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The Commonwealth Education Fund (CEF) was established in March 2002 with
funding from DFID, managed jointly by ActionAid, Oxfam and Save the Children.
Its focus was on promoting civil society input into the Education for All process
and raising the profile of international education targets in low-income
Commonwealth countries. CEF aimed to increase public debate around the
education goals, promote greater transparency in education budgets and focus
attention on the needs of children outside the education system. Sixteen
countries received CEF support for work around three core criteria:

e Strengthening civil society participation in design and implementation of
national and local education plans, especially through support for broad-
based national alliances and coalitions.

e Enabling local communities to monitor spending on education, both at
national and local levels.

e Supporting innovative ways for communities to ensure that all children are
able to access quality education within a framework of national education
plans, in a way that links this to advocacy.

This report focuses on the work supported by CEF under the second of these
three objectives. It draws on innovative practice in education budget work from
CEF partners in five countries — Bangladesh, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi and
Uganda. It is one of a series of three CEF publications on education budget
work designed to be used together, which also include:

e Civil Society Engagement in Education Budgets: A Report Documenting
Commonwealth Education Fund Experience; and

e A Budget Guide for Civil Society Organisations Working in Education.
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Introduction

In 2000, governments around the world committed
themselves to improving human development in the
areas of health, education and gender equality. The
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the
Education for All (EFA) goals were key targets set
and committed to by governments to ensure that
their citizens had an improved quality of life by
2015 — and specifically that children would have
access to quality education. These two international
commitments hold all signatories, both developed
and developing country governments, accountable
for the achievement of these targets within the
agreed time frame.

Over the last decade, budget work, or applied
budget analysis, has become increasingly
recognised as an important tool for holding
governments and non-state actors accountable for
their policy commitments, budget allocations and
expenditure. Increasingly, CSOs have adopted
budget work as a key part of their advocacy for
changes in government policy or performance.
CSOs in developed and developing countries have
recognised that the following three democratic
principles are essential for the achievement of
human development goals™

e Accountability
e Public participation
e Transparency.

Education budget work plays a key role in ensuring
that these three principles are adhered to by
government. On accountability, the public has a
right to know how the government spends public
resources. Governments, in turn, need to justify
education expenditures and, in most cases, seek
legislative approval before spending from the
annual budget. In this way, the legislature, which is
entrusted with this duty through the electoral
process, must hold the government accountable for
the budget.

Since governments use public resources to finance
education programmes, it is important that the
public can participate in the process of deciding
how those resources will be used. Citizens need to

know when and how they can participate in the
budget process. Transparency is essential, since
without the necessary knowledge and information
on the budget and the budget process, public
participation is meaningless?.

Civil society participation in the
budget cycle

Many civil society organisations have focused their
attention on how government priorities and budgets
can improve educational outcomes and the overall

quality of education.

CSOs must engage with national policy frameworks
and the national budget in order to ensure change
and the long-term impact of their advocacy work.
CSOs undertaking budget work often start by
developing their understanding of budget
processes and how these relate to service delivery.
They can use this knowledge to explain national
and district budgets to audiences such as
parliamentarians, other civil society groups and
ordinary citizens. This helps individuals and groups
to understand how the government is performing in
service delivery, and where they can intervene and
influence the government.

A range of approaches have been adopted in civil
society budget work, including:

e Deepening the debate in the legislature and
among the general public on budget policies
and decisions

e Collating and disseminating budget information
in user-friendly formats

e Providing independent critical analysis
e Bringing new information to the debate

e Providing training in budget analysis and
advocacy

e Helping to build a culture of accountability

e Advocating for more access to budget decision-
making

1 Robinson, M. (2006) Budget Analysis and Policy Advocacy: The role of non-governmental public action Working Paper 279 Brighton: Institute of

Development Studies

2 Foster, M. and Fozzard, A. (2000) Aid and Public Expenditure Working Paper No 141 London: Overseas Development Institute



e Mobilising stakeholders, interest groups and
citizens

e Providing input into budget decisions through
existing channels of access (for instance
submissions to parliamentary committees)®.

Because they generally do not have access to
information about the budget when it is being
formulated, most CSOs have tended to focus their
attention on the budget approval, budget
implementation and budget auditing stages of the
budget cycle, as this is where they can have the
most impact.

In the budget approval stage, CSOs have targeted
members of the legislature or parliamentarians
responsible for debating and approving the national
budget. They have done this through:

e making formal legislative submissions on the
budget

e simplifying the national budget to help
legislators contribute meaningfully to budget
debates

® running sessions with legislators to influence
their views on the national budget and its
impact on certain population groups or sectors.

Many CSOs focus their attention on budget
implementation — i.e. to verify whether government
funds are being spent as intended. Some initiatives
have involved monitoring from a national
perspective, using data or quarterly reports from
government ministries to check that expenditures
are being made according to budget plans. Other
initiatives have examined the expenditure of state or
district level institutions responsible for the delivery
of education.

CSOs are increasingly also engaging in the budget
audit stage, assessing whether audited expenditure
reports are correct. For instance, if an auditor’s
report stated that 10 classrooms had been built in a
certain financial year in a particular district, CSOs
would confirm that those 10 classrooms were built
as specified*,

Innovative budget work in the five country
case studies

This report explores a range of innovative education
budget work initiatives from Bangladesh, Ghana,
Kenya, Malawi and Uganda, where civil society has
monitored and challenged their governments over
education expenditure in order to hold them

accountable for commitments to EFA and the
MDGs. It examines the significance and impact of
civil society budget initiatives by drawing on
interviews and focus group discussions with a
range of education stakeholders, including
education coalitions, government officials, non-
governmental organisations (NGOs), teaching staff
and school pupils; and by reviewing research
reports and budget manuals developed by civil
society organisations (CSOs).

The majority of the projects took place during the
budget approval and budget implementation
phases of the budget cycle. In each of the five
countries, CSOs worked at both the national and
district levels, making use of budget analysis,
budget tracking and budget advocacy methods in
their work, often combining methods to ensure that
their work had optimum impact.

Budget analysis

In Malawi, CSOs used research generated from
budget analysis to support their advocacy
campaign. CSOs carried out pre- and post-budget
analyses of the national budget as a foundation for
their budget advocacy and district-based budget
tracking. The findings from these initiatives were
used during different phases of the budget cycle to
influence government expenditure and to make the
budget accessible to a wider group of stakeholders
with an interest in education.

Budget tracking

Budget tracking was clearly a key component of
budget work across all five countries. CSOs have
engaged in monitoring the resources allocated to
schools to verify if they were spent as planned.
Where there has been a policy of decentralising
education service delivery to the district level,
CSOs have sought to make head teachers and
school management committees more responsible
for planning and school budgeting.

In Uganda, budget tracking efforts have focused on
child-led monitoring projects and anti-corruption
efforts in the education sector. Corrupt district
education officials, head teachers and building
contractors have been exposed for
misappropriating public funds. In Ghana,
community scorecards have been used to track
school budgets and to assess education service
delivery. This has established a dialogue between
service providers and users, enabling PTA and
school management committees to participate in
the education system.

3 Idasa (2002) Child Budget Analysis: Training Manual Cape Town: Children’s Budget Unit, Idasa p.29

4 Shapiro, I. (2001) A Guide to Budget Work for NGOs Washington DC: International Budget Project



Budget advocacy . o .
In Kenya, information generated at the local level Budget advocacy in Zomba District, Malawi

through budget tracking was used to inform . o
national level advocacy. This was also the case in Education budget monitoring in the Zomba
Bangladesh, where a parliamentary education District found that the World Bank-funded
caucus was established to advocate for increased Direct Support to Schools Project had
resources to be allocated to the education sector. implementation problems. Major problems
Public forums were held at district level with included a lack of community involvement in
education beneficiaries and parents, and findings the procurement process and the late arrival
from budget analysis used for lobbying efforts in of textbooks. The Zomba District education
parliament. network shared its findings with the Ministry of
Education and the World Bank who agreed to
Details of the innovative work outlined here are support the network’s recommendations for
explored fully in the following five country case change. The network members recommended
studies, which discuss the processes by which that the district education office ensure
budget work was implemented and the factors that community participation in the district budget
contributed to the success of budget initiatives in process. This was agreed by the district
each of these distinct country contexts. The report education office which invited members of the
concludes with an analysis of the achievements and network to contribute to the education budget
challenges that were common to budget work process and to become involved in textbook
programmes across all of the countries, and draws procurement.
out key lessons for other CSOs interested in

establishing or expanding their own programmes of
education budget work.

Students at Mchere Primary School, Malawi/Jenny Matthews, ActionAid



Bangladesh

The power of people and parliaments to
increase resources for education

National civil society organisations in
Bangladesh have sought to build the
capacity of community audit groups to
monitor the allocation of resources at
district level and service delivery in
schools. These district-based community
audit groups were formed to assist the
government with decentralisation and to
hold it accountable for policy and budget
commitments.

Findings from budget monitoring
conducted by community audit groups
have been linked up to national level
advocacy by Bangladesh’s first
parliamentary caucus on education. The
caucus has lobbied the government for
education to be recognised as a right,
and for an increase in resources to be
allocated to the education sector.

The parliamentary caucus challenged the
government about the share of GDP
committed to education, and was
successful in achieving a small but
significant increase in education
expenditure.

KEY ACTIVITIES

e (Capacity building of district-based
community audit groups to monitor
resources and service delivery

e Lobbying the government in relation to
the implementation of its policy and
budget for primary education

ACHIEVEMENTS

e Established Bangladesh’s first
parliamentary caucus on education

e Used research to demonstrate that
national expenditure on education was
below international recommendations,
leading to a small increase in
education expenditure

FACTORS OF SUCCESS

e Community ownership of auditing
programmes

e FEvidence-base for advocacy work

e Strong relationship between CSOs and
parliamentarians

e | ink between local and national level
budget work




The context of education budget work

Civil society initiatives are deeply rooted in
Bangladesh, with civil society organisations (CSOs)
acknowledged as a credible channel for voicing
critical concerns around policies and governance,
as well as participatory development and human
rights.

Civil society has engaged in policy advocacy at all
levels of society, although until recently few
organisations were familiar with the concept of
budget work as a tool to advance policy objectives.
ActionAid Bangladesh was one of the first
organisations to implement budget work in
Bangladesh, hosting a civil society conference in
2000 to share lessons from other organisations
engaged in budget work elsewhere in the world.
ActionAid committed itself to using budget work in
its education programming, while other national
CSOs, including The Innovators and the Advancing
Public Interest Trust, began to undertake budget
work for use in research and advocacy in the health
and education sectors. CSO activities included
conducting research, capacity-building and
community mobilisation.

(€ The links between national and
local partners . . . enabled
grassroots issues to be raised
at a national level. )

The principle focus of CSO budget work in
Bangladesh was the Ministry of Education’s Primary
Education Development Program (PEDP). The two
phases of the PEDP (PEDP | and Il) aimed to raise
primary school completion rates and learning
achievements, and to develop a sustainable, cost-
effective, better managed and equitable primary
education system. The government would achieve
this by improving school quality and efficiency;
strengthening institutional and management
capacity at national and sub-national levels; and
increasing equitable access for girls and children
from poor households. CSO budget work was
focused on:

e Monitoring resources and service delivery by
district-based community audit groups

e |obbying the government in relation to its
implementation of the PEDP policies and the
budgets attached to them.

District-based community audit groups

A group of national organisations — the People’s
Empowerment Trust (PET), The Innovators, Power
and Participation Research Centre (PPRC), and the
Advancing Public Interest Trust (APIT) — sought to
build the capacity of community-based partners
and train audit groups to monitor and collect data
on service delivery at district and school levels.
Districts were selected on the basis of their socio-
economic status, and to ensure that the diverse
ethnic and regional groups of Bangladesh were
appropriately represented in the project. A local
partner organisation® was identified in each of the
seven districts where the project took place.

The links between national and local partners, and
the clear division of tasks between policy advocacy
at national level and local level monitoring, enabled
grassroots issues to be raised at a national level.
This was particularly effective when issues
identified by community audit groups and research
carried out by local partners were used to inform
the work of national organisations, and to enable
parliamentarians to bring about change.

A situational analysis was conducted in each of the
seven districts to identify the challenges,
achievements and gaps in implementation of the
PEDP which aimed to increase community
involvement in schools, and to improve the learning
environment and infrastructure support in schools.
The situational analysis revealed that these
objectives were not being met at school level in the
seven districts.

The PEDP also aimed to decentralise key functions
of the education service to district education offices
and schools, as well as improving the skills of
district education officers. The aim of the district-
based community groups was to assist government
with the decentralisation process and,
simultaneously, to hold the government accountable
for its policy and budget commitments. Its work
included:

e Mobilising communities to participate in
education

e Auditing education services and budgets.

Community mobilisation to participate in
education service delivery

The project partners felt that it was important to
create community ownership of the project at a very
early stage. Due to the lack of community
participation in the school environment, the partners
felt it necessary to mobilise communities to become
involved.

5  Coastal Association for Social Transformation Trust (COAST); Sabalamby Unnayan Samity (SUS); Noakhali Rural Development Society (NRDS);
Uttaran; Zabarang; Wave Foundation; and Friends in Village Development in Bangladesh (FIVDB)
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The project partners worked with a core group of
community members, including teachers, head
teachers, parents, and local journalists, to mobilise
other community members in their respective sub-
districts. Members of the core group were already
active in the education sector, but had not
previously formed a cohesive group to tackle
education issues in their area. The local partners,
with support from the national CSOs, jointly agreed
an approach to implement the project at district and
sub-district levels. This involved carrying out a
situation analysis to identify local education issues,
and preparing a community-based action plan — an
ongoing, process-intensive initiative that
encouraged the community to realise its critical
stake in education.

The situation analysis in each district identified a
‘model’ school that the core group of community
members visited. The core group shared their
learning and experiences with other community
members, acting as a catalyst for increased
community involvement in school governance. The
experience of these visits showed communities that
government schools could be of good quality, and
that parents have an important role in ensuring that
their child’s school is of a quality standard they
could be proud of. This encouraged parents and
teachers to become members of the community
audit groups that set out to collect data on school
delivery and budget expenditures.

Community auditing of education services and
budgets

Members of the community group selected
individuals to form community audit groups. These
were trained by CSOs on key education policies,
budget tracking and research skills. The audit
groups were tasked with collecting information on
education service delivery plans and
implementation of the budgets in their district. For
many members of the audit groups, it was the first
time they had conducted budget work. Many were
initially intimidated by the idea, and unclear about
the purpose of monitoring budgets. During training
sessions, the relevance of the work in ensuring
access to quality primary education was explained.
Groups were taken through the template of their
district budget, taught the meaning of specific
economic terms, and shown how to analyse the
budget. Simple and accessible methods were used
to convey the knowledge. This gave the community
audit groups the necessary understanding to verify
whether expenditure was being made according to
the district policy and budget.

The community audit groups investigated the PEDP
Il plans and budgets to verify whether expenditures
were made at school level. The areas of focus
included the development of water and sanitation
facilities, and building new classrooms and
teaching materials. They also investigated the
involvement of school management committees in

Girls at government school in Char Kukri Mukri, Bangladesh/Liba Taylor, ActionAid

11



school development plans and budget-making
processes, and the progress of decentralisation of
key functions to district education offices and
officials.

In Bangladesh, it has often been difficult for citizens
to access information from government institutions,
due to the Official Secrecy Act, which limits the type
of information that is shared with the public. Also,
there is no legal framework on public participation
in the budget process. Budget development is the
domain of the executive, and civil society has no
influence over it. When the audit groups began their
budget work, local government authorities were
generally reticent about sharing information.
However, the audit groups persisted in pursing the
information from officials, and gradually local
authorities became more willing to co-operate and
share information freely. In some cases, the district
officials shared information after realising the audit
groups could help to improve their own work.

In Tala, Satkhira Upazilla (sub-district), the
community audit groups found that although 20% of
the Annual Development Plan should be allocated
to water and sanitation in schools, this did not
happen in practice. It also found that although
10,000 Taka (US$ 146) had been spent per school
on infrastructure development, site visits showed
that the quality of buildings did not match the
supposed expenditure. The information collected
was disseminated at sub-district, district and
national levels, and used by CSOs for advocacy.
The objective of the advocacy was to ensure that
the intended funds allocated to districts were used
in accordance to the PEDP Il plan for water and
sanitation and the proper infrastructure of schools.

Parliamentary budget work

At the community and district levels, forums were
used by the audit groups to share their findings.
Their target audiences were not only local
community members, but people with influence at
the district and national levels, including members
of parliament (MPs) and government education
officials. The MPs were particularly important, as
they could use the community findings to challenge
government on its progress to education delivery.

The CSOs used the information collected at district
level in their research reports and national
advocacy campaigns. This research was also used
by the parliamentary caucus on education for their
lobbying in the national parliament.

The parliamentary caucus on education

The People’s Empowerment Trust (PET) established
a parliamentary caucus on HIV and AIDS and

12

human trafficking in 2003, followed by a
parliamentary caucus on education in 2004 — the
first examples of extra-parliamentary committee
structures in Asia. PET established these two
caucuses with the intention of improving
parliamentary dynamics, which were characterised
by internal wrangling between parties. Political
disputes often resulted in development issues being
side-lined and a stalemate in passing key laws, the
consequence of which was the slow delivery of
essential services.

(€ the caucus gave members the
power to call government officials
and ministers to account for their
policy decisions and budget
expenditures ¥}

The caucuses were composed of representatives
from all the political parties in parliament. The
constitution of the caucus gave members the power
to call government officials and ministers to account
for their policy decisions and budget expenditures.

The PET organised orientation sessions to equip
MPs with the information necessary to conduct
advocacy work and fulfil these functions.
Orientation sessions covered PEDP I, the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the Poverty
Reduction Strategy, as well as quality issues in the
education sector.

These sessions raised the awareness of education
issues among caucus members, and gave CSOs the
opportunity to disseminate their research to policy-
makers. Orientation sessions were also held in a
number of the seven districts where the community
audit groups were functioning. This gave MPs first
hand knowledge of the work of the audit groups and
the challenges faced by communities in accessing
quality primary education. Communities were able to
voice their opinions on what they believed was
necessary to improve education.

On the basis of the orientation sessions, and with
technical assistance from the PET, caucus members
developed a strategic plan in 2003 that set out two
key areas for attention, which were the main focus
of the parliamentary caucus on education until
2007:

e Education should be recognised as a right in
the Bangladesh Constitution

® Increased government funding was needed for
education.



Recognising education as a right

The Bangladesh Constitution recognises education
as a fundamental principle but not as a right. This
has impact on the development of national policies
for the education sector, and the legal
accountability necessary for CSOs to take their
government to task on their commitments to the
delivery of education. National laws and policies
give further detail and enforcement to those
principles and rights stated in the Constitution. The
existing scope of national education policies is
limited to government operated schools, while there
are actually another 10 different school systems
accessed by children that receive limited or no
direct government support. Approximately 60% of
children are enrolled in the government school
system, with the rest enrolled in the other school
systems®. This further exacerbates the inequities in
children’s access to, and quality of, primary
education across the country due to the lack of
funding from government and other material
support. Since the Constitution does not recognise
education as a right, it cannot be held up in a court
of law, meaning that an individual or group cannot
make a claim or force the government to provide
services and a budget for this right before the
courts.

The caucus held a national seminar on the need for
a constitutional amendment to recognise education
as a fundamental right. The seminar was attended
by policy makers and MPs who were not members
of the caucus, key government officials from the
Ministry of Education, and civil society
organisations active in the education sector. The
aim of the seminar was to discuss the importance
of the constitutional amendment, its implications in
terms of a child’s right to education, and what
various actors could do to ensure that the
amendment would be passed. It also provided the
opportunity to sensitise and get buy-in from MPs,
who would vote on the constitutional amendment.
The caucus managed to get the support of the
Minister of Education for the amendment, and
successfully introduced legislation in parliament to
ensure the amendment would be passed.

Increasing resources for education

The second activity of the caucus was to challenge
the government on the resources it allocated to the
education sector. In 2004, The Innovators had
undertaken a macro-analysis of education
expenditure. They found that the overall education
budget was increasing annually, but the share of

the education expenditure of the gross domestic
product (GDP) had remained stagnant at 2.2%
between the 1995/96 and 1999/2000 financial
years. The research also revealed that primary
education’s share of GDP fluctuated around 1%
during the same period. It increased to almost 1.5%
in 2001/02, but declined again in subsequent
years’. These findings suggested that expenditure
on education was too low to achieve the quality
primary education objectives set out in the PEDP |
and PEDP II. It is internationally recommended that
6% of GDP needs to be spent on education to
achieve quality educational outcomes’. The
Bangladesh government was, thus, not able to
ensure quality education through its expenditure.

(£ CSO research can and should
be linked to the work of policy
makers ¥}y

In 2005, the caucus decided to lobby other MPs
and the executive to increase GDP expenditure on
education to at least 4%. One of the key lobbying
activities involved holding a meeting with the
Minister of Finance and Planning, the outcome of
which was that the caucus should play a key
monitoring role in the implementation of the PEDP II.
This meeting was followed by a national workshop,
which was attended by the Minister of Finance and
Planning, other key government officials and CSOs.
A key objective of the national dialogue workshop
was to gain support from other parliamentarians
and CSOs to lobby government for the increase in
resources for education. MPs from all political
parties jointly lobbied the government to increase
the education budget allocation. In the 2006/07
financial year, the advocacy work of the
parliamentary caucus on education resulted in an
increase in resources allocated to the education
sector, with the Minister of Finance and Planning
delivering a budget that showed a marginal
increase in education expenditure to 2.7% of GDP
in the 2006/07 budget.

Key factors of success

The work of the community audit groups was very
successful, creating community ownership of the
projects in each of the seven districts. It also
provided evidence of the deficiencies of education
service delivery that could be used in advocacy
with officials at district and national levels. The
parliamentary caucus on education used this
community-based evidence in its own advocacy for
quality primary education and adequate resources.

6  CEF Bangladesh (2005) Commonwealth Education Fund Strategy Paper Bangladesh Dhaka: Commonwealth Education Fund p.1.

7 Rahman A, Kabir, M. and Muksudul Alam, A. K. M. (2004) Public Expenditure in Primary Education in Bangladesh: An analysis Dhaka: The

Innovators
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The success of the parliamentary caucus on
education provides a good insight into how a
relationship between policy makers and CSOs can
work. The work of the caucus illustrates that CSO
research can and should be linked to the work of
policy makers, who are responsible for amending
national or state budgets. The budget analysis
research conducted by The Innovators served as
an advocacy tool for parliamentarians to create
awareness of the inadequate resourcing for
education.

Project partners created a multi-party platform for
MPs to advocate for the recognition of education as
a right, and for increased resources to be allocated
to the education sector. They also improved the
ability of local communities to participate in the
monitoring of education services and budget
expenditure. The national partners used the
findings from the community audit groups in their
advocacy with government officials. This local
information created national awareness of the
challenges in the education sector.

Unfortunately, the caucus’s lobbying efforts were
halted in 2007 when an army-led interim
government came into power and dissolved
parliament. The constitutional amendment on the
right to education had not yet been passed and the
work of the caucus in advocating for increased
resources to the education sector could not be
carried further. Despite this setback, the work of the
parliamentary caucus on education was recognised
as being instrumental in influencing government
decisions on education.

At the end of 2008, Bangladesh plans to hold
parliamentary elections again, and the PET has
indicated its intention to re-establish the education
caucus and resume its work. Recommendations for
undertaking this type of work, based on the lessons
learned from the Bangladesh experience, are
outlined below:

Establish a parliamentary caucus

e Ensure representation from across the political
party spectrum.

e Define the role, functions and powers of the
caucus and its members.

e Orientate parliamentarians on key educational
issues and familiarise them with their legislative
and oversight responsibilities.

e Provide CSOs with the opportunity to
disseminate their research to politicians as part
of the sensitisation process.
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Build capacity in budget analysis and awareness

e Develop budget training expertise that can be
directed at increasing the analytical and
advocacy capacity of civil society organisations
and legislatures.

e [nvest in the capacity and confidence of
communities to conduct budget work.

e Produce simple, user-friendly tools for training
that are accessible to grassroots groups.

e Ensure that capacity building is followed up by
activities that can be used for advocacy
purposes.

e Support campaigns to secure the freedom of
information where this affects the ability of civil
society to carry out budget work.

Link budget analysis and advocacy from local to
national level

e Ensure that grassroots voices are considered in
decision-making at the district level.

e Establish a chain of activities and processes to
enable findings from local level work to be
addressed at district and national levels, as
necessary.

Ensure a stakeholder balance in community audit

groups

e |nvolve stakeholders in education from a wide
range of the community.

Document best practice and disseminate findings
widely

e Share examples of best practice widely.
e Distribute the results of budget analysis and

encourage stakeholders to act on
recommendations.



Assessing education delivery: the community
scorecard project

National civil society organisations used
community scorecards in Ghana to track
education budgets, with the aim of
strengthening accountability and
transparency in service delivery.

KEY ACTIVITIES

e Built capacity of communities to
monitor education service delivery

e Conducted community scorecard
project to examine education
expenditure

The community scorecard project
determined the outcome of resources

allocated to primary education. Budget ACHIEVEMENTS
information relating to allocations and e Exposed ‘hidden costs’ of education,
expenditure on textbooks and other dgspite a policy of free primary
. . . education
learning materials were used to monitor Hedt
school budgets. The project has worked * Increased parental participation in

school governance

to improve the flow of information
between stakeholders.

o FACTORS OF SUCCESS
The findings have enabled parents and

. . C it hip of th d
children to assess the performance of ermmunity ownersiip of fhe scorecar

. o project
education officials, teachers and school , N
. e Provided a platform for communities to
management committees, and have voice concerns, and to interact with

provided them with the opportunity to service providers
raise their concerns over aspects of
service delivery in their communities.
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The context of education budget work

Prior to 2002, few civil society organisations (CSOs)
were engaged in budget work. The Ghanaian NGO
Integrated Social Development Centre’s (ISODEC)
Centre for Budget Advocacy and the Pan-African
Organization for Sustainable Development
(POSDEV) participated in budget processes at both
national and local levels, conducting budget
analysis and expenditure tracking, in addition to
building the capacity of communities to do budget
tracking.

ISODEC provided technical support to the Northern
Ghana Network for Development (NGND) and to the
Ghana National Education Campaign Coalition
(GNECC), as well as to the Northern Network for
Education Development (NNED) and Action for
Rural Education (ARE), to expand their budget work
programmes in the education sector. These CSOs,
all of which had operations at a local level, adopted
similar strategies in their budget work programmes,
which involved:

e Community awareness and mobilisation
e Community capacity-building

e Budget tracking

e Service delivery monitoring

e | obbying local authorities and leaders.

NGND concentrated its efforts on the challenges in
education service delivery encountered at
community level, many of which were related to the
resource allocations as part of the Free Compulsory
Universal Basic Education (FCUBE) programme. A
community scorecard project was developed to
examine education expenditure and service
delivery at local level. Findings from the project
were used at regional and national levels for
advocacy work with government officials.

Government education commitments

The Ghanaian government launched FCUBE in
1996, with the objective of ensuring that all school-
aged children were enrolled in school by 2005. In
support of this objective, teaching and learning
materials were to be provided to both public and
private schools free of charge, to cover a cycle of
basic education (six years of primary education and
the first three years of junior secondary school). The
government also allocated a capitation grant of Ghc
30,000 (approximately US$3) per child per year for
primary education, with the intention of reducing the
financial burden on parents of accessing education
for their children®,

Despite these commitments, several CSOs
identified issues of inadequate infrastructure,
insufficient teacher numbers, and learning support
materials as challenges for meeting the goal of
universal basic education. Poor school governance
and a lack of parental and community involvement
were also seen to present a challenge, due to little
understanding of the FCUBE programme.

(€ Education delivery issues were
addressed by community
scorecards, which were used to
track education budgets and
assess service delivery )

Recognising these challenges, NNED and GNECC
sought to build the capacity of budget monitors —
District Education for All Teams (DEFATS) — to
create community awareness of FCUBE, ensure
community involvement in school governance, and
as a means of monitoring FCUBE implementation at
district level. Education delivery issues were
addressed by community scorecards, which were
used to track education budgets and assess
service delivery by NGND.

Community scorecard monitoring of
education budgets and service delivery

NGND is an umbrella organisation of NGOs
operating in the three northern regions of Ghana.
These regions are known for high levels of poverty,
as well as for having the highest illiteracy rates in
the country. The aim of the project undertaken by
NGND and three of its partners across four districts
was to increase community involvement in school
governance by strengthening accountability and
transparency between communities, the Ghana
Education Service and other stakeholders, including
parent-teacher associations (PTAs), school
management committees (SMCs) and
headteachers.

The community scorecard project was intended to
enable service users (e.g. parents and children) to
assess the performance of service providers (e.g.
education officials, teachers and SMCs), and
provide the opportunity for service users to discuss
their concerns and the challenges they
encountered directly with service providers. A pilot
project was implemented in 16 communities in the
Bongo District and Tamale Metropolitan areas of
Ghana. The project was later expanded to two other
districts in the Northern region. Each of the districts
were selected on the basis of their differing socio-

8  GNECC and NNED (2007) User Fees, Capitation Grant and the Quest for Free Universal Quality Basic Education in Ghana: an impact study of
government's intervention in the financing of basic education in 15 districts Accra: Ghana National Education Campaign Coalition and Northern

Network for Education Development
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economic conditions — the Bongo district is
recognised as being the least resource-endowed
district in Ghana, while Tamale Metropolitan is the
only town within the three northern regions.
Communities within the districts were selected on
the basis of their geographical diversity and the
government’s intended interventions.

The project assessed the impact of inputs into the
primary education sector, and worked to improve
the flow of information between the various actors
within the education system. Information for the

scorecards was drawn from two primary sources:

e Service providers: Information on school budget
allocations and expenditures was gathered from
the Ghana Education Service and District
Assembly. School authorities and teachers were
also asked to evaluate their performance in
terms of involving the community in planning
and budgeting processes

e Service users: Community members evaluated
the outputs and outcomes of primary education
against pre-determined criteria, such as whether
funds transferred to schools had been used for
the intended purposes.

Implementation of the community scorecard
project

Implementation of the project in each district took
place in seven phases, as outlined below and in the
diagram overleaf.

Preparatory phase

Several stakeholder meetings were held with the
Ministry of Local Government and Rural
Development, the Ministry of Education, and the
Ghana Education Service — at national and regional
levels — to gain support for the project. They were
encouraged to demonstrate their support by
composing a letter to District Education Directorates
that would allow volunteers from NGND community-

based organisations to access school and district
education records. This did not mean that the
relevant information on budget allocations and
expenses, and the availability of teaching and
learning materials, was always easy to obtain,

but it did facilitate the process. The volunteers
were trained as community facilitators to support
the community interventions.

Community interventions

The NGND and community facilitators held a
general meeting in each community, which involved
key education stakeholders. This meeting was used
to outline the objectives and plan for the project
and to enable community members to identify
themes and indicators for assessing the quality of
education service provision in their respective
communities. Common themes identified during
these meetings that related to the school budget
included:

e The capitation grant allocated per child
e |tems the capitation grant was spent on

e Community involvement in the school planning
and budget processes.

Subsequently, a number of focus groups were
established to assess the quality of education
service delivery in their respective communities,
based on the indicators developed. The focus
groups allocated scores to the indicators, based on
the following rating:

3 = Good

2 = Average (i