximum decentralisation of responsibility and authority in
all areas bearing upon plan implementation'. Yet recent attempts have been
made to experiment with decentralised education administration prompted by

international donors.

The aim of this study is to examine the decentralisation of primary education
administration in Balochistan--particularly the institutions that manage public,
primary education at the district level and to analyse the process of
administration as well as the extent of devolved power or control. Balochistan is
a highly centralised province administratively and this study analyses
institutions at both the local and the central levels to understand how and why
decentralisation policies in education are prescribed for this province. Local
institutions in this context are the local district education offices3, local NGOs,
and less formally structured institutions such as village education committees
(VECs) and Parent/Teacher/School management committees (PTSMCs) given
their current, albeit marginal, role in managing primary schools in the villages
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