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ABSTRACT
OWNERSHIP IN THE DEVELOPMENT DISCOURSE:
A CASE STUDY IN EDUCATION IN TANZANIA
MAY 2016
SATOMI KAMEI, B.A., DOKKYO UNIVERSITY
M.A. in Development Studies, OHIO UNIVERSITY
M.A.in Environmental Geography, OHIO UNIVERSITY
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor David R. Evans

Today, there is a solid consensus in the international development community that
“country ownership” is essential to promoting sustainable development in developing
countries. Many donors also address ownership as essential to improving aid
effectiveness. In this context, there have been continuous debates and emphasis on the
importance of ownership. Meanwhile, the debates were further accelerated by the “Paris
Declaration” to reform aid delivery and country ownership as an aid effectiveness
principle.

Despite various attempts to better define ownership, the notion remains unclear
and debatable. Furthermore, the development discourse is still largely dominated by
international donors. Consequently, the ownership agenda is yet to be fully owned by
developing countries — a serious development paradox. In the context of sub-Saharan
Africa, clarifying the notion of ownership is especially crucial because weak African
ownership is often quoted as a major contributor to disappointing development and aid

results in the region.



This study explored the understanding and experiences of country ownership
articulated by Tanzanian education stakeholders so as to construct a central notion of
ownership in development. The findings reveal that Tanzanians have a vision that places
communities and people at the core of national development in determining their own
priorities and managing the local development process. Authority, autonomy, and
resources are vital elements for effective ownership. The education stakeholders are,
however, critical of the state of country ownership as practiced in reality. They cite the
lack of decision-making power, control, and needed resources at different levels. Notably,
aid dependency is perceived as a major impediment to Tanzanian ownership.

There is a dire need to reconsider the ownership agenda given the apparent
discrepancy between the donors’ aspirations for ownership and the reality on the ground.
The dissertation argues that national stakeholders should determine what ownership
fundamentally means to them and what is required for them to pursue their own decisions.
Country positions must be clarified locally through broad-based discussions and reflected
in their development and donors’ aid efforts to reinforce confidence and autonomy at the
country level. This study also demonstrates that Tanzania has distinct and unique

conditions for ownership rooted in its development history.

Key words: country ownership, development discourse, Tanzania, education stakeholders,

aid effectiveness, development paradox
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background

“Ownership” has become a central notion of the contemporary development
discourse (de Renzio, Whitfield, & Bergamaschi, 2008). While international development
paradigms and associated engagements have continued to evolve over the past decades,
there is a solid consensus built among the international development community today
that ownership is indispensable for long-term sustainable development. From the external
donors’ points of view, as discussed by Lancaster (1999), ownership is also an important
element to make development assistance more effective. In fact, the term ownership
emerged from donor discussions around the effectiveness of development aid, and along
the same line, the donor community often expresses its eagerness to ensure ownership of
development by aid-recipient countries. Accordingly, as debates on aid effectiveness
have progressed, whether or not aid recipients can demonstrate ownership over policy
implementation has increasingly become a pertinent question and even a criterion for
donor countries and international development agencies in determining aid provision to
potential recipients. In this way, ownership has become a frequently used phrase and an
inescapable agenda when sustainable development and aid effectiveness are discussed.

Just as international development is highly complex and multidimensional by
nature, ownership of development is equally an intricate and profound topic. We tend to
assume that we know what ownership refers to and use the term casually in the context of
international development. However, as Molina (2007) discussed, we appear to

understand ownership differently. As a result, external development partners, including
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major donor agencies, have varied views and expectations, and take different approaches
to ownership agenda across regions and countries. In recent years, though, given that
global discussions and engagements on ownership are largely shaped within the context
of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)-led aid
effectiveness forums, this particular international initiative has begun to inform the
international community regarding how ownership is interpreted, engaged with, and even
assessed.

OECD’s aid effectiveness 2014 Progress Report indicates that “country
ownership” means that development processes are led by developing countries
themselves so that actions are tailored to their specific contexts and needs (OECD, 2014,
p. 36). Despite the undebatable importance and recognition of country ownership as
essential to facilitating national development, the OECD’s description of ownership
remains somewhat limited. Moreover, the current debate in line with the Paris
Declaration® appears to be still largely driven by the external donor community, not by
developing countries — those expected to demonstrate ownership to receive Official
Development Assistance (ODA).

Similarly, a fundamental question lingers whether the international development
community has reached a genuine consensus on what country ownership implies in
reality and is acting accordingly to promote ownership responsive to local needs and
complex conditions prevailing in many aid-recipient countries in general. Ironically,

empirical cases suggest that the contemporary aid architecture and intensifying external

1 As a result of the second high level forum on aid effectiveness held in Paris in March 2005, the
“Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness” was endorsed by the international development
community as a platform to reform aid delivery and management (OECD, 2008b).
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intervention rarely allow low-income countries, especially aid-dependent countries in
Africa, to take leadership and be in charge of their own development discourses (Easterly,
2006; Fraser & Whitfield, 2009).

Having worked in sub-Saharan African countries for years, | have personally
developed a concern about the state of development ownership in the region. Regardless
of its indefinite meaning, ownership is a central notion in the field of international
development today but has become a source of development paradoxes at the same time.
Through my work experiences in sub-Saharan Africa, | have come to learn that
ownership is an aspirational rhetoric mostly addressed by aid agencies and creditors, and
not yet owned by local stakeholders in the countries where | worked. Now that the
Millennium Development Goal (MDG) initiatives are coming to an end, the post-2015
agenda for Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) is eagerly debated in the international
arena and aid-recipient country governments are scheduled to set their new development
goals and actions for the next 15 years. In this context, country ownership, however it
may be interpreted now, is likely to be claimed even more rigorously by the global
community. Hence, it is crucial for both aid-providing and -receiving nations to address
fundamental predicaments and cope with an ownership agenda that takes into account
perspectives and experiences drawn from developing countries themselves.

This study is intended to explore and address aid recipients’ perspectives on
ownership in a development context, and then to construct a notion of country ownership
in accordance with the ideas and experiences drawn from local stakeholders in a sub-

Saharan African country, namely the United Republic of Tanzania (hereafter Tanzania).



Although Tanzania is a republic composed of mainland Tanzania and the islands of
Zanzibar, this study exclusively focuses on the mainland.

Today, sub-Saharan Africa encompasses 47 countries, which are located in or
south of the Saharan Desert and collectively have a population of approximately 973.4
million (2014) (World Bank DataBank, 2015). Even though almost 50 years have passed
since independence, many countries in the region are still highly dependent on
international aid. Although Tanzania is not an exception, it is also renowned as a country
that has been engaging in harmonization of development activities and relationships with
external donors — which many assume should require ownership over related
undertakings. Accordingly, the Government of Tanzania is sometimes referred to as
significantly strengthening ownership over the development process.

| have worked in the education and the local government sectors in Tanzania for 4
years. During those years, even though | was always mindful of ownership issues, there
were rarely opportunities for me to discuss development ownership with Tanzanian
colleagues and to fully understand their thinking around the theme. To a large extent,
therefore, it has become my personal inquiry and a professional desire to clarify a notion
of country ownership with Tanzanian development stakeholders by discussing and
extracting views and experiences from them. By constructing the notion themselves,
Tanzanians should be better able to drive desirable changes and to make development
efforts responsive to their own local contexts and priorities. And thus, the outcome
should be ideally more tangible as well. Even if not so, the people should be accountable

for whatever they decide to engage in on their own terms.



Problem: Who Defines “Ownership”?

Today, the international development community addresses ownership as an
essential principle for sustainable development and also as a pertinent element for
effective aid delivery. There is no doubt that any sovereign country, regardless of
economic status, should determine and lead its own development discourse if
development efforts are to generate tangible and sustained results. However, oddly
enough, the notion of country ownership remains erratic and indefinite despite its
absolute importance. One reason for this persistent elusiveness seems to be that
ownership has been mostly defined by external development partners, and it is translated,
more often than not, according to their own aid agendas and perspectives. Hence, the
definition has remained questionable, especially to local stakeholders in developing
nations. Given this paradox, it is not surprising that international donors in general have
little understanding of how their client countries and local stakeholders understand and
engage in ownership in their local development contexts.

This raises a question that the definition of ownership adopted along with the
Paris Declaration may not necessarily or sufficiently reflect the thinking and conditions
of aid-dependent countries, many of which are located in sub-Saharan Africa. The same
can be said for how developing countries are assessed on their performance with regard
to ownership under the Paris Declaration framework. In essence, there is a critical need
for the ownership agenda to be reconsidered and discussed by aid-recipient countries and
national stakeholders so that their position can be revealed, understood, and reflected in

overall development and aid efforts taken at both international and country levels.



In recent years, it has been also increasingly argued that contemporary
development and aid discourses are creating severe limitations or even resulting in
undermining governments’ ownership rather than supporting it in sub-Saharan Africa (de
Renzio et al., 2008; Whitfield et al., 2009). Regardless of indefinite understandings and
definitions, therefore, if ownership is indeed weakening, this is a grave concern for the
region as well as for the entire development community.

Given the paradoxical reality surrounding ownership in aid-recipient countries,
this study examines how local stakeholders in Tanzania, those specifically involved in the
education sector, perceive and practice ownership in reality. How local ownership can be
ensured and promoted is a fundamental question that needs to be frankly discussed and
addressed by the actors who are supposed to be driving national development discourses.
In the course of investigation, this study also intends to articulate key elements that
influence ownership within the context of education and development. In the end,
international debates and engagement concerning country ownership should be primarily

driven by developing countries themselves.

Study Purpose

The main purpose of this study is to explore the understanding(s) of ownership
held by Tanzanians who are concerned with or engaged in education development. The
term “education stakeholders” is used to refer to them in this dissertation. Ultimately then,
it attempts to construct a notion of country ownership based on local stakeholders’
perspectives and given conditions clarified within the context of education development
in Tanzania as an empirical case study in sub-Saharan Africa. While examining

understanding(s) of ownership articulated by local education stakeholders, the study
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critically analyzes vital elements that characterize ownership and also the current status
of ownership in Tanzania. Articulating a country case study of ownership will help
illustrate and deepen our insights into the prevailing complexities, diversity, and
uniqueness of development issues in a country context in sub-Saharan Africa.

Moreover, the study scrutinizes and discusses what conditions are likely to be
necessary for local stakeholders to exercise and manage locally defined ownership in the
development discourse. Finally, it also attempts to draw on and address local stakeholders’
perspectives of what aspects should be looked at to assess their ownership, wherever
needed, in the context of education development. Additionally, based on the findings on
local ownership from a Tanzanian case study, recommendations are made to enhance
more legitimate understanding and practices of country ownership at the local level. In
the end, the study will provide in-depth, descriptive country experiences with

development ownership in Tanzania.

Study Questions

In order to fulfill these purposes, the following five questions were framed to
guide the study inquiry and my field research. They were posed to elicit local
perspectives and practical experiences around ownership from those study participants
involved in policy development and implementation processes in the education sector in

Tanzania.

Q1. How do Tanzanian education stakeholders understand ownership in
development?
Q2.  Who are the primary constituents of country ownership over education

development discourse?



Q3. Inwhat contexts and how is ownership exercised?
Q4.  What are essential elements that influence local ownership?

Q5. How do local stakeholders perceive their own ownership state?

The first question is fundamental to enable us to learn how local stakeholders
understand ownership in general and country ownership in the Tanzanian development
context. Oddly enough, local perceptions have been rather unknown to us, and so | would
speculate that the majority of us working in international aid do not have much
knowledge or insight in this respect. The second question is to clarify whom the
Tanzanian stakeholders consider to be primary constituents of country ownership in the
case of the education sector in Tanzania. Having been involved in decentralized
education activities in Tanzania, | sensed that the positioning of ownership might be at
lower levels — the community level in particular — as opposed to the central government.

The third question is to recognize and examine which development activity
contexts engage local stakeholders’ ownership. For this inquiry, education sector
undertakings, commonly conducted in a development process, such as policy making and
education planning, were preselected to assess each context in terms of study participants’
perceptions and ownership practice. The fourth question is considered essential to
understanding what ownership means to local stakeholders in reality and exploring how
ownership can be encouraged and ensured in a more practical manner. The fifth question
is intended to provide study participants with a chance to reflect and self-assess the state
of ownership over education and development activities. The question helps both the
study participants and the researcher to acquire a better insight into inner thoughts around

ownership and construct an acceptable notion of ownership in the end.



Rationale

The significance of this study is that it explores and brings local perceptions and
experiences of ownership upfront: what ownership means to local stakeholders and what
lessons they have for us to learn. In the field of international development, there have
been continuous debates and emphasis on the importance of ownership particularly since
the 1990s. However, those debates have been mostly driven by external development
partners, rather than by local stakeholders in developing countries. It is ironic that the
term ownership is yet to be owned by those who should be driving their own
development discourses. In the context of sub-Saharan Africa, clarifying the notion of
ownership is especially crucial because weak ownership or a lack of ownership is often
cited by external aid and credit providers as a major contributor to disappointing
development and aid results in the region.

Regardless of the consensus that ownership is essential to generating more
tangible results in development, there is no common understanding of who should own
what aspects of development and how. Clearly, there is ambiguity around the concept and
usage of the term ownership. International donors, who provide ODA to low-income
countries, in general lack a full understanding of local conditions and people’s needs in
development. And, as Pomerantz (2004) claims, this often results in ineffective
development and aid efforts. By the same token, there is a need for the international
donor community to learn and appreciate how ownership is perceived, cultivated, and
exercised locally in different country contexts in Africa. This study, therefore, attempts to
facilitate dialogues with local stakeholders to contemplate the notion of ownership, and

extract their views as well as country experiences around the theme. Creating a



consolidated and clarified notion based on local understandings will be vital to
reconsidering the contemporary aid structure and practices and share it with actors
engaging in development work. Fundamentally, the aid relationship needs to be reformed
by enabling aid recipients to take a stronger lead in the development discourse.

Equally important is that Tanzanian stakeholders working in education and
development should explore and become more conscious about the ownership agenda
themselves. It is my humble aspiration as an international development practitioner to be
able to contribute to promoting this pertinent inquiry and a better understanding among
local actors at the individual level through our dialogues and questioning together. This
endeavor may lead to a wider and deeper engagement to establish a notion of country
ownership that will fit in the Tanzanian development context. Ideally, findings and
analytical results presented in this dissertation should stimulate Tanzanians, especially
central and local authorities involved in education, to act on their envisioned ownership
in development more vigorously.

Finally, now that the international development community is increasingly trying
to measure the degree of ownership in aid recipient countries, this study also illustrates
ideas expressed by Tanzanian stakeholders regarding what is to be looked at to assess
their ownership in development. The discussion will provide food for thought for the
international development community to revisit the definition of country ownership
adopted along with the Paris Declaration. Addressing serious gaps between rhetoric and
reality needs to be continued so as to raise awareness and also appreciation of external

development partners about ownership envisioned and practiced by local stakeholders

10



and further contribute to possible changes in how they address and approach the

ownership agenda.

Education as a Foundation

Education is universally perceived as a foundation for human and national
development. This is also clearly addressed in the 1977 constitution of the United
Republic of Tanzania. At the time of independence, the country’s first president, Julius
Nyerere, acknowledged three major challenges to national development: illiteracy,
ignorance, and poverty. To cope with these challenges, education was recognized as an
essential means to promoting human resource development for the nation. Accordingly,
Tanzania has been prioritizing education as a national development agenda since
Tanganyika’s independence in 1961.

In more recent decades, Tanzania has been a signatory to the major international
development initiatives, namely the MDGs and the Education for All (EFA). Under these
international frameworks, the Government of Tanzania has been making continuous
efforts to achieve the development and education goals set for the target year of 2015.
The country’s Vision 2025 and the National Strategy for Growth and Poverty Reduction
(NSGPR) — two major policy and strategy documents and frameworks for national
development — clearly address education as an instrument for promoting national
development. To materialize those addressed aspirations and achieve education goals, the
Government of Tanzanian produced the Education Sector Development Program (ESDP)
earlier in 1997. Subsequently in 2001, the government abolished school fees for primary
education to accelerate Universal Primary Education (UPE), which is a robust political

agenda for the national government. As a result of all the endeavors made at different
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levels, Tanzania has seen enormous improvements since the early 2000s, especially in
expanding access to basic education. In fact, the country is reported to be among those
sub-Saharan African states that have made the most outstanding improvements in UPE
since 1999 (UNESCO, 2011). Despite this acknowledgement, Tanzania has not attained
every MDG and EFA goal before the end of 2015 and is now resetting goals for the post-
2015 SDGs.

Today, the Tanzanian people are well aware that education is a primary means for
them to realize positive changes in their lives. While development paradigms shift over
time, education has remained as a foundation for national development in Tanzania for
the last five decades. Education is an integral part of the people and their daily lives. It is
closely linked to development issues both at national and individual levels. For this
reason, | decided to use education development with the expectation that Tanzanians
have familiarity with and also value education, and thus they should be able to
contemplate ownership in an education development context with more ease and

eagerness.

Outline of Dissertation

This dissertation is composed of seven chapters. Following this chapter, Chapter 2
reviews literature to set a broad landscape of country ownership in development settings.
It provides the overview on how the term ownership emerged in the field of international
development, has been debated, and transitioned over the last two decades. A particular
emphasis was placed on reviewing evolving discussions on ownership alongside the
international aid effectiveness forums. In addition to the review focusing on ownership in

a wider context of aid and development, Chapter 3 looks at key issues related to
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ownership and development in the country context of Tanzania. Given that countries in
general have diverse country conditions of their own, the chapter highlights some
historical and socio-political elements that may account for the state of Tanzanian
ownership over development. Then, Chapter 4 exemplifies how the researcher conducted
the inquiry of ownership in education as a country case study of Tanzania. It describes
the study process, primarily materialized with a qualitative approach, by reflecting on the
(1) case study setting, (2) study design, (3) study participants, (4) data analysis, (5) my
positioning as a researcher, and (6) limitations.

Chapter 5 presents and discusses the findings of this study carried out through the
field survey in Tanzania. The data were collected from Tanzanian education stakeholders
who are with central and local government administrations as well as the Non-
Governmental Organization (NGO) sector. And, the findings are presented according to
the five guiding questions as outlined earlier in this chapter. Chapter 6, on the other hand,
reports another set of data collected from an additional survey conducted at the
community level with the intention of verifying the outcome generated from the
preceding survey. Furthermore, the chapter adds more elements and current issues,
derived from consultative discussions with Tanzanians, which were vital in analyzing the
study findings in more depth and also necessary to grasp the current landscape of
Tanzanian country ownership.

Finally, Chapter 7 digests a central notion of country ownership, described and
agreed upon by the local education stakeholders, as a result of mutual interests in the
investigation of Tanzanian ownership of development discourse. It also addresses

foreseen challenges to realizing the envisioned ownership, and then stipulates key
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Table 5: Participants and Main Discussion Points in Consultative Analysis

Affiliation

Participant’s
Specialized Area

Main Discussion Points

Previous
Participant

Central Ministry

Adult and NFE

Challenges and remedies for
decentralized ownership,
Local community ownership

Yes

Central Ministry

Adult and NFE

Local community ownership
practice in adult education,
ICBAE, External aid
dependency, Decentralized
planning

Yes

Central Ministry

Information
Management

Decentralization of
education, Local community
ownership cases, Widening
gap between local priorities
and the center (devolution)

Yes

Central Ministry

Adult and NFE

Decentralization of
education, Self-reliance,
ICBAE, Resources as a
means to drive ownership

Yes

Local NGO/ Independent
Consultant

Teacher Training

Local community ownership
cases in education,
Ownership factors,
Traditional values

No

Bilateral Donor Agency

Education and
Gender

Decentralized structure,
Reality of community
ownership, Donor support,
Self-reliance, Political
change

No

Independent Consultant

Education Sector
Coordination

DPs’ contradictive aid
approach, New education
policy, Centralized power,
Education as the government
priority

No

University

Human Resource
Management

Decentralized governance,
Challenges for local
ownership, Contradiction of
self-reliant education

No

Independent Consultant

Local Governance/
Finance

Self-reliance, Decentralized
governance, Political
transformation

No

10

Bilateral Donor Agency

Public Relations

Ownership cases in villages
with good leadership,
Tanzania not as a leading
country on ownership

No

The notes taken were carefully reviewed to reflect the discussions and look for

connections and reasoning for the questions that had emerged in relation to the study
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During the course of inquiry, the individual participants did not respond well to
rating the importance of ownership across the discussed contexts. It should be noted,
however, that the respondents at large appeared to feel more weight to be in place for two
particular contexts: priority setting and planning. As for the former, the local community
was identified as a primary owner of priorities determined locally for education
development. On the other hand, planning was said to be owned by stakeholders at every
level in which education planning takes place. Also, of all the subject areas, ownership
over planning was recognized with more clarity. This must be because the respondents
are most familiar with planning as a domain that they engage with regularly in their work
settings.

All in all, priority setting and planning have emerged as two development
contexts that appear to be crucial for education stakeholders to be fully engaged in so as
to generate a sense of ownership, which further makes them feel responsible as well as
committed for implementation of their priorities and plans in development. Along with
these two domains, budgeting and securing resources seem to be another important
ingredient, possibly generating a stronger sense of ownership. However, many individual
study participants denied their ownership due to their lack of authority as well as lack of
control in this domain.

On the contrary, stakeholders at the community level recognized their
responsibility to mobilize needed resources to realize their prioritized activities and
contribute to resource allocation within their capacity. In this sense, securing resources,
in other words contributing to resourcing, plays a pertinent role in forming ownership,

which can be translated into a way of locally practiced ownership of development.
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Fundamentally, development undertakings cannot be implemented without needed
resources, especially financing. In this perspective, control of financial resources is one
inevitable key to ownership of development at all levels.

Lastly, it should be noted that one ministry participant suggested that goal setting
is another domain to be owned by local stakeholders. This is indeed a rationally agreeable
point. Probably, as with priorities and objectives, when development stakeholders discuss
and determine their own goals to strive for, this process should facilitate a sense of
owning those goals. In Tanzania’s neighbor, Rwanda, the central government, more
precisely the Ministry of Education, came up with its own country education goal in
addition to six EFA goals that have been adopted globally across developing countries.
At the time of reviewing the EFA implementation in 2014, the Rwandan Ministry of
Education expressed a strong sense of ownership over the efforts taken for attaining the
EFA goals, signifying the fact that they had initiated the additional goal internally and

voluntarily.

How is Ownership Exercised?

This section continues to analyze and articulate how Tanzanian education
stakeholders exercise ownership while engaging in the course of development. When
discussing the issue of ownership in relation to policy making, one study participant
implied that involvement in the process alone does not necessarily ensure ownership.
While technical personnel, as largely represented by the study participants from central
ministries, consolidate policies, policy directions always come from politicians, including
their own ministers, as pointed out by some respondents. The respondents clearly

indicated that they do not have control as far as policies are concerned. However, one
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participant, a senior officer from a ministry, insightfully described his thinking regarding
ownership in relation to policy making as follows:

Ownership is cultivated when you are part of coordination of the process. |

cannot influence much the process of these undertakings overall. I cannot claim

that | have full ownership. Ownership can be said in that we belong to a sub-
section and own certain associated tasks and then we can influence the process. |
cannot influence the process of policy making, for example. But politicians are
not the ones who actually translate, draft, and come to the details of the policies.

The one who owns the policy is the minister or may be decision makers as well

but the ones who really have a sense of owning may be those who interpret and

write the policy at the ministry level.

The above description of ownership provides some insights. First, one can
generate ownership by being part of the entire process with some specific mandates. Even
without full participation, one might be able to somehow influence undertakings in the
process. Participation in a process through technical contribution is implied as a way of
cultivation and realization of ownership in the above description. In fact, one technical
officer from a ministry described that she exercises ownership by making technical inputs
into the process based on her technical expertise. Furthermore, the ownership described
raises another point: having a sense of ownership and owning something are two different
matters. Considering the reality that ownership over a development process or certain
activities is more about a “sense” rather than an actual ownership, it is indeed more
understandable to describe ownership as a “sense” in some contexts of development.

Then, how does a sense of ownership become a reality or visible? Given that
examining ownership according to the preselected education contexts had a limitation in
clarifying how ownership is exercised, | encouraged the study participants to describe

how ownership may be exercised in a context more familiar to them individually. The

following Table 6 shows the ideas revealed by the respondents.
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Table 6: Descriptions of Exercising Ownership

Descriptions of Central Ministry Participants:

® By being accountable for undertakings from technical aspects [even when authority is
limited]

® By participating and contributing to development activities through hard work; critical
particularly during the planning process

® By developing plans with our own ideas, implementing them with our own
resources, and being responsible for the outcomes

® By being fully in control of what and how to implement, which has been decided
internally

® By planning what to do based on our knowledge and skills [locally available knowledge
and skills] and contributing to the policy process

® By acting on their own decisions when community members (villagers) decide what is
and how they cope with their collective agenda

® By influencing the process and detailing the course of engagements in a coordination
process [in which various stakeholders are involved in]

® By making decisions and planning, and utilizing own resources as well as own
capacity to implement development programs

® By utilizing own [human and financial] resources and by committing to development
engagements through participation in the process

® By participation, taking responsibility, and contributing to the development
implementation process

Descriptions of District Participants:

® By taking responsibility for own decisions and plans

® By using limited yet available resources to act on changing lives [through development
and education engagements]

® By taking responsibilities, collectively making efforts, and committing to
development engagements

® By engaging and being committed to implementing the policy through different
undertakings

® By being fully engaged in and in control over development activities in a planning
process

® By taking responsibility and contributing through efforts (resource, time, labor, etc.)
to accomplish engagements

©® By making decisions [to directly own] or being mandated to do activities/tasks in
development [to indirectly own]

® By deciding what and how to go about in development and implementing their own
decisions for realization

Descriptions of NGO Participants:

©® By being accountable and transparent for tasks where partners work together
® By participating and having a say in the development process

Although my inquiry of practicing ownership did not offer any specifics, the
above responses do present some similar premises and ideas that are associated with

ownership. Individual study participants were not confident in describing ownership at
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the beginning of our interaction. Yet, having discussed issues during interviews, they
became more certain of what ownership was about. Based on the views revealed and
consolidated, I would infer that the following areas may well represent how the local
stakeholders feel that they are exercising ownership in the education sector development
discourse.

First, a fundamental entry point to exercising ownership is to initiate ideas
together to realize as implementers. Second is to make decisions about what and how to
implement. Third is to be accountable for implementation of policy, strategy, plans,
decisions, specific tasks, etc. Lastly, it is to commit oneself to implementation and
engagement through making efforts and contributions in various forms. If considered in
relation to a development process, the first two aspects are mostly about decision making
for priority setting and planning. Then, the third and fourth are concerned with policy
implementation and participation in it, which clarifies responsibility and requires
accountability for outcomes. All these elements and stages interact to a different degree
but make stakeholders feel that they are acting on ownership.

One fresh thought expressed and hinted at by a few study participants is that
having mandates for specific tasks may generate indirect ownership of development even
without involvement in the preceding decision-making process. Thus, having certain
mandates or obligations is another distinctive element of generating a sense of ownership.
However, considering the significance of emphasized planning and decision making,
ownership is likely to suffer from a weakness or shortage of key ingredients, notably

accountability, for example. That said, this shortage might be compensated for by a
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strong commitment for implementation at the individual level. In this sense, fulfilling

mandates to account for results may be another form of exercising ownership.

What Elements Are Essential to Influencing Ownership?

The previous section discussed those features thought to be essential for local
stakeholders to feel that they are exercising ownership. At an engagement level,
collectively identifying priorities and deciding on actions to take are vital for forming
country ownership while responsibility and accountability are associating elements that
further strengthen a sense of ownership. In the course of the interviews, | also questioned
the study participants about main factors that support and discourage their ownership. By
the time this particular question was raised, the respondents were engaged in our
conversation and eager to give their thoughts. Their responses were aggregated

respectively, and the results are presented in the below graphs (Figure 4 and Figure 5).

What Supports Ownership?

As Figure 4 depicts, various factors were identified by 25 study participants as
elements supporting their ownership. Seventeen responses were about decision making
and control [authority and autonomy]. Different participants are of the opinion that
decision making and a control [over specifics] are necessary in order to make ownership
solid. Discussing what country ownership means, one district officer’s description well
captured those elements as follows:

To me, country ownership means that the country should own every dimension of

development, including economic, social, even cultural aspects. In other words, a

country should be able to control its economy, social services, and everything. So

you cannot say you own something unless you are in full control. Being in full
control, I mean, you are a decision maker.
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Next, 14 respondents out of 25 were concerned with commitment, responsibility,

and accountability as essential elements for ownership. Eleven responses were about

participation of the people on the ground. Five were on resources and enabling means for

implementation. Then, four responses concerned capacity and empowerment, followed

by three responses for bottom-up planning. These aspects make up about 73% of all the

responses revealed to support local ownership. The rest, based on responses by two study

participants each, includes the following aspects: inner initiatives, shared

interests/objectives, professionalism/mandates, recognition [of what has been achieved],

analysis and assessment [to identify problems and priorities], confidence, and awareness.

® Respondents

Figure 4: Factors Supporting Ownership

What Constrains Ownership?

Views on factors constraining ownership were consolidated and are presented in

Figure 5. Twelve respondents, nearly half of all the study participants, chose limited

resources and finance as a major factor constraining ownership. This is a strong
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indication that Tanzanian development stakeholders are likely to feel that they are unable
to fully practice ownership or be in control when facing a shortage of resources. This
indication is further supported by the fact that 11 responses revealed dependency on
external aid as an obstacle to ownership, in other words, autonomy. Then, nine responses
were similarly concerned with limited authority or controlling power. Another seven
responses indicated a lack of commitment, responsibility, and accountability, followed by
six responses that pointed to a lack of understanding and/or awareness [of ownership
issues]. Then, four responses addressed poor participation [in the process concerned].
Another three were about mistrust and negative attitudes [towards development
undertakings]. There were two responses each for capacity constraints and for
Development Partners’ (DP) intervention. Lastly, the government’s dominance and

inability to use knowledge and skills were revealed by one respondent each.

14
12 -
10 -
8 |
6 |
4 |
2 i
0 S T ® Respondents
0&\5&6 O F® ¥ F S
& & \Qo‘\ & &P &@@@o %\@ & o
*&\ B O’éob@@ & NS 0°Q~¢x'\© s
ST TR TS S S
EECES TR M RN
,@*\ Q& @{\ VS &
v @Qe A e
Q

Figure 5: Factors Constraining Ownership
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Summary

The responses described by the study participants can be summarized as follows.
First, local stakeholders ought to make decisions, which is likely to enable them to be
more in charge or control of associated undertakings as implementers. Second, ownership
is also likely to be enhanced when stakeholders feel responsible and accountable for the
decisions made and/or development undertakings. Third, ownership is thought to be
strengthened when the local population actively participates in the education
development process.

On the negative side, limited resources and financing definitely constrain local
stakeholders’ execution of ownership because development undertakings always require
resources, most often in the form of funds. Almost equally, high dependency on external
aid is claimed to weaken local ownership. Then, when stakeholders are not committed
enough to feel responsible and accountable for development undertakings, the lack of
these elements adversely affects ownership. In addition, a lack of understanding and
awareness of development issues is another obstacle to generating local ownership.
Significantly, there are clear consistencies that can be found between the identified

factors on the positive side and those on the negative side.

How Do Local Stakeholders Perceive Their Own Ownership?

After some discussion on ownership and before closing our conversation, the
study participants were posed the question of “How they perceive overall country
ownership state in a development context in Tanzania.” Although this was rather a
subjective query, at that point of our interaction the majority already seemed to feel

comfortable enough and have a clearer mind for contemplating the question. The
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respondents were asked to rate the degree of country ownership of overall development at
three levels — high, fair, and poor. The outcome is depicted in the following graph, Figure

6.
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m Overall
m Education

Strong Fair Poor No direct
response

Figure 6: Perceptions of Country Ownership

Significantly, 11 out of 20 study participants, depicted in the blue bars in Figure 6,
rated the current state of country ownership poor. The result may suggest that many
Tanzanian local stakeholders perceive the country’s state of ownership in practice as
unsatisfactory or challenged by various reasons. One ministry participant described,
“When speaking of economic ownership, we are not sufficient and depend on external
finance. We cannot decide development investments on our own. We have a little
contribution to decision making, ownership.” Another participant specified the two main
reasons: exclusion of implementers from planning and dependency on external aid.

It is often the case that Tanzania is seen as a model country engaging in aid
coordination and harmonization. Indeed the country has been striving for many years to
improve efficiency and effectiveness of development endeavor and the aid relationship.
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In this perspective, development partners in general perceive the Tanzanian effort, often
described as ownership, positively. This gap of perceptions between local actors and
external partners probably suggests there is a fundamental difference in their
understanding of what constitutes country ownership.

Meanwhile, there were five respondents, out of 25, who gave their ratings for
country ownership specifically in their familiar education context. This was mostly
because they felt more confident in responding in the context of education, rather than
overall development. Their perceptions were depicted in the red bars in Figure 6.
According to those responses, although they were not intentionally collected from every
participant, country ownership of education development was perceived significantly
more positively. These positive ratings need to be further investigated for precise reasons,
yet, speculated explanations include education being one sector highly prioritized by the
government, thus relatively better financed, perhaps with more commitment, and
responsible ministries guiding and coordinating external aid; in other words, Tanzanians
are in more control. Most likely, positive perceptions were also supported by their
understanding of participation by local population in basic education activities on the
ground.

Next, the study participants were asked to rate ownership at a personal level in
relation to education undertakings. Although this question was also subjective, there was

quite an interesting finding in the results shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Perceptions of Education Ownership at a Personal Level

The collected responses are depicted by two bars: blue bars indicate the numbers
of responses from the central ministry participants; and red bars show those from district
and NGO participants. In our conversations, it became evident, and a contrast, that
ministry personnel revealed more confidence in rating their individual ownership while
there was a clear tendency for district personnel to indicate their ownership as being
strangled by a lack of authority and a shortage of resources, in particular funding for
education activities. Thus, the result revealed that stakeholders had quite different
feelings and perceptions about ownership execution in their education undertakings
between the center and lower levels.

In analysis, the overall perception of country ownership in Tanzania turned out to
be rather negative based on the collected responses. This outcome is reasonably
understood when reflecting on the major factors described by the study participants as

supporting and constraining ownership. When it comes to the education context, on the
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other hand, there is a distinct tendency that the stakeholders perceive ownership practices
on a more positive side.

Above all, there is a significant perception gap between the center and local
government levels. It can be sensibly explained that this difference in ownership
perception stems from the power distance in authority or control between the center and
the local governments despite the decentralization structure in place and pursued through
the implementation of the D by D policy. On the other hand, the majority of the study
participants believe that country ownership should be with the Tanzanians at the
community level or so-called villagers. How does this centrality of ownership account for
the overall unsatisfactory status of country ownership perceived? Are the reasons for
weak country ownership driven more by negative forces described during interviews than
the country’s strong community ownership claimed by various study participants? Or are
villagers more active in education as compared with development activities in other

sectors? These questions will be discussed in the following chapters.

What Aspects Should Be Assessed for Tanzanian Country Ownership?

Tanzanian study participants extended their ideas concerning what should be
looked at when country ownership needs to be assessed. Since the majority was not
aware of the Paris Declaration initiatives, they had no idea that the international
development community assessed Tanzanian country ownership using some indicators
that were unfamiliar to them. 1 did not raise this particular query to every participant; |
asked those whose ownership ideas had been clearly articulated by the end of our

conversation.
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Overall, the responses were mostly concerned with engagement in and the level of
commitment to policy implementation by the Tanzanian people, which essentially need to
be guided and supported by their government. The majority of the study respondents
suggested that it is the Tanzanian people’s participation in the process; engagement in
and contribution to the implementation; and benefits gained as an outcome that should be
investigated when assessing country ownership. At the same time, the government’s
political will, in other words, conducive leadership, was also indicated as one potential
measure by looking at its budget allocation according to the policy contents prioritized
and supported by the population. In addition, direct budget release — discretional funds —
from the Ministry of Finance to local governments, and then to the village and
community level would also indicate a national effort to support local development

priorities and execution of local ownership.

Are External Partners Supporting Ownership?

As mentioned earlier, Tanzania is often referred to as a model country in aid
coordination and relationship with donors. However, during the course of the inquiry on
ownership, it quickly became apparent that external intervention in the form of
development aid is not necessarily considered positive but rather threatening by the
education stakeholders with respect to their ownership over development. To better
understand the reasons behind their negative perceptions, the individual study
participants were questioned, whenever suitable, if external partners, mostly meant to be
donor countries and development agencies actively involved in the development

discourse in Tanzania, are supporting Tanzanian country ownership or not and why.
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Respondents explicated the reasons of their negative perceptions as follows:
“Donors tell Tanzanians what to do,” “They bring in their own ideas,” “They control
development undertakings,” “They give us orders,” and “They manage projects/programs
on their own way.” Some of the same features identified earlier as factors impeding
ownership are clearly captured in the above reasoning as well. Those essential terms
include own (determined) ideas as well as control, in other words, autonomy. The
respondents’ general claim was that Tanzania, as an aid-dependent country, lacks
authority and autonomy to determine its own development priorities and implement them
on its own way partly due to external donor intervention. A few respondents further
pointed out that donors tend to think that they are entitled to intervene as they are largely
funding development activities in the country. To come to the point, financiers make
decisions.

While recognizing discouraging effects, a few other respondents also exemplified
positive aspects of donor intervention as follows: “Donors have consistently addressed
EFA and MDGs for Tanzania to set right priorities in education,” “They insist on
ownership that have made us more aware of its importance,” “They participate actively
in development dialogues with Tanzanians,” and “Their provision of funding supports
boosting Tanzanian self-help development efforts.”

Based on the views both from negative and positive sides, those observations are
intuitive. Yet, they also provide similar features of ownership clarified earlier by the
study participants: the importance of determining own agenda and priorities, participation
and dialogues, and undeniable need of resources, in this case, mostly financing. These are

some of the essential elements associated with and appearing in the study participants’
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thinking of ownership so far. Moreover, not frequently mentioned during the interviews
with the study participants, yet quite a significant element is a notion of self-help or self-
reliance. For those generations who grew up around or right after independence in
Tanzania, self-reliant development is a familiar notion that was imparted as a national
development principle during President Nyerere’s governance. Here is a remark made by
one ministry official: “The late Nyerere said Tanzania needs self-development, self-

determination. External aid just comes in to boost our self-development. ”
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CHAPTER 6

COMMUNITY AND FOLLOW-UP RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS

Introduction

Chapter 5 presented and discussed the main findings of how country ownership is
perceived, articulated, and exemplified by 25 individual Tanzanians who are engaged in
education development within different capacities. And, this primary survey was mainly
guided by five study questions. One outstanding outcome revealed by the investigation
was the centrality of country ownership expressed by the majority of those education
stakeholders. There was an undeniable view shared among them that communities, often
also referred to as villagers, are central to Tanzanian country ownership. Once uncovered,
this perspective was thought to be quite unique and necessitated further exploration.

In this context, additional research at the community level was carried out in
Morogoro Rural District subsequent to the individual interviews. As exemplified in detail
in Chapter 4, five communities were visited in the district to organize focus group
interviews. For this study, the community survey became indispensable to obtaining more
evidence that supports the data collected from the individual education stakeholders.
Stimulated by the earlier findings, | was eager to discover more practical cases of
ownership at the community level in education development. The findings are presented
according to nine questions posed to the communities in this chapter.

Subsequent to the two field surveys conducted in 2012, | visited Tanzania once
again in 2015 to organize consultative discussions on the study findings and the overall
result. Given that considerable time had passed since the data collection, | needed to

validate the relevancy of the consolidated notion of country ownership based on the
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previously gathered data. At the same time, | attempted to draw more perspectives and
opinions on the study findings from Tanzanians, who are situated inside but also those
outside of the education sector. Some of them took part in my previous study interviews
and the others did not. The last batch of discussions in Tanzania enabled me to analyze
the earlier findings in more depth and perhaps strengthened the credibility of my
argument. | will elaborate the latest discussion points and analysis after presenting the

result from the community survey on ownership in the context of education development.

Community Ownership in the Context of Education

To investigate the state of ownership at the community level, a field survey was
carried out in collaboration with two Adult Education Officers from Morogoro Rural
District. The field visit to Morogoro Region was initially proposed by one official from
the Ministry of Education whom I was closely communicating with at the time of my
field research in Tanzania. The Ministry of Education has been promoting a program
called the Integrated Community Based Adult Education (ICBAE) for nearly two decades.
Morogoro Rural District is among those districts implementing the program. With this
background, necessary arrangements and contacts to local education stakeholders were
made through the ministry personnel for me to realize field research at the community

level.

Field Survey at the Community Level
Morogoro Rural District, with a population of 286,248, is situated in Morogoro
Region (National Bureau of Statistics, 2013, p. 36). According to the arrangements made,
| visited Kiroka Ward and four villages within the same ward in the district with assigned

education officers. Kiroka has a population of 21,853 (National Bureau of Statistics, 2013,
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p. 38). At the center of Kiroka Ward, the first meeting — a focus group — was organized at
the local office of SACCO." Participants were comprised of six members from Kiroka
WDC. The committee has a mandate to review school improvement plans and
consolidate them into an education plan for Kiroka Ward. Once compiled by the
committee, the plan is submitted to the district council. In the case of Kiroka, the
committee submits development plans to Morogoro Rural District Council. WDC deals
with local development issues in general including basic education.

The second group | visited was at Bamba Primary School in Bamba Village. | met
an assistant head teacher and the chairperson of the Bamba Primary School Committee.
During the meeting, the school committee (SC) chair responded to most of the questions
although the assistant head teacher was encouraged to chip in. The SC chairperson also
serves as the ICBAE facilitator in the village.

The third group was composed of three community members from Bondula
Village. All of them are, to some extent, associated with the ICBAE program either as a
committee member or adult education learners. Two of the three participants have
children who attend primary school in the village although none of them belong to the
school committee. | met with them within the compound of the ICBAE facility.

The fourth group was made up of six participants from Kungwe Village, and the
composition was as follows: a primary school head teacher, the village chairperson, an
ICBAE facilitator, two female villagers, and one male villager. The focus group

discussion was organized at the head teacher’s office of Kungwe Primary School.

¥ SACCO is a local financial cooperative found nationwide in Tanzania.
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The last group was visited at Kikundi Primary School, where an ICBAE class was
in session. The group encompassed the following participants: a primary school head
teacher, an assistant teacher, an ICBAE facilitator, a carpentry teacher for ICBAE, and 21

ICBAE leaners/villagers.

Community Ownership over Education and Schools
A set of nine questions were posed to each group. Those questions discussed with

and responded to by the participants are all outlined in this section while the responses
collectively agreed upon among the participating members are also spelled out in the
tables below following each question. The questions were formed, based on the key
elements extracted from the individual study participants’ perceptions of ownership,
mostly to verify what is actually happening with local ownership at a community level
and to deepen our understanding of ownership affairs in the local context of education

development in Tanzania.

01: Who identifies issues/problems regarding the school, and decides priorities and

what to do?

These distinctive actions earlier emerged as key features associated with and/or
needed to build a foundation of ownership. For this reason, it became inevitable to
examine the elements in more depth. Although the data collected were not investigated
for accuracy and validity, responses from the participants indicate that the key
undertakings in a planning process are primarily led by the SC, villagers, and school
teachers. The responses derived from the five groups, referred to as Group 1 to Group 5,
are consistent across as shown in Table 7. According to more detailed explanations given

by Group 2 and Group 5, school teachers play central roles in identification and assume
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their roles in collaboration with SCs. Then, villagers come in to endorse proposals.
Where issues arise, SCs often consult with village development committees as well.
Group 3 also mentioned that villagers are involved in identifying priorities through

village meetings.

Table 7: Answers to “Who identifies issues/problems regarding the school, and decides
priorities and what to do?”

Group 1: Teachers, school committee, and villagers
Group 2: Teachers, school committee, and villagers
Group 3: Teachers, WEC, school committee, and villagers

Group 4: School committee, villagers, village council, and school
head teacher

Group 5: School committee, villagers, school teachers

02: Who prepares the school improvement plan?

Concerning who actually prepares a school improvement plan, there is a slight
variation with respect to who and probably to what extent the concerned actors take part
in the plan preparation process. The responses may reflect the actual practices that are
possibly and slightly different from village to village despite the guideline placed on how
to prepare a school improvement plan. Primarily, however, SCs and school teachers are
apparently in the core of plan preparation, which is required to be approved at the village
level. In responding to this question, Group 1 explained, “It starts from school among
teachers, then, their proposal is introduced to school committee for comments. Then, they
forward it to village level. Villagers are conversant about school plans. For instance,

school meal is in the school plan and villagers are involved in providing food materials.”
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Table 8: Answers to “Who prepares the school improvement plans?”’

Group 1: It starts from school teachers, then involves school
committee and villagers.

Group 2: School committee in collaboration with school teachers
Group 3: School head teacher, staff, and ward councilors
Group 4: School committee starts but villagers give final approval.

Group 5: Whole village and school teachers

03: Who implements the school plan?

Who implements the education policy was a pertinent question during the earlier
interviews with individual study participants. And, many of them are of the opinion that
policy should be owned locally because local communities at the village level are
implementers of the policy. School improvement plans are translated as part of education
policy implementation at the school level. Indeed, the responses concentrated on
community or villagers as the primary implementing agents of a school improvement
plan as indicated in Table 9.

It should be noted that Group 4 described external supporters as implementers as
well. Group 1 similarly pointed out that partners other than the community may also join
implementation. It could be possible that activities intended for school improvement and
supported by external partners, such as ICBAE, are integrated into a school plan, thus the
villagers regard outside supporters as plan implementers as well. Group 4 also mentioned

the district as another supporter involved in implementation.
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Table 9: Answers to “Who implements the school plan?”

Group 1: Community, in particular parents

Group 2: Community

Group 3: School head teacher, school staff, WEC, and parents
Group 4: Community (villagers) and other supporters from outside

Group 5: Community stakeholders

04: Who is the owner of the school plan?

This question was posed straightforwardly, and impressively, the study
participants responded with one single answer and with confidence: the community, in
other words, village or villagers. Group 1 said, “In terms of finance, school committee is

in charge. But in the end, villagers must approve the plan. So, it belongs to the villagers.”

Table 10: Answers to “Who is the owner of the school plan?”

Group 1: Villagers

Group 2: School plan belongs to the whole community
Group 3: Community

Group 4: Community

Group 5: Community

05: Who is the owner of the school?

While posted to Tanzania for work, | had various occasions to visit primary and
secondary schools in the country and talk to surrounding community members. It was
always inspiring to observe a community’s involvement in school improvement activities
and strong sense of ownership over local schools. With this past experience, the

following responses to the question were more or less anticipated, and the participants

161



indeed came back with the same response without any hesitation: the community or

villagers.

Table 11: Answers to “Who is the owner of the school?”

Group 1: Community

Group 2: It is the property of the community
Group 3: Whole community

Group 4: Community

Group 5: Villagers

This centrality of community in the context of education development is very
unique and possibly particular to Tanzania. It is easy and tempting for outsiders to doubt
if these statements are real; communities are simply trying to impress outsiders with good
answers in hopes of receiving more external aid. In reality, however, many Tanzanians
appear to believe in local empowerment and self-reliance. These traits may be rooted in
their traditional cultural values and/or traced back to the notion of self-reliant

development, a concept sensitized widely during President Nyerere’s time.
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06: What makes a community feel that the school belongs to the villagers?

According to the responses gathered from the focus groups, feelings of school
ownership were largely associated with and can be summarized as the community’s
participation in collective dialogues, such as priority/problem identification, decision
making, and a sense of responsibility for (contribution to) the betterment of local
education. It is important to note that Group 2 indicated roles played by the school head
teacher to mobilize community members in collective and important tasks concerning

local schools.

Table 12: Answers to “What makes a community feel that the school belongs to the
villagers?”

Group 1: We make decisions ourselves about school.

Group 2: Head teacher involves community in decision making
concerning the school.

Group 3: Community members all participate in discussions about
school issues.

Group 4: School is our responsibility, and we benefit from our
engagements.

Group 5: We contribute because the school and its assets are
within our village.

0Q7: What makes community ownership a challenge?

Even though overall responses collected from the participants appear to be rather
positive and revealed few problems, each community has challenges as well. Among
them, it was commonly mentioned that community participation is not necessarily equal
or consistent; meaning that some villagers are not very active and that generally speaking

their participation tends to be low when the economy is not good. Without a doubt, there
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is some struggle to motivate villagers as a whole to be responsible for actions needed for

their school.

Table 13: Answers to “What makes community ownership a challenge?”

Group 1: There are some decisions made outside the community
(by the government).

Group 2: Obstacles could be less [non-active] people’s
involvement in decision making and less [impeding]
transparency.

Group 3: During difficult times, mobilization of cooperation and
contribution has some challenging elements. Yet, there is
no obstacle.

Group 4: Weak economy makes some members feel that they are
not responsible.

Group 5: No obstacle.

08: What makes community ownership strong?

Then, what supports the respondents in having a sense of ownership? Their
responses were again consistent with other responses concerning ownership of school
plans as well as those for challenging factors. Core elements extracted are collective
decision making over school issues as well as responsibility for and commitment to
implementation of the decisions made for local schools. A Group 4 participant clearly
indicated, “Even without involvement of ICBAE or school committee, we know school is

our responsibility as a community member.”

164



Table 14: Answers to “What makes community ownership strong?”

Group 1: Decision making and contribution to the implementation

Group 2: Village meetings to discuss how to implement
engagements.

Group 3: Decision making and full participation in the
implementation

Group 4: We all know school is our responsibility.

Group 5: Decisions and contribution

09: How is the current state of community ownership viewed?

Lastly, the community participants were asked to describe the current state of
ownership in the education context in their own village. As a whole, the participants’
perceptions over community ownership are positive as shown in Table 15. It should be
acknowledged, however, that the focus group environment might have affected some

participants’ responses.

Table 15: Answers to “How is the current state of community ownership viewed?”

Group 1: We feel very comfortable.
Group 2: Very comfortable
Group 3: Very comfortable

Group 4. Community members as a whole are satisfied with the
current status of ownership.

Group 5: Satisfied

Main Findings from the Communities
The five communities, namely Kiroka Ward and four villages located within

Kiroka, represented by designated education stakeholders, well described ownership in
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their familiar context of education and schools. As claimed by the individual study
participants prior to the field survey in Morogoro Rural District, there is a strong sense of
ownership over school issues held by the communities, at least indicated and
demonstrated so by their representatives across the villages.

From the views and responses gathered about their practical undertakings, key
elements of community ownership emerged, including: dialogues and decision making, a
collective sense of responsibility, and the villagers’ participation and contribution to the
implementation process. These features are consistent with those addressed as pertinent
for ownership at the time of the earlier discussions with individual study participants. In
addition to those core elements, at the village level, the school head teachers’ role seems
to be another element, along with village leaders, which can encourage and motivate a
community’s initiatives and engagements in education, and thus influence members’
sense and execution of ownership at the community level.

Overall, in terms of development ownership, the awareness of education
stakeholders at a community level is seemingly high. More significantly, they are not
only aware of its importance but also recognize that ownership is a lot about
responsibility; as they understand it, ownership is meant to be held accountable for their
local education and schools. This recognition and practice of ownership at the community
level, in the case of those five studied communities, could be largely influenced and
resulted from the sensitization through ICBAE, which targeted youth and adults in those
villages. If this is the reason behind the observed practices and perceptions of their
ownership of education efforts, caution is required when making an interpretation to a

more general development context in Tanzania.

166



Behind the Evidence of Community Ownership

In the 1990s, the Ministry of Education promoted adult literacy in Tanzania,
which became a high agenda as one of the EFA goals. According to a ministry official,
the Swedish International Development Agency (Sida) used to finance approximately
90% of adult education programs in Tanzania but abruptly stopped its financing in 1992
due to the economic difficulty experienced by its home country. The Government of
Tanzania could not even replace 10% of what Sida used to fund. As a result, the unit
responsible for adult education began to consider more self-reliant ways to promote adult
education and established the Integrated Community Based Adult Education (ICBAE) in
1996 and set up four regional ICBAE centers in Morogoro, Tanga, Moshi, and Mwanza.
The communities studied in my field survey are located in Morogoro Region.

In more recent years, ICBAE has been carried out with principles called EPOS:
Empowerment, Participation, Ownership, and Sustainability. Adult education trainers are
trained on EPOS principles to work at the community level. When explaining EPOS, the
Assistant Director of the Adult and NFE Department, MOEVT emphasized that
communities can decide their own priorities, work together, and ensure sustainability
when they are empowered. She further noted that villagers can materialize tasks once
they realize that they own something. Built on the evidence and experiences acquired
over the past years, adult education programs are largely designed to be responsive to the
needs identified by communities themselves, and they are operated almost nationwide
today. The latest adult literacy rate of Tanzania is reported to be 73.2% (2010), which

increased from 69.4% (2002). It is above the average rate of 68.6% (2012) in Sub-
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Saharan Africa but slightly lower than that of 77.2% (2012) in East Africa (UNESCO,
2015).

The Director of the Adult and NFE Department, who has been engaging in adult
education in mainland Tanzania over the last two decades, also explained that Kiroka had
substantially changed in terms of people’s mindsets and attitudes. According to the
Director, the community members are well aware that they have to be self-reliant and
should not depend on external resources for development undertakings although they still
receive limited technical assistance from the MoEVT and/or a local university. Since the
ICBAE method links literacy and micro credits, with some supports from a micro finance
scheme, the communities have been working on small scale businesses, such as fish
ponds, coffee production, and charcoal making, to earn cash income. In this way, they
have also succeeded in improving local schools with their own initiatives and efforts.

When | raised the question of whether these were cases where communities were
practicing ownership, the Director responded positively but also implied that Kiroka
might be a particularly good case of local ownership demonstrated by the communities.
The implication is that the perceptions and practices of ownership | have gathered from
the community members may not necessarily represent an average picture of country
cases of ownership in Tanzania. Yet, those communities possibly present worthy lessons
and experiences as well as an aptitude to initiate and own development engagements
locally, which should be further investigated, documented, and shared with others

wherever possible.
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Follow-up Research and Analysis

Through this study, key elements that are closely linked with ownership generated
and envisioned by Tanzanian education stakeholders have been identified. Those
elements can be summarized as: decision-making autonomy, planning that reflects
priorities identified by implementers, and resources, especially funding, mobilization and
allocation at the implementation level. When Tanzanian stakeholders take an initiative
and engage in a process where these elements are pursued, it increases the chances to
generate a stronger sense of ownership for people to feel responsible and committed to
engaging with their own decisions concerning local development issues and priorities.
Ideally, commitment should be strong enough to sustain local initiatives and their
ownership practice when the government’s complementary support is limited or even
after external support is completed in the end.

Following the initial survey analysis that was conducted in 2012-2013, |
attempted to draw more perspectives and opinions on the study result from Tanzanians
situated inside and outside of the education sector. For one thing, this study identified the
fundamental aspects associated with ownership by using the education development
context, and those aspects appear to be vital to ensuring locally grown ownership
regardless of areas of development. For another, during the course of analysis, |
increasingly questioned whether the compiled study results were isolated cases or
somewhat particular to the education setting in Tanzania. Accordingly, I longed to raise
these issues and also to resume discussions on the ownership agenda with Tanzanian
development stakeholders again. But this time, | was inclined to seek input from

Tanzanian development experts conducive to more in-depth analysis.
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Education is perceived as essential for life improvement by many. Today,
Tanzanians are well aware that education is a primary means to bring in positive changes
to their lives, and thus, it tends to be prioritized above all. This is largely reflected over
the Tanzanian government’s policy priorities and implementation as well. Given the
nature of ownership questions, less biased opinions from outside the education circuit
were sought for the first time in order to balance the local views but equally enrich
insights, and then finally to conclude this study. Furthermore, | wished to share the key
findings of Tanzanian country ownership once again with my Tanzanian colleagues in
education to stimulate their awareness of pertinent ownership agenda.

As detailed in Chapter 4, the Methodology chapter, | engaged with 10 Tanzanian
individuals for consultative discussions. The member composition was: four ministry
officials who were interviewed in the initial field survey, three education experts who
were not previously interviewed, and finally three experts who are working in areas other
than education and were not involved in the previous survey. These Tanzanians were
selected mostly because of their expertise as well as availability and willingness to
discuss country ownership with me. Meetings with them were framed as informal
consultations where | shared the study findings, and then we discussed ownership issues

in the latest Tanzanian development context and in an unstructured way.

Isolated Cases or Particular to Education?
As a whole, the Tanzanian colleagues | consulted and interacted with had positive
reactions to the country ownership notion expressed and constructed by the previous
study participants, the education stakeholders in the case of this study. No one made any

disagreement against the prescribed notion. | observed some of them seemed even
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relieved to confirm that the compiled notion was nothing confrontational but rather
naturally acceptable as generated by fellow Tanzanians. The graph in Figure 2 indicating
who constitutes country ownership was of particular interest to some. The revealed focus
on the community or village level did not appear to be surprising to them, either. I will
present the notion of country ownership envisioned by the education stakeholders in
Chapter 7, the final chapter.

However, concerning one major outcome from the community survey — the strong
local ownership practiced in the communities — the Tanzanian colleagues had different
opinions. A few of them expressed their skepticism over the communities’ ownership
over school and education activities. They claimed that generally speaking local
communities tend to be relatively passive and wait for help coming from outside rather
than initiate their actions on their own. While expressing a grave concern over the current
country conditions, one education expert said, “So, I am not sure if communities are
really committed to school issues. The majority is not. You need money to make
contribution. Despite free [basic] education, education is not really free in reality.” A
strong argument was further made that the government has failed the population in
empowering them to effectively exercise local ownership.

As an example in basic education, some critically pointed to the fact that the
Tanzanian government has been even unable to fulfill capitation grant disbursement
according to the guideline; US $10 per child a year. According to them, the amount
disbursed is usually much lower than US $10 and rarely disbursed in a timely manner.
One other non-education expert explained the reasoning of weak local ownership by

stating, “For me, I would willingly contribute if | decide how to go about schools,
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dispensary, roads, irrigation, etc. In reality, though, central government decides what
priorities to work on.” Another person also pointed out that revenue collection at the
village level is so limited that village councils cannot be fully committed and accountable
for local priorities. Due largely to the inability of and a lack of commitment by the central
government, the effort to empower the decentralized levels by devolution has not been
progressing. Thus, the local ownership cases | had collected from Morogoro Rural
District were thought to be a little doubtful or isolated cases in the development context
of Tanzania by a few experts.

On the other hand, the rest of the Tanzanian colleagues implied that communities,
if not all, indeed exercise ownership for local development. One education personnel
responded to my question as follows: “Concerning ownership observed at community
level, it is true. People are working towards their ideas and vision. So, within that sense,
they are practicing ownership.” They understood the cases of community ownership,
which | had presented to them, as unexceptional. During the course of our conversation, |
learned that they have been familiar in person with different practical cases of local
ownership in education while a few were familiar with cases in other development areas.
Having evidence of local ownership, the Tanzanian colleagues as a whole were not
doubtful that communities can take initiatives and assume ownership although they
equally admitted that there were varied challenges in that respect.

If those ownership cases from Morogoro Rural District are actual ownership
practices, then, I questioned, was the strong ownership expressed by the community
stakeholders somewhat particular to basic education? This query, though, was not clearly

answered. This might have been because education experts are most familiar with local
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undertakings in education and not necessarily confident enough about a broader context
of community development. Having said that, however, they opted to suppose that
communities may be more committed to education and school issues relative to other
areas in local development. One non-education expert gave the opinion that the social
sector, such as education and public health, is likely to receive more attention and effort
at the community level. The same informant further commented that education is more
closely linked with the population even compared with public health. A similar view was
also articulated by one education expert as follows:
Indeed, education is a priority for the government. Thus, education does get
attention and more active activities on the ground. Education is everyone’s issue.
And, there are ownership practices engaged by various communities. Yet, there is
not much difference across various activities. For example, health sector shares

lots of similarities with education. Yet, education is concerned by everyone. In
that sense, education is different.

Ownership and Local Governance

In addition to verification of the above, a few critical issues emerged out of the
discussions held with Tanzanian colleagues. Those issues commonly raised were largely
concerned with decentralized governance in Tanzania. In relation to the state of country
ownership, various experts I interacted with had to raise a serious concern about the
current national government’s leadership as well as the decentralized governance in the
country. As already implied, the Tanzanian ownership agenda has a lot to do with the
decentralized governance reform that is intended to make local governments more
autonomous, and to improve the quality of public services and ultimately the population’s
lives. Despite the intention and struggles over the last 15 years, however, a number of
experts explicitly indicated that the current decentralizing system is problematic; it is not

devolving powers but simply delegating administrative tasks to LGAs. Tanzanian
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colleagues at large made a strong argument that the central government still makes
decisions and largely controls core financing and staffing, in other words, resource
allocation and management at the decentralized levels.

This last point was claimed to be a severe constraint for decentralized ownership
during the discussions with the Tanzanian colleagues. In essence, even though the
decentralized institutional arrangement, including bottom-up budgeting and planning,
gives a general impression that LGAs are enabled to make primary decisions for
development initiatives; in reality, their autonomy is still limited and they have serious
constraints preventing them from acting on locally identified priorities. LGAs continue to
rely on decisions made by the central government, therefore, they are largely held
accountable upwards, not to their citizens. These stated conditions somewhat prove that
Tanzanian D by D policy exists on paper but has not been much implemented to
empower LGAs and Tanzanian citizens. There is a prevailing resistance for devolution of
powers at the center, which was claimed at different times by my discussion counterparts
in Tanzania. What makes matters worse is that LGAs are also holding onto their limited
power, particularly budgetary, commented one non-education expert. Some are not
necessarily eager to address or support priorities identified by the local population, either.

Furthermore, according to the information obtained concerning the evaluation
conducted on the bottom-up planning method called “Opportunities and Obstacles in
Development” (O&OD), many communities had been misled by some O&OD facilitators
who had indicated to them that the government’s funds would come in once communities
identified development priorities and projects locally. This resulted in a reverse effect in

terms of dependency for the responsible ministry, namely the PMO-RALG, which had
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adopted and promoted the methodology nationwide since 2002 (IDCJ, 2009). This
planning method intends to facilitate effective participation of communities in planning
and reduce their dependency (PMO-RALG, 2007). As a consequence, taking the O&OD
evaluation result seriously, the PMO-RALG is now considering amending the approach
to bottom-up planning after a decade of dissemination and upscaling efforts, according to
one informant. This case perhaps further exemplifies that dependency on aid from the
central government and external partners may be still considerable and financial
vulnerability is prevailing at the community level. It also supports the view, expressed by
various Tanzanians, that the country’s decentralized system is not functioning and there
is still a long way for the government to materialize devolution.

After all, as far as decentralized governance is concerned, the country’s policy
implementation seems to be rather questionable. While there are some practical cases of
local ownership, there is apparently a huge gap between policy objectives and
implementation. Many study participants agreed that the government must empower the
local population so that they can identify their own priorities, mobilize resources, and
implement the priorities locally. To this end, however, financial devolution has to be
accelerated so that the government’s funds can supplement local efforts. The significance
of financial decentralization cannot be overemphasized as asserted by Mbogela and
Mollel (2014), “It makes no sense to transfer power to the lower level structure without
finance to execute own decisions.” (p. 58).

Equally, empowerment of the LGASs is inevitable but remains hugely challenging;
perhaps even more of a grave challenge and an immediate concern than empowering the

people on the ground. To realize the country ownership envisioned by the stakeholders,
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local governments have a lot to do with and must play vital roles in bringing about
desired changes in development locally. Decentralized governance is exceptionally
demanding because the nature of the challenge is more political than technical. Moreover,
the power-balance issue is multiple layered and thus extremely complicated. Is a
decentralized structure realistically empowering local governments and the local
population? This question must be continuously raised in the context of local ownership
with the view to draw more attention internally and accelerate more decisive actions

nationally.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusion

This study has explored perceptions and experiences on ownership of
development discourse as described by local stakeholders in their context of education
development in Tanzania. The study sought to grasp what constitutes country ownership
and construct a central notion of ownership based on local stakeholders’ perspectives. It
was largely driven by the prevailing paradox in international development where the
widely emphasized country ownership has been progressing at a painfully slow pace in
sub-Saharan Africa. Behind the sluggish advancement is an undisputable reality;
development aid providers often dominate the development discourse rather than sub-
Saharan African nations. This is despite the fact that the concept of ownership would
suggest the reverse. In fact, the study result revealed that many stakeholders perceive aid
dependency as a serious obstacle to Tanzanian ownership. In essence, the term ownership
is a contemporary rhetoric for the donor community while it has not been conceptually
owned by aid-recipient countries.

To cope with this persistent dilemma in international development, the study
adopted a qualitative approach and methods with the intention of exploring Tanzanian
people’s inner thoughts and discovering core elements forming country ownership in the
local development context. Ideally, Tanzanians at all levels should be more conscious of
what ownership means to them, and then have more confidence and lead their own
development discourse. The current condition in the country, however, still requires
honest dialogues and concerted efforts, involving both domestic and external
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development actors, in creating more awareness of local ownership as well as a more
conducive environment for Tanzanian development stakeholders, especially at the
decentralized levels, to feel that they are in charge and capable of realizing desired
changes in their locality.

In this study, I chose to look into the context of education development because
my profession has been concerned with education development in sub-Saharan Africa,
and thus, I had the urge to deal with education stakeholders in the region. Furthermore, |
chose to use education as a context because the Tanzanian people in general value and
give weight to education, which | thought would enable this study to extract more
personal as well as practical experiences and perspectives. Equally, education is among
the sectors highly prioritized under the Tanzanian national development — NSGPR —
framework. Thus, education is high on the development agenda and priority list at
individual as well as national levels. Nevertheless, the study results about ownership in
the context of education may shed light and be applicable to a wider context of
development in Tanzania.

This final chapter conveys the results of the field research carried out in mainland
Tanzania. Field surveys involved development stakeholders from different levels: one
level in which stakeholders mostly engage in the coordination and technical issues of
education policies; and the others in which stakeholders cope with decentralized
implementation of education policies. As the field research progressed, it became
apparent that the investigation should be extended to the community level although that
had not been planned initially. During interviews, the majority of individual study

participants were inclined to locate the centrality of country ownership with education
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stakeholders on the ground — communities or villagers, as often described by the
participants themselves. As a result, observation and inquiry at the community level was
undertaken to collect evidence supporting the data gathered from the primary survey.
Furthermore, to contrast the perceptions and practices expressed by the study respondents,
which were rather subjective, field survey results were shared with a limited number of
Tanzanian experts working in development and local governance in order to hear their
opinions as well. These consultative discussions generated critical points and issues that
had not clearly emerged from previous interviews with study participants and thus added
more depth to my inquiry.

In the following sections, I will first describe the country ownership articulated
and envisioned by Tanzanian education stakeholders as an outcome of this study. Then, |
discuss some of the major issues and challenges possibly facing the envisioned country
ownership in the current condition surrounding the development ground in Tanzania.
Lastly, a few essential recommendations will be also addressed in order to encourage
continued efforts in raising awareness and legitimate understandings around country

ownership as well as in creating an environment conducive to local ownership.

Envisioned Country Ownership
The Tanzanian country context of development has often been examined and
discussed internally and externally. Despite the attention and efforts made in this context,
however, little is known in terms of how local development stakeholders understand the
notion of country ownership and what perceptions and experiences they have around the
issues of ownership. As discussed in Chapter 5, even when the term is occasionally used,

Tanzanian study participants at large were not very clear about the definition of
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development ownership and/or aware of the concept. Nevertheless, there is a solid belief
shared among them that the Tanzanian people are primary constituents of country
ownership over development undertakings in the country. Notably, this vision appears to
be embedded in the Tanzanians across varied levels: from grassroots to local and central
governments. Although a clear conception has not been established yet, at least
consciously, the importance of local ownership or self-reliance, as opposed to external
aid, is generally well grasped and valued.

Based on the study findings, the notion of country ownership described and
envisioned by Tanzanian education stakeholders is summarized here. It is characterized
with the following elements and conditions, which were articulated by the study
participants. According to the data collected and analyzed, country ownership should be:
By Tanzanian people

Practiced at different levels, but

Development priorities and ideas must originate from the community level; and

In that respect, the government is responsible for empowering people and
allocating as much resources and means as possible for implementation of their
development priorities; because

® Tanzanians must be accountable for and fully in charge (control) of development
engagements and a whole process responsive to their local needs and country

context.

From the inquiry about country ownership, the essential elements required by the
education stakeholders to assume ownership are clarified as: priorities locally
determined; decision making at legitimate levels; control of own priorities, decisions, and
resources, particularly finance; and commitment and accountability for determined

undertakings and results. The prescribed notion encompasses these key features
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envisioned by the Tanzanian stakeholders. As the study result indicates, however, the
study participants at large were discontent with the current state of development
ownership in the country. Hence, the notion described above largely reflects what has not
been fully realized yet and should be strived for in reality.

This prescribed notion is distinctive in that Tanzanians on the ground are so
central to country ownership that one may even feel as if the definition of ownership
under the Paris Declaration framework — the national government’s ability to lead and
coordinate policy and strategy process — is unfitting here. Though the importance of
leadership, commitment, capacity, and roles to be played by the central government
cannot be denied and are encompassed in the essential elements above, Tanzania has a
vision that calls for particular development conditions of its own.

From a socio-political and economic point of view, the late president, Julius
Nyerere, saw Tanzanian villages as a core of his philosophy of a self-reliant socialist
nation. To him, self-reliant development was the only way for the new republic to be
politically free, escape from poverty, and promote equality among Tanzanians (Ibhawoh
& Dibua, 2003). The Arusha Declaration of 1967, therefore, emphasized that Tanzania
could no longer depend on external aid. Some participants in the latest study discussions
perceived that the younger generations do not necessarily have this perspective any
longer while those in earlier generations, who had been taught self-reliant education and
development, somewhat believe in self-reliance. Nevertheless, it is too intricate and
subtle to assert that Nyerere’s ideology has remained in people’s minds strongly enough

to lead them into decisive actions for local development.
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Today, according to Green (2014), development in Tanzania is still primarily
understood as a rural problem, and thus, the government’s role is to advocate the rural
population to be responsible for engagements to facilitate national development locally.
In this regard, the results of this study infer that the Ministry of Education, in
collaboration with LGAs and perhaps other partners as well, might have been successful
in sensitizing some villagers that education is a vital means for local development and is
a communal responsibility — similar to the philosophy of self-reliance. The rural
population’s understanding of the significance of ownership is a feature unique to
Tanzania where it has been probably generated or somehow remained over time through
the government’s advocacy and furthered by the continued efforts of multiple actors. This
feature can be seen as a strength and an advantage for Tanzania especially because the
idea of self-help development was initiated internally by Mwalimu Nyerere, rather than
by former colonialists and external donors. Hence, even though it is not the entire
population, many Tanzanians are inclined to feel that the idea of self-reliant development
is not anything new but has been embedded in their national values.

Together with the uniquely characterized development belief, this study notably
revealed fundamental gaps between what has been discussed at the international level and
what has been actually happening at the implementation level. Serious disparities became
apparent especially with regard to: how country ownership is understood and perceived;
and how the ownership agenda is confronted. In the end, country ownership is an
aspirational rhetoric for the donor community at large. But at the same time, the global
development community has made it measurable due to donors’ keen desire to monitor

and assess ownership performance across aid-recipient countries. As a consequence, the
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contemporary definition of country ownership inevitably became technical although its
nature is contrary. In this sense, country ownership is a product generated by both aid-
recipients and aid-providers.

Interestingly, the case study of Tanzania has shown that aspirational aspects
weaken and become reality as the concept moves towards a lower implementation level.
Even without an established definition of country ownership, local development
stakeholders are practicing ownership with their own interpretations. The constructed
notion of Tanzanian ownership demonstrates that the people are the foundation of
changes desired and to be realized with their own efforts. And, those changes and how to
cope with them are essentially influenced and determined by autonomy and resources
available, as well as locally generated cultural values and socio-political ideology. Lastly,
local ownership has been most vividly revealed in the ownership cases in which study
participants at the community level proudly declared that the schools belong to them. In
this context, one district education officer made a statement that well describes how
villagers practice ownership with respect to school issues:

...Communities contribute although there is a limit. They feel that they are the

owner of schools of their children. Although they know the school is of

government, they understand that the government is doing its job in bringing
teachers, books, and so on and communities have to support teachers and respect

Qovernment’s inputs. It is community’s responsibility to deal with teacher housing

issues. They need to take care of their teachers because they want to keep them in

their communities. Sometimes teachers do not want to be posted to remote areas.

But after a few years they do not want to leave the location since they become part

of the communities. They are dealt as community members. People feel that they
are the owner of schools.
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Challenges for the Envisioned Tanzanian Ownership

Trustable Systems and Capacity

Despite the envisioned ownership and some promising features revealed in the
course of this study, like many other low-income countries, Tanzania may continue
facing various obstacles that undermine the potential of enhanced ownership across
different stakeholder levels. Most notably, the country’s high dependency on external aid
persists even though the country has been experiencing remarkable economic growth for
the last decade. In fact, the proportion of ODA to Gross National Income (GNI) has been
fluctuating over the years but declined in most recent years as depicted in Figure 8
(World Bank DataBank, 2015). Tanzania’s average net ODA ratio between 2001 and
2013 was 10.54% while the regional average of sub-Sahara Africa was 4.37% during the

same period.
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Figure 8: ODA Proportion to Tanzania’s GNI (2001-2013)

From the study result, it is obvious that aid dependency is perceived as
exceptionally problematic for Tanzanian ownership. It is problematic not only from an
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ideological perspective but also because the country’s aid dependency has caused
transaction costs in coordination and alignment of development activities. Although
prominent attempts have been made to alleviate such costs, to this end, reduction of aid
dependency still requires the central government’s commitment and accountability in
further strengthening country systems. However, reliable country systems can be attained
only through a long-term process, which necessitates continuous struggles in placing
legitimate frameworks and arrangements as well as engaging in capacity building.
Ironically, this anticipated process is likely to involve external partners’ continued
intervention through periodic dialogues, funding, technical assistance provision, and
jointly coordinated M&E. Donors and financers are, however, increasingly questioning
commitment and accountability for policy and reform implementation of the Tanzanian
government. Indeed, there is a grave concern that the government has not been
accountable for effective funds allocation, which external donors claim to be one major
reason why improvements in development are limited. DPs are apparently losing
confidence in Tanzania and some have discontinued or reduced GBS that is released
directly into the government’s fiscal budget. In this context, a few discussion partners
expressed a considerable fear that donors’ project support is becoming a major aid
modality once again to provide development assistance directly to the population. Given
this recent adverse trend, coordination and alignment are more and more recognized as
challenging, as pointed out by government officials as well as Tanzanian experts in 2015.
As a consequence, in view of development, aid coordination and relationship, there is a
sense shared by Tanzanian development stakeholders that challenges are not diminishing

but rather slightly increasing again for the national government.
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Under this rather alarming condition, as revealed in this study, many Tanzanians
feel that they do not fully own the national development process, which limits their
decision making and control over policy formation and the whole policy process. It is
also important to note that the long-time aid-dependent status has probably created room
for Tanzanian authorities to blame external partners’ intervention and roles in impacting
the country’s performance on ownership. Now that the aid relationship is somewhat
troubling both Tanzania and its external donors, both strengthening country systems and
institutional capacity, as well as regaining trust from donors, remain equally a challenge

for the Tanzanian government to patiently and continuously strive for.

Decentralized Governance

Another emerging challenge concerns decentralized governance. Although
considerable improvements have been reported in terms of capacity of district
administration as well as service delivery over the years, the evaluation of the LGRP
indicates that LGAs have not been empowered significantly since 2000 due mostly to
their lack of autonomy. This evaluation finding supports the concern expressed by
various development stakeholders in Tanzania that staff and budget allocation is still
largely centralized. Based on the study result, it is also evident that the lack of authority,
autonomy and finance is a major bottleneck in generating a sense of ownership across
different levels.

In the context of basic education, school teachers are exempted from
decentralized recruitment and are still deployed by the center, more specifically by the
Teacher Service Commission (Tidemand et al., 2008). Once deployed, all LGA

employees are overseen by council directors who are central appointees. It is significant
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to notice that the majority of LGA employees are, in fact, public school teachers as well
(Tidemand & Msami, 2010). This way, LGAs are not practically autonomous in regard to
human resource deployment and management, which affects the basic education service
delivery tremendously. Moreover, LGAs cannot even decide school construction sites
within their respective jurisdiction, as indicated by one informant. In the same line, a few
Tanzanian colleagues specifically addressed that bottom-up planning was also
constrained with instructions coming from the central government as well as uncertainty
about fiscal funds allocation. All in all, there are convincing claims that the current
decentralized governance structure is not effectively empowering the LGAs. And, this is
mostly due to the efforts taken so far, which are based on deconcentration and not on
devolution, merely delegating administrative tasks without autonomy and needed
resources to lower levels.

A number of Tanzanian stakeholders, both from the center and lower, expressed
their grave concern that the central government and line ministries were still controlling
core issues. In reality, therefore, LGAs most often have to depend on decisions made by
the center and follow instructions coming from the upper stream. And, this condition
severely restrains local autonomy and maintains their accountability directed upwards,
not downwards to the citizens. As critically revealed during consultative discussions, a
decentralized governance structure without autonomy is seen as a major impediment in
promoting local ownership.

Overall education undertakings and management are apparently handled better at
the community and school level. Based on the study outcome, it is also assumed that

depending on the capacity and commitment levels of communities concerned, it may be
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technically viable that some villages could be relatively self-directed in relation to
planning, financing, and implementation as long as they can mobilize community
members and initiate self-help efforts to implement their development initiatives, as
strongly advocated by President Nyerere. Having said that, however, in reality, it is
considerably demanding for rural communities to be autonomous or self-reliant when
financial capacity is often restricted.

As discussed in Chapter 5, the Study Findings chapter, the lack of decision
making and autonomy without sufficient resources appears to be a distinctive reason why
education officials at the district level were not confident with the state of their ownership
practices. Considering where they are positioned in terms of education policy
implementation, it is not surprising that many administrators at the decentralized levels
have substantial pressure and responsibility in ensuring the execution of policy-related
activities on the ground. During interviews, | observed that many felt frustrated against
central ministries as policy decision makers and also against local communities as
primary implementers of education activities. Development actors at lower government
levels are in need of more autonomy, enabling means, and more confidence in their
functions as well as trust in the local population at the grassroots level.

Needless to say, given the decentralized structure for planning and
implementation in basic education, local governments are positioned to play vital roles in
local development and accordingly should be empowered in a more solid way. Autonomy,
more precisely, in such areas as decentralized revenue collection and human as well as
financial deployment and management would facilitate them to be more responsive to

citizens’ needs and be held accountable to them as well. Devolution remains a serious
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and enormous challenge for the Government of Tanzania to promote country ownership

envisioned by its people.

Leadership

Lastly, leadership, another pertinent issue and challenge for country ownership,
must be touched upon. Leadership was not much addressed by individual study
participants as well as community people during interviews. This must be because
education officials were not comfortable in addressing leadership issues, and probably
neither were the participants at the community level. Contrastingly, leadership issues
emerged more significantly during informal discussions with Tanzanian colleagues when
discussing the study findings and obstacles to country ownership. In a way, the very fact
that leadership did not appear as a significant element for country ownership somewhat
proved the anticipated limitation of the field research. And, this is why the study analysis
required more diverse angles and opinions. As the Arusha Declaration of 1967 identified
political leadership as one necessary element to achieve self-reliant development in the
country, leadership cannot be neglected in relation to local ownership and community
mobilization.

In October 2015, parliamentary as well as presidential elections took place in
Tanzania. Prior to the elections, a considerable number of village chairpersons® were
dismissed by their villagers on the grounds that those chairpersons had not done their jobs
for the betterment of their communities. This notable movement is a strong indication
that leadership matters for local development and ownership. The foreseen challenges

discussed above — strengthening country systems and advancing devolution — are

20 Village chairpersons are elected by village residents while Village Executive Officers are
appointed centrally in Tanzania.
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essentially determined by leadership and commitment of the central government. These
elements are certainly embraced as expected roles of the government in the notion of
country ownership articulated by the Tanzanian education stakeholders. Nevertheless,
according to the study result, the general perception over the current state of country
ownership can be interpreted as dissatisfaction of leaders’ performance as well. One
education expert even declared, “We must have a very strong leadership, even much
stronger than Nyerere.” to confront the development challenges Tanzanians have today.
To advance towards the envisioned country ownership, Tanzania needs strong and
competent leaders at every level who can engage with and inspire the people in their
development discourse, especially when the country apparently lacks credible leadership
at the national as well as local levels. Various Tanzanians addressed unaccountable
leadership as a grave concern and a challenge during the latest study discussions. The
leadership issue has been lingering on since the time of independence. Indeed, it is a

central challenge in the Tanzanian context of country ownership.

Recommendations

Defining Country Ownership at the Country Level
The framework for the Paris Declaration defines country ownership as effective
[national] leadership over countries’ development policies and strategies, and
coordination of development actions (OECD, 2008b). In 2010, the OECD and the World
Bank assessed country ownership of various developing countries by using specific
indicators agreed upon under the aid effectiveness forum. Tanzania was also assessed and

received the highest score for ownership on a 5- point scale. It was reasoned that
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“Tanzania has a strongly unified strategic framework with prioritization of targets and
clear links to the budget” (OECD, 2012, p. 3).

As discussed through this dissertation, in the case of Tanzania, country ownership
of development is critically concerned with the local population. It is about the Tanzanian
people’s ability to manage their local development rather than the central government’s
ability to manage the development and aid process. When the government is concerned,
its commitment and engagement to empower its population is the fundamental issue. In
accordance to the notion of country ownership described by the Tanzanian education
stakeholders, the real question should be: whether the prioritized targets and resource
allocation are linked with locally identified needs and priorities; who initiates and
determines the policy contents and implementation plan; if the local population recognize
the policies concerned as their own; and whether they are willing to strive for
implementation. When there are increasing claims from Tanzanian development
stakeholders that local priorities are rarely addressed and taken up by the government and
that local authorities have no autonomy on budget allocation and staff deployment
responsive to local needs, it would be difficult for many to agree that Tanzania, more
correctly the national government, is rated ‘A’ in the performance of country ownership.

This ownership assessment gap is an inevitable consequence of essentially diverse
definitions and perceptions of what constitutes country ownership. Behind the OECD-led
definition, there is a popular view that aid is most effective when donors’ aid programs
support development approach owned by the country [national government] (OECD,
2012). Under the aid effectiveness framework, the level for assessing country ownership

is, therefore, the extent to which an aid-recipient country government integrates policy
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objectives and needed implementation costs together with predicted external supports
into its strategic development and budget framework. This has to do with not only central
government’s performance but also external partners’ usage of their aid recipient’s
country systems and implementation arrangements. Fundamentally, though, this
definition of country ownership does not match that expressed by the Tanzanian study
participants. While efforts to consolidate one comprehensive strategic plan, align with
and also strengthen country systems are crucial in a development process, central
government’s ability to reflect local needs and priorities and ensure local empowerment
is equally essential and should be considered as an integral part of country ownership
assessment.

Even though it is not likely to be an easy task to challenge the definition adopted
by the international framework, the definition of country ownership should be reviewed
so that aid recipient countries’ opinions and experiences over ownership could be further
explored and acknowledged by the international donor community. To move forward,
then, developing country governments should first recognize and advocate the
importance of country ownership and define the term with national stakeholders
domestically. In the end, the need for raising and discussing ownership imperatives has to
come from developing countries so that the global community can be better informed of
existing perceptions and definition gaps. Tanzania is in a suitable position to lead these
actions.

Now that the MDG and the EFA initiatives are officially ending in 2015, it is a
high time to revisit the agenda of country ownership for a more mutual appreciation to be

generated alongside the post-2015 agenda for sustainable development. Reflected by the
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past lessons, it is proposed that the Global Partnership allow developing country
members to discuss at the county level and come up with their own interpretations of
country ownership and clarify what requires their ownership notion to be realized in each
country’s context. While countries should be encouraged by the international
development community, ideally, their ownership agenda, actions, and monitoring

progress should be handled by themselves in principle.

Gradual but Sound Devolution

As far as Tanzania is concerned, central and local government authorities should
initiate efforts in advocating the importance of country ownership defined locally as well
as of communities’ initiatives and contribution to Tanzanian policy implementation. This
study has revealed that priority setting and planning are two distinctive domains that
likely cultivate a strong sense of ownership for implementation. To facilitate steps taken
forward, the central government is required to devolve more decision-making authority
concerning financial and human resources deployment and management to LGAs as well
as increased discretionary budget to them, especially the village level, so that
communities can determine development priorities and be in charge of planning and
implementing their prioritized activities according to the plans they collectively own
locally. Decisive actions are critical to empower local communities and villagers by
providing them with more conducive means to execute their own decisions and promote
self-help development.

To further strengthen the proposed actions, communities and local authorities
should work more closely. One way to do this probably requires local authorities’

increased understanding of local needs, initiatives, and conditions in development. They
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should regularly visit and communicate with communities in their jurisdiction so that
local mobilization and undertakings would be observed, encouraged, and better informed
to the LGAs, especially districts. Complimentary support to communities could be
strengthened and increased in various ways.

At the same time, local authorities also need continued capacity strengthening,
including resources, in a medium and long term. As far as education is concerned, the
LGAs should be in control of basic education school issues locally, including school
teacher recruitment, hiring, and management. This way, district and village authorities
should be better informed of local issues and needs, and reduce distance in the work
relationship with their communities and citizens with a view to be more responsive to the
local needs and ownership practices.

Most critically, financial devolution is vital for the envisioned ownership to be
realized. As argued by Mbogela and Mollel (2014), local governments can be barely
empowered without sufficient financial resources to be delegated in order to execute their
responsibilities and be accountable for locally determined needs and development
priorities. In reality, LGAs are still largely dependent on the fiscal budget allocated by the
central government, more than 80% of total budget, which may not change substantially
for years to come. Regardless, D by D cannot be complete unless financial devolution is
further confronted and promoted.

The study on decentralized financial management conducted by Mbogela and
Mollel (2014) suggests that there have been slow but steady improvements in that regard
along with the implementation of the LGRP. Financial decentralization, however,

requires continuous capacity strengthening and enabling institutional arrangements that

194



should be supported legally. Therefore, despite the obvious limitation of the
government’s fiscal resource, Tanzania needs to engage in fiscal devolution in a tangible

and sustainable manner in view of empowering LGAs and local population.

Locally Determined Way Forward

Considering the current adverse situation surrounding external aid and
relationships with donors, Tanzanians ought to be better informed that there are other
national governments which have demonstrated strong leadership, often understood as
effective ownership, despite external aid and donor intervention (Whitfield, 2009).
Tanzania should be able to act on ownership more firmly even with the current aid
dependency rate, and it might be meaningful and inspiring for Tanzanian authorities to
look at other country cases in the region with strong ownership of development policy
engagements demonstrated at a national level. This endeavor has to be initiated by the
central government, and then authorities should analyze what is needed for stronger
ownership in the Tanzanian context so as to determine further actions to pursue.

To ensure local ownership is encouraged, the dissemination of practical
information and data concerning education policy implementation status, such as public
finance, a summary of the annual Education Management Information System (EMIS)
data and regional progress digest, and practical cases of ownership efforts, would
encourage local ownership and initiatives at the lower levels. Information and data need
to be translated in a user-friendly and inspiring manner. On the other hand, villagers in
general are not aware of the fact that they are implementing national development

policies; they are primary implementers of education policies and associated activities.
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And, this is the backbone of the claim made by the study participants that country
ownership should primarily concern the Tanzanian people.

For the community level, therefore, sensitization as well as an official recognition
of community ownership should facilitate encouragement for school committees and
communities at large. It might be equally strategic to further sensitize the adult and youth
population about essential development and ownership issues through various means,
including radio broadcasting, adult education programs like ICBAE, and dissemination of
other communities” ownership practices through village meetings, for instance. It should
be cautioned that it is pertinent to avoid generating an expectation that community
projects will be funded by the government. This misinterpretation has repeatedly failed
and discouraged the communities in various development initiatives and programs. In the
end, empowerment of the population is a key to an enhanced sense, creative ideas, and
execution of country ownership in Tanzania at large. The way forward must be
determined locally by implementers and then facilitated by the local governments as well

as central government for constructive implementation.

A Trusting Relationship for Development Efforts
Aid effectiveness has been vigorously debated by the donor community since the
1990s. Today, debates and actions concerning effective aid involve not only donor
members but the entire development community as illustrated by the discussions held
through the forums on aid effectiveness. The five principles of aid effectiveness under the
Paris Declaration suggest that to ensure the underlying principles it may well require
greater collaboration and constructive partnerships between developing country

governments and donor partners. Ownership, for instance, can hardly be ensured without
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countries’ solid will to lead their own development processes and be accountable for the
outcomes. But in addition, it requires donors’ long-term commitment and collaboration to
support capacity and system building for countries to manage such processes.
Fundamentally, without trust between developing country governments and their external
partners, development efforts are not likely to generate effective and sustainable results.

When considering aid relationships, it does seem to be necessary to associate with
trust and to explore what trust means to both aid recipients and providers. For the side of
the donors, there is a growing tendency that they allocate ODA to those governments that
are perceived as more capable and accountable for policy implementation and financial
management. In this sense, trust relates to governments’ adherence to policy
implementation, which may be translated as adherence to policy conditions associated
with aid, capability of reliable execution of the budget, and financial accountability. The
G8 similarly stresses that the member nations will assist African countries that are taking
credible actions against corruption and increasing transparency and accountability (G8
Summit, 2007). After all, donor agencies are held accountable for the aid budget and
outcomes to their home governments, parliaments, and tax payers. Therefore, the donors
naturally opt to disburse funds to recipient governments more trustworthy in managing
aid finance as well as policy implementation.

On the side of recipient countries, on the other hand, the governments inevitably
prefer working with those donors who respect their ownership, act upon what has been
agreed to but ideally without much imposed conditionality, and disburse development
funds as scheduled. These donors are considered as predictable in aid provision, in other

words, more reliable development partners. Now that donor funds are a more integral part
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of fiscal budgets in many sub-Saharan African countries, aid provision has to be more
predictable and reliable than ever before. This dimension is also adopted as an indicator
for ownership under the aid effectiveness framework. Whether a recipient country
government trusts its development partners or not is a sensitive question. African
governments, including that of Tanzania, tend to be implicit about how they perceive
their donor partners because that may affect the relations with their financiers. Yet, trust
is one vital element for both aid-recipient countries and donors, particularly for the latter,
to be more mindful of.

In relation to trust and country ownership, there are two interacting domains:
governance and country capacity. Trust between the two parties is interconnected with
development and aid practices. Therefore, it also interacts with progresses in governance
and country capacity. With strengthened capacity in the context of governance, countries
should be able to increase their influence and control over policy choices and associated
undertakings. Hence, these domains serve interests, not only for donors, but also for sub-
Saharan African countries themselves.

In view of country ownership, however, a real critical question is whether sub-
Saharan African countries would choose governance voluntarily as their own agenda to
strive for. Furthermore, another real challenge for many African governments is to
develop their own practical strategies and mobilize domestic resources necessary to
strengthen institutional capacities and governance if the countries recognize such efforts
as crucial. The past experiences in these domains were undoubtedly donor-driven and put
the local governments in rather passive positions. The Tanzanian government has

strengthened ownership in certain aspects and also increased the trust level towards its
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donor partners in the course of development undertakings over time. Likewise, the donor
community increased its confidence and trust on the government’s lead in the overall
development process (Harrison & Mulley, 2007). As exemplified in the previous chapter,
however, both parties are somewhat losing confidence and trust in mutual development
efforts recently. Maintaining trust and confidence in aid relationships requires a
substantial time investment and the acknowledgment that they can be very vulnerable at
the same time.

Development and aid history in sub-Saharan Africa proves that aid relationships
and development business are extremely complicated and considerably affected by
domestic and aid politics. And, development practitioners have learned, by and large, that
a profound understanding of local conditions and a trusting relationship with counterparts
in developing countries fundamentally matter to the results of collective efforts in
development. Challenges we face on the ground are often so immense that we drive the
necessary discourse on our own terms. Under this circumstance, we are the one to be
accountable for end results. Under this circumstance, we are not likely to foster trusting
relationships with our partners on the ground, either.

As clearly asserted by Tanzanian education stakeholders, country ownership
requires autonomy. Desired autonomy is the one that allows the countries to decide on
development priorities and control resources, especially finance, needed for numerous
development undertakings. Autonomy, though, appears to be facilitated, not solely by
legal measures but also by trust in relationships among development actors. We, external
partners, ought to be conscious about influence we may have over our partners’

autonomy. Sub-Saharan African nations, including Tanzania, should be willing to strive
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for self-reliance and earn more confidence. The donor community should be willing to
strive to become trustable partners in this endeavor while respecting and supporting local

ownership in their development discourses.

Broad-Based Discussion of Ownership

Lastly, there is a dire need to draw more perspectives and practical experiences of
local ownership from a wider range of development stakeholders in their country context
of development. As discussed in the Limitations section of Chapter 4, this study explored
local perceptions mostly from Tanzanian education stakeholders who are categorized as
state actors. At the country level, education stakeholders encompass those from central
and local governments, schools, training institutions, academics, teachers’ unions,
NGOs/CSOs/Religion-Based Organizations (RBO), the private sector, communities,
parents, and education donor group, if the main constituents are listed. This diversity
inevitably generates varied opinions and expectations concerning country ownership but
equally generates more creative ideas and solutions in moving forward. The idea of joint
ownership with external development partners can be also debated for its relevancy and
practicability. Thus, in the same line with defining ownership at the country level, broad-
based discussions on ownership agenda should be sought after in order to put locally
generated ideas together to construct credible solutions to be collectively committed and

owned in each country context.

Final Statement

| have received absolutely positive and supportive reactions to this study from the
study participants as well as the Tanzanian experts when | presented the key findings and

the notion of country ownership built upon the perspectives of the Tanzanians. Many
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commented on the significance of the inquiry and associated discussions on ownership of
development discourse. Behind those positive reactions to my study, there is a reality as
discussed in this dissertation that many Tanzanians are frustrated with the static
conditions surrounding their development landscape and are beginning to lose confidence
in the government’s leadership as well as how it tackles development challenges. This is
despite the exceptionally positive experiences the country had in development discourse
and aid relationships earlier.

In this respect, ownership discussions through this study extended Tanzanian
education stakeholders a chance to contemplate what ownership means to them, what
challenges Tanzania is currently facing in that regard, and what should be done to cope
with the ownership agenda. Ideally, Tanzanian stakeholders will continue dialogues on
country ownership so that they can further scrutinize Tanzanian ownership in
development and determine next steps themselves to move forward to realize their
envisioned country ownership. Even if not collectively, | wish each of them to be more
mindful of and act on ownership at a personal level. As the founder of the nation,
Mwalimu Nyerere, asserted, it is only the determination and diligent work of the people
that will change the country in a meaningful and desired manner.

Although the Paris Declaration and subsequent action agreements promoted much
attention to aid effectiveness, these debates hardly allowed the global development
community to adopt a more genuine and subtle concept of ownership in a collective way.
From the perspective of challenging the paradoxically donor-driven approach, a more
legitimate understanding of country ownership should be debated. The notion needs to go

beyond the technical one, and it should concern autonomy and sovereignty over national
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and local development. Otherwise, counterproductive practices in aid and development
may continue undermining local ownership and damage relationships between
developing nations and their external partners, which will affect development efforts
negatively in the end.

This study proposes that what country ownership fundamentally means and
requires should be discussed and determined at the country level. By the Tanzanian
definition, country ownership concerns the government’s ability to engage with its
citizens and to be accountable to them for attaining development objectives and priorities
that originated locally but were determined nationally. In essence, though, there are
diverse definitions and points of concern. Therefore, again it has to be emphasized that an
ownership agenda can be determined and tackled most effectively at the country level. |
believe that Tanzania is in an advantageous position to initiate this endeavor and cultivate
a real sense of ownership for its own development discourse. | truly respect their
understanding of development ownership and remain supportive of their journey to

realize the envisioned country ownership on their own terms.
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APPENDIX A
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS ON OWNERSHIP

Date: Time: Meeting venue:
Name:
Affiliation: Position:

Years of services in education (or civil/public service):

Phone: Email:

Q1. Are you familiar with the term ‘ownership’? Do you hear/use the term in your
work setting?

Q2. Do you know in recent years there have been discussions taking place about
ownership under the Paris Declaration framework (which defines ownership as the
country’s ability to design and implement national policies and strategies)?

Q3. Regardless of the definition of ownership, the international donor community
emphasizes the importance of country ownership for generating more tangible results
in development and aid. What does country ownership primarily mean to you? What is
country ownership about?

Q4. Also, whose ownership is this?

Q5. By your understanding of ownership, then, how do you see Tanzanian country
ownership over development?

Q6. When it comes to the education sector and education activities, who are involved
and who should own?

Who are Whose
Context . . Notes
involved? ownership?

Policy making

Priority setting

Strategy development
Planning

Budgeting

Financial management
Monitoring
Assessment/review/evaluation
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Q7. Can you tell me one [empirical] example of a case of your ownership? [Something
you feel you owned, how you exercised ownership, what is a proof of your ownership?]

Q8. Can you express the degree of country ownership (ownership at national level) as
well as your own ownership (ownership at personal level)?

Degree of ownership (V)
Weak Fair Strong

Context Reasons

Policy making
Priority setting
Strategy
development
Planning
Budgeting
Financial
management
Monitoring
Sector assessment
Overall

Q10. What are major factors which support your ownership? What makes exercising
ownership difficult?

Q11. In your view, are development partners supporting Tanzanian ownership? What
are the reasons of your answer?

Q12. How and what would you monitor to assess ‘ownership’ if you were in charge?
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APPENDIX B
OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE DESCRIBED BY TANZANIAN EDUCATION STAKEHOLDERS

. Who are Recognition of :
Context What is owned? . Who owns? g : What influence?
involved? ownership
e Government Institutional level: e Responsible
e Politicians (MPs) MOEVT, Ministry Officials:
e Responsible PMO-RALG Strongly recognized | e Political directions
e Process Ministries o o Other Officials: ¢ Authority
Policy Making e Polici e DPs Individual level: Weakly recognized | e Autonomy
oteres Ministers e MPs/Minister: Not | e DPs’ policy
o ) investigated conditions
In vision: Population e Community level:
Not recognized
e Government e Ministerial level: e Political priority
¢ Politicians (MPs) Poorly recognized ¢ Autonomy
L . e Process e DPs S e District level: e Collective dialogue
oo Local Communities . . Y
Priority Setting e Priorities e Stakeholders at Poorly recognized | e Active participation
implementation o Community level: e Resource
level (Communities) Well recognized availability
e Responsible
Ministries/ ¢ Political
Departments Responsible : commitment
gtratfgy t : }S):octes§ e DPs Ministries/ 532:;{' recognized e Technical expertise
evelopmen Tategies e Technical experts Departments e DPs’ intervention
e Communities (in e Resources
Adult Education)
. e Ministerial level: e Dialogue
e Ministries/ . . Lo
Fairly recognized ¢ Participation of
Departments . . .
. e District level: Well implementers
. e Process e Regional Stakeholders at every . .
Planning .. . recognized e Leadership
e Plans Administration level o o
o LGAs e Communities: . e Responsibility
. Strongly recognized | o Accountability
e School Committees
e Resources




90¢

Personnel in charge

of budgeting
e Management in Ministry of Finance e Ministerial level: :
Mandates allocation/decision Poorly recognized * Authority
y g
Budgeting Resources making * Autonomy
(Resource allocation) Resource e Parliament in e Community: * DPs
Mobilization approval Feeling responsible | ® Respurgg
e Communitics in Local Communities for resource availability
resource mobilization
contribution
e Responsible Central Government e Importance
Ministries/ Local Government recognized e Mandate
Financial Mandates Departments Finance Department ° Ownership poorly e Transparency
Management Reports e LGAs recognized across e Accountability
e Schools/School study participants e DPs
Committees School Committee
e Ministries MOEVT/PMO-RALG | e Importance
e LGAs ) recognized e Mandate
Monitoring & Process e DPs EGAS{ResFionS'Ne * Ownership poorly e Transparency
Evaluation (M&E) Mandates e Other Stakeholders epartments recognlzeq across « Accountability
M&E results e Communities (in . study participants
Adult Education) School Committee/ e Management level: | ° DPs
Local Communities Fairly recognized
e Ministries MOEVT/PMO-RALG | e Ministerial level: e Resources
e LGAs Well recognized e Commitment
Policy Process e DPs LGAs * District level: Not e Accountability
Implementation Activities planned e Other Stakeholders . well recognized e Community
p and implemented o Communities Local Communities e Communities: Not mobilization
directly inquired e Community

contribution
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