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In both the developed and developing worlds, government attempts to
improve education have been mostly about providing more classrooms,
more teachers, and more textbooks to schools. There is growing evi-
dence, however, that more inputs are not enough to make schools work
better. One important reason why education systems are failing to pro-
vide children with a solid education is the weak accountability rela-
tionships among policy makers, education providers, and the citizens and
students whom they serve. It is not surprising then that the transfer of
some decision-making power to schools has become a popular reform
over the past decade. 

School-based management (SBM) puts power in the hands of the
frontline providers and parents to improve their schools. Its basic prem-
ise is that people who have the most to gain or lose—students and their
parents—and those who know what actually goes on in the classroom
and school—teachers and school principals—should have both greater
authority and greater accountability than they do now with respect to
school performance. 

However, while there is evidence that SBM can improve the quality of
teaching and learning in schools, our evidence base is limited. Decentralized
Decision-Making in Schools adds to that knowledge base by distilling

Foreword



the lessons from countries with different SBM arrangements, reviews the
findings from analytical studies, and presents the policy choices that
emerge from those lessons and findings.

During the past two decades, educational differences between richer
and poorer countries, as measured by enrollment rates and average years
of schooling, have narrowed—but the global gap in student achievement
levels remains very wide. Where successful, SBM offers the potential to
close that learning gap.

Elizabeth M. King
Director, Education
Human Development Network
The World Bank
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Preface

School-based management has become a very popular movement over
the last decade. The World Bank’s work on school-based management
emerged from a need to better define the concept, review the evidence,
support impact assessments in various countries, and provide feedback
to project teams. The authors took detailed stock of the existing litera-
ture on school-based management and then identified several cases that
the Bank was supporting in various countries. The authors present as
well general guidance on how to evaluate school-based management
programs. The Bank continues to support and oversee a number of
impact evaluations of school-based management programs in an array
of countries.

About This Book

The eighth meeting of the High-Level Group on Education for All (EFA-
HLG) was held in Oslo, Norway, December 16–18, 2008. It provided
world leaders with an opportunity to reassert the importance of educa-
tion and the need to achieve the EFA goals. The EFA-HLG serves as the
focal point for the political commitment, as well as the technical and
financial resource mobilization, needed to achieve the six EFA goals: 



1. Expand early childhood care and education
2. Provide free and compulsory primary education for all
3. Promote learning and life skills for young people and adults
4. Increase adult literacy by 50 percent
5. Achieve gender parity by 2005, gender equality by 2015
6. Improve the quality of education.

The 2008 meeting was pivotal for the EFA movement. It signified the
midpoint between the year 2000, when developing and donor countries
alike reinforced their commitments to the six goals, and the year 2015,
the target year for achieving those goals. Similarly, it was the midpoint
between the declaration and projected achievement of the Millennium
Development Goal of universal primary school completion. Most impor-
tant, 2008 was the last chance for children to begin first grade in order to
complete sixth grade by 2015.

This book, Decentralized Decision-Making in Schools: The Theory and
Evidence on School-Based Management, was produced for the December
2008 meeting by a team led by Robin Horn, education sector manager
of the Human Development Department of the World Bank. The work
received the generous support of the Norwegian government. The
Kingdom of Norway has provided grant funding to the World Bank to
scale up analyses in three areas critical to achieving EFA goals: education
in fragile states, financing of education in developing countries, and man-
agement and accountability in education.
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1

For more than 100 years the lack of a school management methodology has
been the cause of countless complaints. But it has been only in the last 30
years that efforts have been made to find a solution to this problem. And,
what has resulted so far? Schools continue exactly the same as before.

– Jan Amos Comenius, 1632

Despite the clear commitment of governments and international agencies
to the education sector, efficient and equitable access remains elusive for
many populations—especially for girls, indigenous peoples, and other
poor and marginalized groups. Many international initiatives focus on
these access issues with great commitment, but even where the vast
majority of children do have access to education facilities, the quality of
that education often is very poor. This fact increasingly is apparent in the
scores from international learning assessments on which most students
from developing countries do not excel. Evidence has shown that merely
increasing resource allocation without also introducing institutional
reforms in the education sector will not increase equity or improve the
quality of education.

Governments around the world are introducing a range of strategies
aimed at improving the financing and delivery of education services, and

Overview



recently they have added an emphasis on improving quality as well as
increas ing quantity (in terms of enrollment rates). The decentralization of
educational decision making is one such strategy. Advocates of this strat-
egy maintain that decentralizing decision making encourages demand for
a higher quality of education and ensures that schools reflect local priori-
ties and values. By giving a voice and decision-making power to local stake-
holders who know more about the local education systems than do central
policy makers, decentralization can improve educational outcomes and
increase client satisfaction. One way to decentralize decision-making power
in education is known popularly as school-based management (SBM).
There are other names for this concept, but they all refer to the decentral-
ization of authority from the central government to the school level. SBM
emphasizes the individual school (represented by any combination of prin-
cipals, teachers, parents, students, and other members of the school commu-
nity) as the main decision-making authority, and holds that this shift in
the formulating of decisions would lead to improvement in the delivery
of education.

What Is School-Based Management?

School-based management is the decentralization of authority from the
central government to the school level (Caldwell 2005). In the words of
Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990), “School-based management can be
viewed conceptually as a formal alteration of governance structures, as a
form of decentralization that identifies the individual school as the pri-
mary unit of improvement and relies on the redistribution of decision-
making authority as the primary means through which improvement
might be stimulated and sustained” (p. 290).

There have been many SBM reforms in developing countries. A review
of the World Bank education portfolio for fiscal years 2000–06 reveals
that about 10 percent of all projects support SBM, a total of 15 among
approximately 157 projects. These projects represent $1.7 billion1—
23 percent of the Bank’s lending for basic education or 18 percent of its
total education financing (see table 1).

The majority of the SBM projects in the current portfolio are in Latin
American and South Asian countries, including Argentina, Bangladesh,
Guatemala, Honduras, India, Mexico, and Sri Lanka. There also are two
Bank-supported SBM projects in Europe and Central Asia (in the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and in Serbia and Montenegro), and
one each in East Asia and the Pacific (the Philippines), the Middle East
and North Africa (Lebanon), and sub-Saharan Africa (Lesotho). Other
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projects and programs have been introduced more recently in The
Gambia, Madagascar, and Senegal. All of these reforms are reviewed in
chapter 2.

Most SBM projects involve some sort of transfer of responsibility and
decision making—usually the responsibility for school operations—to a
combination of principals, teachers, parents, and other school community
members. These projects try to empower principals and teachers and
strengthen their professional motivation, thereby enhancing their sense of
ownership of the school. They also seek to involve the local community
in a meaningful way, making decisions about their local school. By these
means, the projects aim to increase the speed and relevance of school-
level decision making.

Most SBM projects work through some sort of school committee (or
school council or school management committee). The school committee
may (1) monitor the school’s performance, for example, in test scores or
teacher and student attendance; (2) raise funds and create endowments
for the school; (3) appoint, suspend, dismiss, and remove teachers, and
ensure that teachers’ salaries are paid regularly2; and (4) albeit rarely,
approve annual budgets, including the development budget, and examine
monthly financial statements.

Several of these projects seek to strengthen parents’ involvement in
the management of the school by getting them involved in the school
committee or council. Parents participate voluntarily and take on various
responsibilities, ranging from the assessment of student learning to finan-
cial management. In some projects, parents are involved directly in the
school’s management by being custodians of the funds received and ver-
ifying the purchases and contracts made by the school. School councils
also may be required to develop some sort of school improvement plan.

Different Forms of School-Based Management

SBM programs take many different forms in terms of who has the power
to make decisions and how much decision-making authority devolves to
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Table 1   School-Based Management in World Bank–Financed Education Projects 

Total SBM Percent of total

Education projects (number) 157 15 10
Education lending ($ millions) 9.49 1.70 18
Basic education lending ($ millions) 7.44 1.70 23

Source: World Bank’s List of Education Projects, FY00–06.
Note: SBM = school-based management. “Lending” indicates the total amount committed by the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development/International Development Association (IDA).



the school level. Whereas some programs transfer authority only to school
principals or teachers, others encourage or mandate parental and commu-
nity participation, often through their active membership in school com-
mittees. In general, SBM programs devolve authority over one or more
activities. These can be any of the following: (1) budget allocations, (2)
hiring and firing of teachers and other school staff, (3) curriculum devel-
opment, (4) procurement of textbooks and other educational materials,
(5) infrastructure improvement, and (6) monitoring and evaluation of
teacher performance and student learning outcomes. Although we define
SBM broadly to include community-based management and parental
participation mechanisms, in this review, explicitly, we do not include
stand-alone, or one-off, school grants programs that are not meant to be
permanent alterations in school management. 

SBM reforms are far from uniform and they encompass a wide variety
of strategies. Each program is shaped by the objectives of the reformers
and by the broader national policy and social context in which it is created.
There are two key dimensions to the devolution of decision making—the
degree of autonomy being devolved (what) and the people to whom
the decision-making authority is devolved (who). With so many possi-
ble combinations of these two dimensions, almost every SBM reform is
unique. It is estimated that there are more than 800 SBM models in the
United States alone, and globally SBM reforms vary even more widely
(Rowan, Camburn, and Barnes 2004). 

SBM programs lie along a continuum in the degree to which decision
making is devolved to the school. “Weak” SBM reforms at one end of the
continuum can be described as those in which schools have limited auton-
omy, usually over issues concerning instructional methods or planning for
school improvement (for example, Mexico’s Quality Schools Program
[Programa Escuelas de Calidad; PEC]). A weak version of SBM might be
characterized by school councils that play only an advisory role (as happens,
for example, in schools in Edmonton [Canada], Senegal, and Thailand). A
“strong” form of SBM is characterized by school councils that receive funds
directly from the central or other relevant level of government and have
been granted the responsibility for hiring and firing teachers and principals
and/or for setting curricula (as in the EDUCO program in El Salvador).
Strong forms of SBM include education systems in which parents have
complete choice and control over public education and where all decisions
concerning the operational, financial, and educational management of
schools are in the hands of school councils or school administrators (as, for
example, in the Netherlands or the charter school reforms in Qatar). It is
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interesting to note that at the strong end of the continuum, the distinction
between public and private schools becomes blurred. 

The other key dimension of SBM is who is given responsibility for the
devolved functions. There are four models that typify the various arrange-
ments included in SBM reforms: 

1. administrative-control SBM—in which the authority is devolved to the
school principal

2. professional-control SBM—in which teachers hold the main decision-mak-
ing authority so as to use their knowledge of the school and its students

3. community-control SBM—in which parents have the major decision-
making authority

4. balanced-control SBM—in which decision-making authority is shared
by parents and teachers.

In practice, an SBM program usually adopts a blend of the four models.
In most cases, a formal legal entity (a school council or school management
committee) consists of the principal, teachers, and, in almost all cases,
community representatives. The Support to School Management Program
(Apoyo a la Gestión Escolar; AGEs) in rural Mexico gives minimal auton-
omy to school councils, which are led mainly by parents. New Zealand’s
model is highly autonomous, however, with most decision-making power
lying with the parents. Another extreme is the case of the Netherlands,
where since 1985 the government has given school principals authority
over a large number of functions with the goal of increasing efficiency, and
has allowed parents to create new schools that meet their own specific cul-
tural and religious needs. In Qatar, the Supreme Education Council imple-
mented a school reform that effectively introduced the charter school
model into the country and allowed any parental group, teacher, or other
organization to open up a publicly funded, privately run school. 

However, by making individual schools the focus of educational policy
change, SBM does not assume that governments will be completely out
of the decision-making picture. Public schools always will exist in some
larger policy and administrative context that affects their operations. The
key is to identify precisely what the government’s role in decision mak-
ing should be, given each political and social context. 

School-Based Management Reforms around the World

School-based management is very popular. SBM-type reforms have been
introduced in countries with diverse educational systems, such as Australia,
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Canada, Israel, and the United States—some going back 30 years. There
are many reasons for this popularity. SBM has the potential to be a low-
cost means of making public spending on education more efficient by
increasing the accountability of the agents involved and by empowering
the clients to improve learning outcomes. And by putting power in the
hands of the service end users (people who are doing the educating or have
children being educated), SBM eventually produces better school manage-
ment that is more cognizant of and responsive to the needs of those end
users, thus creating a better and more conducive learning environment for
the students.

The potential benefits of such a system are large and involve only mar-
ginal costs. These benefits can include 

• more input and resources from parents (whether in cash or in-kind)
• more effective use of resources because those making the decisions for

each school are intimately acquainted with its needs
• a higher quality of education as a result of more efficient and transpar-

ent use of resources 
• a more open and welcoming school environment because the commu-

nity is involved in its management 
• increased participation of all local stakeholders in the decision-making

processes, leading to more collegial relationships and increased satis-
faction 

• improved student performance as a result of reduced repetition rates,
reduced dropout rates, and (eventually) better learning outcomes.

Across the countries in the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) there is a trend toward increasing autonomy,
devolving responsibility, and encouraging responsiveness to local needs, all
with the objective of raising performance levels (OECD 2004). Most
countries whose students perform well in international student achieve-
ment tests give their local authorities and schools substantial autonomy
over adapting and implementing educational content, allocating and
managing resources, or both. With a few exceptions, most students in
OECD countries are enrolled in schools in which teachers and stakehold-
ers play a role in deciding what courses are offered and how money is
spent within the school. There is a strong positive relationship between
school autonomy and student performance. Moreover, greater school
autonomy is not necessarily associated with wider disparities in school
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performance among schools, as long as governments provide a framework
in which more poorly performing schools receive needed support to help
them improve. In fact, Finland and Sweden (which are among those
countries with the highest degree of school autonomy on many
Programme for International Student Assessment measures) and Iceland
have the smallest performance differences among schools (OECD 2004).

This study reviews more than 20 country experiences with SBM in
Latin America and the Caribbean, Africa, Asia, and the Middle East and
North Africa, as well as in more developed countries, such as Australia,
the Netherlands, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and the United
States. For each of these countries, we include a brief description of the
SBM reform along with any evidence regarding its impact on a variety of
indicators, ranging from student test scores and dropout and repetition
rates to parent and teacher perceptions of the reform’s benefits. Here we
start by giving a brief description of the SBM programs implemented in
various countries, arranged by region. 

Latin America and the Caribbean 
In El Salvador, the SBM reform was implemented in 1991 under the name
EDUCO (Education with Community Participation; [Educación con
Participación de la Comunidad]). EDUCO schools are publicly funded, and
their students receive (in addition to free tuition and textbooks) free uni-
forms, registration, and basic school supplies. In return, parents are expected
to contribute meals, time, and, in some cases, their labor to improve schools
(Edge 2000). The distinguishing feature of EDUCO schools is the
Community Education Association (Asociación Comunitaria de
Educación; [ACE]). Each EDUCO school has one ACE with five commu-
nity-elected members. ACEs receive funds directly from the Ministry of
Education and are responsible for enacting and implementing ministry and
community policies; and for hiring, firing, and monitoring teachers (Sawada
and Ragatz 2005). Similar projects have been implemented in Honduras
(Community-Based Education Program [Proyecto Hondureño de
Educación Comunitaria; {PROHECO}]), Guatemala (Community-
Managed Program for Educational Development [Programa Nacional de
Autogestión para el Desarrollo Educativo; {PRONADE}), and Nicaragua.

In 2001, Mexico implemented PEC. This program is intended to pro-
vide more autonomy to schools by giving them annual grants of up to
$5,000 to improve educational quality (Skoufias and Shapiro 2006). In
exchange for PEC grants, schools must prepare an educational improve-
ment plan that outlines how they will use the grant. Parent associations
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must be involved in the design, implementation, and monitoring of the
plan. In the first 4 years, about 80 percent of the grant must be spent on
school materials and facilities. In the fifth year, only part of the money
must be spent on such goods, with a large proportion of the grant going to
fund teacher training and development. Participation in PEC is voluntary,
but the program targets disadvantaged urban schools. A similar reform was
undertaken in Brazil with the Community-Based Education Program
(Plano de Desenvolvimiento da Escola; PDE), a program designed to make
schools more responsive to students and their communities. Under the
PDE, schools engage in a self-evaluation, develop a school plan focusing on
two or three “efficiency factors” (one of which has to be effective teaching
and learning), and design actions intended to address those factors. In turn,
the Fund for the Strengthening of Schools (Fundescola), a program created
by Brazil’s Ministry of Education, provides funds to support PDE schools’
goals and projects (Carnoy et al. 2008). 

Another SBM reform undertaken in Mexico was AGEs. This pro-
gram, begun in 1996, provides cash grants ($500–$700, depending on
the school’s size) and training to parent associations. The money may
be spent on any educational activity that an association deems to be
appropriate. In most instances, spending is limited to improvements to
school facilities.

Africa
Various SBM reforms are under way in Africa. Some of the earlier efforts
were conceived under the umbrella of “whole school development”
(WSD), a package of reforms aimed at improving school management,
in-service training, and monitoring and evaluation, among other things
(Akyeampong 2004). This holistic approach to school improvement has
been implemented, with some variations, in such countries as Ghana and
South Africa.

In Kenya, community members participate in schools by serving on
school committees. These committees or parent-teacher associations
(PTAs) consist of elected parents and representatives from the District
Education Board. In general, a committee’s authority is limited to sug-
gesting promotions and transfers of teachers to the Ministry of
Education, overseeing expenditures from capitation grants, and partici-
pating in the design and implementation of school development plans.
A recent pilot program in Kenya—the Extra Teacher Program (ETP)—
provided funds to 140 schools randomly selected from a pool of 210
schools to hire an extra teacher for first-grade classes. The program was
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funded by the World Bank and International Child Support Africa (ICS),
a nongovernmental organization (NGO) working with schools in the
region. Among the 140 schools sampled to receive funding to hire a con-
tract teacher from the local area, 70 schools were selected randomly to
participate in an SBM intervention in which school committees moni-
tored the performance of these contract teachers. In each SBM school,
the school committee held a formal review meeting at the end of the
program’s first school year (2005) to assess the contract teacher’s per-
formance and decide whether to renew his or her contract or to make a
replacement. To prepare the school committees for this task, the ICS
gave committee members a short, focused training course on how to
monitor the contract teacher’s performance, including techniques for
soliciting input from parents and checking teacher attendance. A sub-
committee of first-graders’ parents was formed to evaluate the contract
teacher and to deliver a performance report at the end of the first year
(Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007).

In several African countries, introducing free primary education meant
abolishing school fees that previously had been paid by parents. The
expenditures that used to be covered by these fees are now funded by
grants (sometimes called capitation grants) from the central government.
For example, in countries like The Gambia, Ghana, Madagascar, Niger,
Rwanda, and Senegal, the government gives a direct grant to schools, the
amount of which is calculated on a per-student basis. School councils may
use these capitation grants to purchase school supplies, fund teacher
training, and improve facilities. In some cases (as in Ghana and Rwanda),
the grants may be used to give teachers bonus allowances (dependent on
the successful completion of requirements set between teacher and prin-
cipal) and/or to support the full cost (salary and bonus) of teachers hired
on a fixed-term contract (in Ghana, Niger, Rwanda, and in some forms of
SBM in Madagascar). 

Asia
In 1991, Hong Kong, China, began implementing a series of SBM reforms
mirroring those in Australia, the United Kingdom, and the United States
(Dimmock and Walker 1998b; Wong 2003). In 1997, the Hong Kong,
China, Education Commission approved the School Management
Initiative (SMI), which broadened the scope of the original reform and
gave school management committees autonomy over decisions regarding
personnel, financial matters, and curriculum design and delivery (Wong
2003). Schools may opt into the SMI voluntarily.
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In Cambodia, the SBM program is called the Education Quality
Improvement Project (EQIP) School Grants Program. It began in Takeo
Province in 1998 with a pilot group of 10 clusters, and expanded to
include roughly 1,000 schools in three provinces between 1998 and
2003. EQIP schools receive cash grants that are invested in items on a pri-
ority list drawn up collectively by the participating schools.

In Indonesia, the School Operational Assistance (Bantuan Operasional
Sekolah; BOS) program has introduced a limited form of SBM. Under the
program, school committees were set up in 2005 to run SBM programs.
All schools in Indonesia receive block grants based on a per-student for-
mula, but school committees have control only over nonsalary opera-
tional expenditures. 

Middle East and North Africa
In an effort to improve educational quality in Israel, the municipality of
Jerusalem gradually introduced SBM into 60 of the city’s 74 schools over
a period of 4 years, beginning in 1997. As part of the SBM reform, schools
are expected to develop well-defined goals and a clear work plan and to
carry out extensive monitoring and assessment of educational outcomes.
In return, schools may manage part of their budgets (the part that is not
controlled by the central government) and have some authority over per-
sonnel matters and the establishment of a school council (Nir 2002).

In 2001, the government of Qatar hired the RAND Corporation to
design a reform of its education system. Beginning in 2003, a new system
of independent schools was put in place. These independent schools (sim-
ilar to charter schools in the United States) receive government funding
but are managed by the schools themselves. The goals of the new system
are first to improve education in Qatar by creating a variety of alternative
kinds of schools with different missions, curricula, pedagogy, and resource
allocation models; and then to hold all schools accountable for the qual-
ity of the education they provide. A contracting mechanism is used to
select the operators of new or existing schools so that many different
stakeholders become actively engaged in the school system. Operators
may be groups of educators or parents, private education management
organizations or schools, or any other entity capable of providing educa-
tional and financial guarantees of its ability to attract a sufficient number
of students and educate them successfully. The rules under which inde-
pendent schools operate are referred to as “contract guidelines” and are
similar to those in any contract that lays out each party’s obligations.
Students who were eligible for government funding under the old system
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continue to be eligible under the new independent school system, and the
government pays the costs of their schooling directly to their schools’
operators. 

Other Countries
SBM also has been in operation in Australia, Canada, and New Zealand
for more than 25 years. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the British gov-
ernment increasingly devolved authority and autonomy to parents and
teachers. The most important reform during that time was the 1988
Education Reform Act, which created two categories of schools—locally
managed and grant-maintained schools. In both of these models, school
governing bodies are given authority and autonomy over a school’s
budget and its day-to-day operations. Both categories of schools also have
the power to hire and fire all teaching and nonteaching staff.
Unfortunately, there are no rigorous evaluations of the Australian, New
Zealand, or UK programs so there is no convincing evidence of the effects
of these reforms on student achievement. The United States also has
implemented various forms of SBM over the last 30 years, including pro-
grams in Florida, Chicago (Illinois), New York, and Virginia.

Can School-Based Management Work?

When the who and the what of SBM have been defined, it is hoped that
all the actors and stakeholders at the school level will work together in a
collegial way to put school-based authority and accountability into prac-
tice. However, as we will see in chapter 2, there is little evidence to show
that this is actually what happens. 

There are a few well-documented cases of SBM and some docu-
mented cases of success, but the sample of carefully documented, rigor-
ous SBM impact evaluations since 1995 is considerably smaller than the
number of known SBM programs around the world. This situation is
improving, and various rigorous evaluations and randomized experi-
ments of SBM are being carried out in different countries—but cur-
rently we know little. Moreover, some of the few rigorous studies that
we review here have problems. In most cases, for example, the lack of
randomized experiments has forced researchers to carry out retrospec-
tive analyses. Also, depending on the quantity of data available, most
researchers have had to search for instrumental variables to identify the
intervention, as well as other econometric techniques. That raises ques-
tions about the validity of the chosen instruments. Those studies that
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used over-time differences between beneficiary and nonbeneficiary
groups or tried to match beneficiaries with a similar nonbeneficiary
group were limited by a lack of data, either because the baseline data
were not rich enough or because there was no preprogram trend infor-
mation. These shortcomings have undermined the conclusions of the lit-
erature produced so far on the impact of SBM.

Nevertheless, these studies represent an important attempt to quantify
the impact of some SBM programs on educational outcomes. It may be
argued that the studies reviewed here reduce the bias undoubtedly pres-
ent in simple comparisons and, in this way, they produce important
advances in our understanding of the impact of SBM policies. Despite the
fact that it is very difficult to quantify the effects of the outcome variables
of interest because of differences in metrics across studies, it is possible to
reach some conclusions about the impact of SBM on the basis of the
more rigorous analyses:

• Some studies found that SBM policies actually changed the dynamics
of the school, either because parents got more involved or because
teachers’ actions changed. 

• Several studies presented evidence that SBM had an reducing impact
on repetition rates; failure rates; and, to a lesser degree, dropout rates. 

• The studies that had access to standardized test scores yielded mixed
evidence. One of the studies that yielded strong positive evidence sup-
ported by a rigorous evaluation strategy was done in Kenya, where an
SBM initiative implemented in randomly selected schools had signifi-
cant positive effects on student test scores. These positive outcomes were
the result of a combination of reduced class sizes, more teacher incen-
tives, and greater parental oversight (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007).

The general finding that SBM has had a positive impact on some
variables—mainly in reducing repetition and failure and in improving
attendance rates (in contrast to its mixed results on test scores) could
be the result of timing. It is a reasonable rule of thumb that SBM needs
approximately 5 years to bring about fundamental changes at the school
level and about 8 years to produce changes in difficult-to-modify indica-
tors, such as test scores. This has been the experience in the United States,
where at least 29 of the 800 SBM experiments have been evaluated at least
once. Moreover, it is possible to argue that school learning is a cumulative
process and that students need to have been exposed to SBM for at least
5 years to enjoy the potential benefits of the reform.
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Evaluating School-Based Management Initiatives 

In general terms, a good evaluation should include the following three
important steps (Gertler, Patrinos, and Rubio-Codina 2007): 

1. Clearly define the intervention—All interventions modify margins and
incentives differently for different stakeholders. It is critical to define
what is being modified in the program, the new set of incentives, and
to whom the modifications apply. 

2. Describe how the intervention is expected to achieve the final desired 
outcomes—Understanding how the intervention will lead to the de-
sired result is fundamental for the evaluation. In general terms, sound
economic theory should guide the analysis of how the intervention
will affect the desired outcomes. 

3. Define the identification strategy—An identification strategy is the
mechanism by which causal effects may be attributed between an
intervention (for example, the SBM program) and a set of outcome
variables (such as dropout rates or standardized test scores). To attrib-
ute to the program any changes in outcome variables, it is necessary
to overcome the problems of self-selection.

Those three steps, which are essential to performing a rigorous impact
evaluation, are particularly challenging in the case of SBM programs.
Defining the intervention is very difficult because of the complexity of
the SBM concept. How the intervention is likely to achieve the desired
results will depend on the complexity of the specific intervention. Finally,
identifying causal effects is difficult because of the three sources of bias—
self-selection of schools, selection of schools by authorities, and the
process by which students are enrolled in the SBM schools. 

Based on our review of SBM impact studies, we believe that performing
retrospective evaluations (or ones based on programs already being imple-
mented and having limited data) is extremely difficult. It is preferable to
carry out prospective evaluations on programs that have yet to be imple-
mented so that baseline (preintervention) data may be collected in advance.

Ideally, any study trying to assess the effects of SBM would use some
form of randomization. Only one of the country cases we reviewed
(Kenya) had evaluated an SBM strategy using explicit randomizing of
treatment and control schools. However, if randomizing is not an option,
two other strategies may be used instead. First, when the program is tar-
geted using some continuous variable as the entry criterion, it may be
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helpful to use a regression discontinuity design (RDD) procedure. With
RDD, the estimation will yield the true effect of the intervention without
the need for randomizing. RDD is a more flexible procedure than
propensity matching estimation, for instance, especially when it is used to
evaluate programs that already are operating. The second useful strategy
is a nonrandom phase-in strategy. For this evaluation method to be tech-
nically sound, it is critical to show that the second group to be studied is
the right counterfactual for the group that initially entered the program—
that is, the groups need to have similar pretreatment observable character-
istics. To use this procedure, it is essential to have good preintervention data
on both groups. Good postintervention data also are needed to carry out
the analyses.

In sum, the design and initial setup of SBM projects are extremely
important, perhaps more so than in any other education intervention.
Beyond that finding, all we can conclude is that different types of
SBM reforms work under different circumstances. 

Notes

1. A billion is 1,000 millions.

2. This is usually seen only under the most radical interpretations of SBM, pri-
marily in postconflict or post–natural disaster countries. Examples in the cur-
rent World Bank portfolio include EDUCO in El Salvador, or PRONADE and
PROHECO in Guatemala and Honduras, respectively; additional examples
are in other countries such as Qatar or some SBM versions in Madagascar.
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School-based management reforms have become increasingly popular
in many countries. However, not all SBM reforms are created equal. In
fact, there are many different types and flavors of SBM reforms around
the world. This chapter describes the theory behind SBM. It presents a
typology for SBM and constructs a conceptual framework for the
analysis of such reforms, including the mechanisms through which
SBM is thought to improve outcomes (such as student achievement or
parental participation). 

School-Based Management Defined

SBM is the decentralization of authority from the central government
to the school level (Caldwell 2005). In the words of Malen, Ogawa, and
Kranz (1990), “School-based management can be viewed conceptually
as a formal alteration of governance structures, as a form of decentraliza-
tion that identifies the individual school as the primary unit of improve-
ment and relies on the redistribution of decision-making authority as the
primary means through which improvement might be stimulated and
sustained” (p. 290). 

Thus, in SBM, responsibility for and decision-making authority over
school operations are transferred to principals, teachers, parents, and
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sometimes to students and other school community members. However,
these school-level actors have to conform to or operate within a set of
policies determined by the central government. SBM programs exist in
many different forms, both in terms of who has the power to make deci-
sions and in terms of the degree of decision making devolved to the
school level. Whereas some programs transfer authority only to principals
or teachers, others encourage or mandate parental and community partic-
ipation, often as members of school committees (or school councils,
school management committees). In general, SBM programs transfer
authority over one or more of the following activities: budget (allocating
budget), personnel management (hiring and firing teachers and other
school staff), pedagogy (developing curriculum), maintenance and infra-
structure (procuring textbooks and other educational materials, improving
infrastructure), and monitoring and evaluation (monitoring and evaluat-
ing teacher performance and student learning outcomes) (see table 1.1).

The Theory behind School-Based Management

Good education involves not only physical input—such as classrooms,
teachers, and textbooks—but also incentives that lead to better instruction
and learning. Education systems place extreme demands on the managerial,
technical, and financial capacity of governments; thus, education as a serv-
ice is too complex to be produced and distributed efficiently in a central-
ized fashion (King and Cordeiro-Guerra 2005; Montreal Economic
Institute 2007). Hanushek and Woessmann (2007) suggest that most of
the incentives that affect learning outcomes are institutional in nature.
They identify three incentives in particular: (1) choice and competition,
(2) school autonomy, and (3) school accountability. The idea behind
choice and competition is that parents who are interested in maximizing
their children’s learning outcomes are able to choose to send their children
to the most productive school (productive in terms of academic results)
that they can find. This demand-side pressure will give all schools an incen-
tive to improve their performance if they want to compete for students.
Similarly, local decision making and fiscal decentralization can have positive
effects on outcomes such as test scores or graduation rates by holding the
schools accountable for the “output” they produce. World Development
Report 2004: Making Services Work for Poor People (WDR 2004) presents a
very similar framework in that it suggests that good quality and timely serv-
ice provision can be ensured if service providers can be held accountable to
their clients (World Bank 2003). In the case of the education sector, the
clients would be students and their parents. 
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In some countries (mostly developed and some developing ones), the
core idea behind SBM is that those who work in a school building should
have greater management control of what goes on in the building. In
other countries (mostly developing ones), the idea behind SBM is less
ambitious, focusing mainly on involving community members and par-
ents in the school decision-making process rather than putting them
entirely in control. In both cases, however, the central government always
plays some role in education, and the precise definition of this role affects
how SBM activities are conceived and implemented. 

SBM in almost all of its manifestations involves community members
in school decision making. Because these community members usually
are parents of children enrolled in the school, they have an incentive to
improve their children’s education. As a result, SBM can be expected to
improve student achievement and other outcomes because these local
people demand closer monitoring of school personnel, better student
evaluations, a closer match between the school’s needs and its policies,
and a more efficient use of resources. For instance, although the evidence
is mixed, it appears that in a number of diverse countries (such as India,
Nicaragua, and Papua New Guinea), parental participation in school
management has reduced teacher absenteeism.1

SBM has several other benefits. Under these arrangements, schools are
managed more transparently, and that reduces opportunities for corrup-
tion. Also, SBM often gives parents and stakeholders opportunities to
increase their skills. In some cases, training in shared decision making,
interpersonal relations, and management skills is offered to school coun-
cil members so that they may become more capable participants in the
SBM process (Briggs and Wohlstetter 1999) and may benefit the commu-
nity as a whole. 

A Typology of School-Based Management

SBM has been introduced in economies whose educational systems are
quite dissimilar: El Salvador, Guatemala, Hong Kong, China, Indonesia,
Israel, Kenya, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Qatar,
Thailand, the United Kingdom, the United States, and many others. These
SBM reforms have been far from uniform, however, and they have
encompassed a wide variety of different approaches. As the definition of
SBM reflects, it is a form of decentralization that makes the school the
centerpiece of educational improvement and relies on the redistribution
of responsibilities as the primary way to bring about that improvement.
This definition leaves plenty of room for interpretation, and the reality is
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Table 1.1  Various Functions for Which Responsibility Is Devolved to School Councils, Selected Countries

Council Function Benin 
The

Gambia Ghana 
FPESP,
Kenya

FAF,
Madagascar

FRAM,
Madagascar

DSSP,
Mozambique 

COGES,
Niger Qatar Rwanda Senegal 

Personnel management
Paying staff salaries + *
Establishing incentives for

teaching staff
* * * * *

Hiring/firing teaching staff * + *
Hiring/firing administrative

staff
* * + *

Supervising and evaluating
teachers

* * *

Funding teacher training * * * * * * 

Pedagogy

Setting classroom hours by
subject

* *

Selecting some
textbooks/curriculum

+ * * *

Setting the method of 
instruction

* *

Setting the school calendar



Maintenance and infrastructure

Building/maintaining school * * * * * * *
Buying school materials * * * * * * * * *

Budget

Overseeing budget * * * * * * *
Allocating budget * * * * * * * *
Establishing school fee * + *

Monitoring and evaluation

Conducting administrative
activities

* * * * *

Making pedagogical 
decisions

* * * *

Source: Adapted from di Gropello (2006).
Note: COGES = school management committee; DSSP = Devolved Social Services Program; FAF = Association of Teachers; FPESP = Primary Education Support Program; FRAM = Associa-
tion of Parents of School Children. 
* = full responsibility; + = some responsibility.
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that there are now many different kinds of SBM being implemented.
SBM reforms are shaped by the reformers’ objectives and by broader
national policy and social contexts. 

SBM approaches differ in two main ways—the “who” (to whom the
decision-making authority is devolved) and the “what” (the degree of
autonomy that is devolved). These factors are what we call the auton-
omy-participation nexus. The various combinations of these two
dimensions make almost every SBM reform unique. The Southwest
Educational Development Laboratory (http://www.sedl.org) in the
United States has an inventory of more than 800 SBM models
(Rowan, Camburn, and Barnes 2004), and about 29 of them have
been evaluated at least once (Borman et al. 2003). Cook (2007)
explains SBM as a construct of modest “entitivity”—in other words, a
model that cannot have a unique form in all of the places in which it
is implemented (see box 1.1), which means that SBM reforms around
the world are inevitably different from each other. In the discussion
that follows, we explore the main forms taken by SBM, but the dis-
cussion by no means presents an exhaustive typology. 

The Autonomy Continuum 
SBM programs lie along a continuum of the degree to which decision
making is devolved to the local level—from limited autonomy, to more
ambitious programs that allow schools to hire and fire teachers, to pro-
grams that give schools control over substantial resources, to those that
promote private and community management of schools, and finally to
those that eventually may allow parents to create their own schools.
Figure 1.1 depicts this “weak”-to-“strong” continuum and positions some
of the countries that have implemented SBM reforms along it. Note,
however, that we do not use the terms “weak” or “strong” to classify any
SBM system as better or worse than any other system. Rather, we use
the terms simply to define the degree of autonomy awarded to the
school level. For instance, we define “weak” SBM reforms as those in
which schools have only limited autonomy, usually over areas related to
instructional methods or planning for school improvement (as in
Mexico) (Karim, Santizo Rodall, and Cabrero Mendoza 2004; Skoufias
and Shapiro 2006). 

When school councils start serving an advisory role, as in Prince
William County in Virginia (Drury and Levin 1994) or in Edmonton,
Canada (Wohlstetter and Mohrman 1996; Abu-Duhou 1999), the
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Box 1.1

The Modest “Entivity” of School-Based Management

In 1999, the United States Congress passed a comprehensive school reform act that

outlined the 11 components of an autonomous local school. However, a school

may be thought to have adopted either comprehensive school reform or school-

based management (SBM) without every one of those 11 components in place. No

one has specified a minimum or core number of attributes needed for a school to

qualify for either label. But it is obvious that the more components included in an

SBM plan, the more radical the organizational change. To varying degrees in the

United States, schools can and do choose among these components. Depending

on the school, one component may be either central or peripheral to the school’s

strategic plan; and that component may be put into practice as its inventor

 intended or may be adapted in ways that the inventor would not recognize or like.

Given all of the possible combinations of these components, it is clear that there are

thousands of different ways to put together an SBM plan, and how this is done may

have important consequences for the school and for the reform as a whole. 

A school may choose to make fundamental changes to all of its administra-

tive, pedagogical, and external relations functions or to change only a few of

them. The key decision-making authority may stay with the principal; be shared

with teachers; or be shared with teachers, parents, and other community repre-

sentatives. As their major goal, the new decision makers might choose to modify

the curriculum, to improve students’ social behavior, improve students’ academic

performance, reduce teacher turnover—or all of the above. Performance moni-

toring may be central, peripheral, or nonexistent; and if it exists, it may require

quantitative data or simply informal feedback. Parents may be asked to perform

many school roles or be involved only tangentially; and there may be many parents

involved or just a few. 

The point is not merely that each of the 11 components may be made oper-

ational in multiple ways, but also that each component may be combined in

thousands of ways across all of the variants of all of the other components. The

net result is that, whatever the achieved theoretical consensus about SBM, it still

has modest “entivity” because the core concept always may be indexed as the

degree to which change occurs in the locus of decision making favoring the

whole-school level. However, the context in which SBM is put into practice is so

variable that one school’s SBM is unlikely to look like that of another.

Source: Cook 2007.



Limited autonomy
over school affairs,
mainly for planning
and instruction

Weak Moderate Somewhat strong Strong Very strong1

Councils have
autonomy to hire and
fire teachers and
principals and to set
curricula 

…and control
substantial
resources (for
example, lump-sum
funding)

Chicago, USA
New York, USA
Spain
United Kingdom
   (LM)

Czech Republic
Mexico

School councils
have been
established, but
serve only an
advisory role

Brazil
Canada
Thailand
Virginia, USA

Australia
El Salvador
Guatemala
Ghana
Honduras
Hong Kong,
   China
Madagascar
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Rwanda

Florida,
USA

Parental or
community
control of
schools

…and any choice of
models, in which parents
or others can create a
school

Benin
Cambodia
Indonesia
Israel
Kenya
Mozambique
Senegal

The Gambia

Niger
United Kingdom
   (GM)

Denmark
Netherlands
Qatar

Figure 1.1  Classification of School-Based Management Reforms Implemented in Various Economies

Source: Authors’ compilation from the literature.
Note: For the United Kingdom, LM =  locally managed schools, and GM = grant-maintained schools, two slightly different school-based management models implemented there. 
1. These terms represent ratings in the continuum of autonomy and authority vested in schools by the various types of SBM reforms.
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reform can be classified as “moderate.” As these councils become more
autonomous—receiving funds directly from the central or other rele-
vant level of government (for example, lump-sum funding or grants),
hiring and firing teachers and principals, and setting curricula—the
reform is a much stronger type of SBM. Schools like those can be found
in El Salvador (di Gropello 2006) and New Zealand (Wylie 1996). At
the “very strong” end of the continuum are local public education systems
in which parents have complete choice and control over all educational
decisions; where schools are stand-alone units; and where all decisions
concerning schools’ operational, financial, and educational management
are made by the school councils or school administrators. In these cases,
parents or any other community members may even establish fully
autonomous, publicly funded private schools, as in Denmark and the
Netherlands; and, in a few cases, fully autonomous public (charter)
schools, as in the United Kingdom and some U.S. states (Abu-Duhou
1999). It is interesting to note that, to some extent, parents have a sim-
ilar degree of autonomy and choice in both private schools and publicly
funded, fully autonomous schools. 

The Autonomy-Participation Nexus
In addition to the “what” dimension (the degree of devolved autonomy), we
have the “who” dimension. Who gets the decision-making power when it is
devolved to the school level? In a simple world, the following four models
would be sufficient to define who is invested with decision-making power
in any SBM reform (Leithwood and Menzies 1998): 

1. Administrative-control SBM devolves authority to the school principal.
This model aims to make each school more accountable to the central
district or board office. The benefits of this kind of SBM include 
increasing the efficiency of expenditures on personnel and curriculum
and making one person at each school more accountable to the central
authority. 

2. Professional-control SBM devolves the main decision-making authority
to teachers. This model aims to make better use of teachers’ knowl-
edge of what the school needs at the classroom level. Participating
fully in the decision-making process also may motivate teachers to
perform better and may lead to greater efficiency and effectiveness
in teaching. 
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3. Community-control SBM devolves the main decision-making author-
ity to parents or the community. Under this model, teachers and
principals are assumed to become more responsive to parents’ needs.
Another benefit is that the curriculum can reflect local needs and
preferences. 

4. Balanced-control SBM balances decision-making authority between
parents and teachers, the two main stakeholders in any school. Its aims
are to take advantage of teachers’ detailed knowledge of the school to
improve school management and to make schools more accountable
to parents. 

But, of course, things are not as simple as all that. The administra-
tive control model never can exist in its pure form because principals
never can operate on their own in practice. Principals need other peo-
ple to work for them and to help them make decisions for the school.
Existing models of SBM around the world generally blend the four
models described above. In most cases, power is devolved to a formal
legal entity—a school council or school management committee—that
consists of teachers as well as the principal. In nearly all versions of
SBM, community representatives also serve on the council or commit-
tee. As a result, school personnel get to know the local people to whom
they ultimately are accountable and so are more likely to take local
needs and wishes into account when making decisions, realizing that
local residents are able to monitor what the school professionals are
doing. Although community involvement may improve program plan-
ning and implementation in these ways, school personnel occasionally
involve community members only superficially in a way that does not
complicate the lives of principals and teachers (Cook 2007). Although
parents and community members have roles to play in SBM, those
roles are not universally clear and not always central. In some cases, the
legal entity that has the main authority to implement SBM is a parents’
council, but it cannot operate successfully without the support of the
teachers and the principal. 

The autonomy-participation nexus defines the essence of an SBM
reform: who gets what and how much of it. Figure 1.2 uses a few of the
more popular SBM reforms around the world to illustrate this nexus. For
example, the AGEs program in Mexico gives minimal autonomy to school
councils, which are run mainly by parents (Gertler, Rubio-Codina, and
Patrinos 2006). Thus, in figure 1.2 that program lies low on the y-axis (low
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autonomy) and along the x-axis at the point where parents and the com-
munity receive the authority that is devolved. New Zealand is another
matter, as can be seen in the figure. SBM there is highly autonomous, with
most of the decision-making power lying with parents, so New Zealand
rests high on the y-axis and in roughly the same x-axis position as Mexico
(Wylie 1996). The Netherlands is another extreme. In 1985 it devolved
decision-making power to school principals to make schools more effi-
cient. Parents in the Netherlands can create new schools that meet their
own specific cultural and religious needs. The U.S. city Chicago is a good
example of a school system in which combinations of community mem-
bers, teachers, and principals were given a high level of autonomy (Cook,
Hunt, and Murphy 2000). 

The Autonomy-Participation-Accountability Nexus 
There is another link in the autonomy-participation chain—accountability.
In a number of countries, one of the main objectives of introducing SBM
is to make schools more accountable and their management more trans-
parent. Anderson (2005) has suggested that there are three types of
accountability in SBM. Those who run schools must be (1) accountable
for adhering to rules and accountable to the education authorities, 
(2) accountable for adhering to standards and accountable to their peers,
and (3) accountable for student learning and accountable to the general
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public. SBM programs both strengthen and simplify these types of account-
ability by empowering people at the school level to make decisions
collectively, thus increasing the transparency of the process. Consequently,
students’ learning achievement and other outcomes can be expected to
improve because stakeholders at the school level can monitor school
personnel, work to improve student evaluations, ensure a closer match
between school needs and policies, and use resources more efficiently. 

By increasing transparency, SBM also can reduce corruption. For
instance, the limited autonomy form of SBM in Mexico’s PEC has been
credited with preventing and limiting corrupt practices in the manage-
ment of educational funds (Karim, Santizo Rodall, and Cabrero
Mendoza 2004) because the school councils are accountable both to
their central education authorities (vertical accountability) and to the
school community and donors (horizontal accountability). If expanded,
this program has the potential to reduce petty corruption, as docu-
mented by Transparency International (2005) and Patrinos and Kagia
(2007). Table 1.2 shows that a number of economies have introduced
SBM with the explicit goal of increasing accountability and community
and parental participation in the decision-making process. The account-
ability aspect of SBM reforms also has been highlighted in the WDR
2004 (World Bank 2003) as a way to strengthen accountability rela-
tionships between the clients (parents and students) and the service
providers (teachers, principals, and the government). 

By its very nature, SBM has the potential to hold school-level decision
makers accountable for their actions. But in many countries it may be
necessary to build the capacity of community members, teachers, and
principals to create or augment a culture of accountability. 

Toward a Conceptual Framework for Analyzing 
School-Based Management

A conceptual framework by which SBM can be analyzed may be pre-
sented in the messages in the WDR 2004 (World Bank 2003), which
present evidence that increasing school autonomy and accountability can
help solve some of the most fundamental problems in education.
According to that evidence, although increasing resource flows and other
support to the education sector is necessary to give poor people greater
access to quality education, in no way is that sufficient. It also is necessary
to translate those resources into basic services that are accessible to the
poor. Therefore, schools should be given some autonomy over the use of
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Table 1.2  Selective List of Economies with School-Based Management Reforms

Economy Date first implemented Objectives of/Motivation for reform Type of SBMa

Australia     1970s Increase efficiency through near-total autonomy Strong 
Canada     1970s (Edmonton), 

    1996 (Ontario) 
Increase parental and community participation in education

and grant schools more autonomy 
Moderate 

United States (Florida; 
Chicago, Illinois; New 
York; Virginia; and others) 

    1970s and 1980s Most reforms sought to increase efficiency, empower teachers,
and involve the community in schools; some reforms 
(such as in Chicago) made improving student achievement 
an explicit objective

Moderate to somewhat strong 

Brazil     1982 Increase efficiency in school management, create more 
democratic and meritocratic process for electing school 
personnel, and increase community and parent participation 

Moderate 

Spain     1985 Democratize education Somewhat strong 
United Kingdom     1988 Give schools financial autonomy and increase school 

effectiveness 
Strong 

New Zealand     1990 Increase community autonomy and efficiency Strong 
El Salvador     1991 Increase access in rural areas, encourage community 

participation, and improve quality of schooling 
Strong 

Hong Kong, China     1991 Increase accountability, participatory decision making, and
school effectiveness 

Strong 

Nicaragua     1991 Increase community participation, obtain financial resources 
beyond government funding, and increase efficiency 

Strong 

Netherlands     1992 Empower school principals in order to increase efficiency Very strong 
Czech Republic     1993 Make system more open, flexible, and democratic Moderate 
Ghana     1995 Increase involvement of school management committees to 

increase accountability in the use of capitation grants
Somewhat strong in theory; 

weak in practice
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Guatemala     1996 Increase access, decentralize educational decision making, 
increase community participation, and maintain linguistic 
diversity 

Strong 

Mexico (AGEs)     1996 Increase parental participation in rural schools Moderate 
Israel     1997 Improve public school system, school management, 

monitoring, and assessment 
Somewhat strong 

Mozambique     1997 Increase access to higher-quality education through 
decentralized management and budget allocations

Moderate 

Thailand     1997 Improve quality of education and increase the country’s 
competitiveness 

Somewhat strong 

Cambodia     1998 Improve education Somewhat strong 
Honduras     1999 Increase access in rural areas and encourage community 

participation 
Strong 

Mexico (PEC)     2001 Improve educational quality by granting more autonomy 
to schools 

Moderate 

Madagascar     2002 Improve education Somewhat strong
Niger     2002 Increase access to education by reducing school fees, support

decentralization, send money directly to the school manage-
ment committee to spend, and empower local communities
to participate in decision making with the head teacher

Strong

Kenya     2003 Increase accountability of schools and teachers by improving 
incentives and improve school management

Moderate
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Qatar     2003 Generate a variety of schooling alternatives to improve 
education, decentralize the schooling system, and increase 
accountability

Strong

Indonesia     2005 Increase accountability and responsiveness to parents and 
students and enhance the role of school committees

Moderate

Rwanda     2005 Identify hiring practices for contract teachers and increase the
involvement of PTAs in school management to enhance 
governance at the school level

Somewhat strong

Benin     2006 Increase the decision-making power of school councils and
newly elected municipal councils, increase parent participa-
tion, and encourage transparent financial management

Moderate

Gambia, The     2008 Improve teaching and learning of the pupils; raise awareness
about the interconnectedness of various factors affecting 
student learning; and increase coordination among school 
administration, the students’ parents, and other stakeholders

Moderate

Senegal     2008 Improve teachers’ training Moderate

Source: Authors’ compilation from the literature. 
Note: PTA = parent-teacher association; SBM = school-based management.
a. The classification of types of SBM is as follows: Very strong = full or almost full control of schools by councils, parents, or school administrators; full choice via the possibility of creating 
new public schools (that is, charter schools). Strong = high degree of autonomy given to school councils over budget and staffing (that is, schools receive lump-sum funding or grants).
Somewhat strong = councils have authority to hire and fire teachers and/or principals and to set curricula, but have more limited autonomy regarding finances and control of resources.
Moderate = school councils have been established but they serve mainly an advisory role or have limited autonomy for planning and strategic purposes. Weak = the public school system
is decentralized to the municipal or regional level, but schools have virtually no autonomy to make any administrative or curricular decisions.
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their inputs and should be held accountable to their clients for employ-
ing these inputs efficiently. The theoretical literature that promotes using
SBM recommends four tenets for improving service delivery to the poor:
(1) increasing poor people’s opportunity to choose schools and partici-
pate, (2) giving citizens a stronger voice, (3) making information about
schools’ performance widely available, and (4) strengthening the rewards
given to schools that deliver effective services to the poor and penalizing
those that fail to deliver (Barnett 1996). 

The WDR 2004 framework for analyzing the provision of education
services defines four aspects of accountability: 

1. voice—how well citizens can hold politicians and policy makers 
accountable for their performance in discharging their responsibility
to provide education 

2. compacts—how well and how clearly the responsibilities and objec-
tives of public education policy are communicated 

3. management—the actions that develop effective front-line providers
within organizations 

4. client power—how well citizens, as clients, can increase the accounta-
bility of schools and school systems. 

In the words of the WDR 2004, effective solutions are likely to involve
a mixture of voice, choice, direct participation, and organizational com-
mand and control (World Bank 2003). The report goes on to suggest that
the key element shared by successful education systems is a meaningful
accountability system. Figure 1.3 presents the WDR 2004 framework as a
three-cornered relationship among citizens, politicians, and service
providers. When the public sector is involved in service delivery, the
accountability mechanism works through two key relationships—compact
and voice. This is called the long route of accountability in the WDR
framework (figure 1.3). The short route of accountability is when the
providers are accountable directly to the clients by passing decisions and
powers directly to the citizens or communities. The service provision and
accountability relationships among these actors are complex: even within
each group of actors, there usually are heterogeneous subgroups, and the
incentives and accountability relationships that work for one group may
differ from those that work for other groups. When accountability fails, the
failure can be tracked either to the long route or to the short route.
Sometimes improving the long route is a long-term process and, in some
situations, may not be feasible. In such cases, the WDR 2004 suggests
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strengthening the short route in which the service providers are held
directly accountable to the citizens or clients. The clients can improve
service delivery by (1) using their voice to ensure that services are tailored
to their needs and (2) monitoring the providers. In cases where short-route
improvements already are being tested and/or where society is amenable
to long-route improvements, long-route improvements should be adopted. 

Theoretically, SBM models encompass all of the four relationships of
accountability envisaged in the WDR 2004. The term compact refers to the
long route of accountability, whereby the central government delegates
responsibility to the line ministries, which then delegate to schools the
responsibility to perform various tasks. From that perspective, in certain
models of SBM the accountability of school principals is upward, to the
ministry that holds them responsible for providing services to the clients
who, in turn, have put the policy makers in power and thus have the voice
to hold the policy makers and politicians accountable for their perform-
ance. In most cases of SBM, the management mechanisms change under
reforms—the clients themselves become part of the management, along
with the front-line providers. Thus, the short route of accountability
becomes even shorter as representatives of the clients—either parents or
community members—get the authority to make certain decisions and
have a voice in decisions that directly affect the students who attend the
school. The SBM framework is presented in figure 1.4, where the school
manager, whether the principal alone or a committee of parents and teach-
ers, acts as the accountable entity. 

Thus, SBM can be a way of ensuring accountability and autonomy as
envisaged in the WDR 2004, but with an added group of agents—the
school managers (in other words, the group to whom the autonomy is
devolved). This group usually consists of a partnership of the various
agents who can hold each other accountable while providing the services
needed by the school in question. How successful this additional group of
agents has been as the repository of devolved authority for running
schools has not been established. 

How School-Based Management Can Increase 
Participation and Improve School Outcomes 

In developed countries, SBM is introduced explicitly to improve stu-
dents’ academic performance. But in developing countries, how school
decentralization eventually will affect student performance is less clear.
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This section tries to define the ways in which SBM can increase partic-
ipation and transparency and improve school outcomes. 

First, the SBM model must define exactly which powers are vested in
which individuals or committees, and how these powers are to be coordi-
nated to make the plan workable within both the school culture and the
available resources. However, the structure of authority needs to remain
flexible enough to enable school managers to deal with any unexpected
events (events that always seem to emerge during implementation). 

Second, the success of SBM requires the support of the various
school-level stakeholders, particularly teachers (Cook 2007). Also
vital to that success is the school principals’ support of the decentral-
ization reform (De Grauwe 2005). That support is not a foregone
conclusion because principals will remain personally accountable for
the performance of their school, but no longer will have complete
control over its management. In effect, they are being asked to give up
some authority without a corresponding decrease in personal account-
ability. When SBM is in place, principals no longer may blame the
policies of the school district when things go wrong. The support of
both local and national governments is required as well. By definition,
SBM requires these governments to surrender some power and
authority to the school level, but they retain the right and ability to
reverse their earlier decision in favor of SBM if they feel their power
is being usurped. 

The final and most important source of required support is parents and
other community leaders. It is necessary, however, to distinguish between
parents and other community members. Whereas parents always are part
of the community that surrounds a school, school councils do not have to
include parents as members. In the United States, for instance, many
schools are controlled locally in the sense that a school board of local res-
idents officially sets policy, but it is possible that none of the students’
parents will be members of that board. In some cases, wealthy individu-
als in a community may be members of a school council simply because
they support the school financially. 

Particularly in developed countries, parental participation as members
of school councils or of the group that is implementing SBM is distinct
from community participation. In developing countries, particularly in
isolated small or rural communities, however, parental participation
tends to be synonymous with community participation because almost
everybody in these small communities has a family member in school. 
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The expectation underlying SBM is that greater parent involvement
will mean that schools are more responsive to local demands (for exam-
ple, demands for better teaching methods or more inputs), and that
decisions will be made in the interest of children rather than of adults.
A further hope is that involved parents will become unpaid or mini-
mally paid auxiliary staff who help teachers in classrooms and assist
with other minor activities (as happens, for instance, in the AGEs pro-
gram in Mexico). Furthermore, even if parents are too busy working to
help in the classroom, they still can encourage their children to do their
homework and can show them in other ways that the family really val-
ues schooling and academic achievement. Because parents are net-
worked in various ways with community leaders, it is also hoped that
parental support for SBM will encourage local community leaders to
put schools higher on their political agendas and thus provide the
schools with more material resources. 

When the nexus of autonomy-participation-accountability has been
defined and a realistic management plan has been drawn up and has the
support of all stakeholders, then it becomes possible to expect better school
outcomes. Thereafter, the hope is that the school climate will change as the
stakeholders work together in a collegial way to manage the school.
However, there is little evidence that this really happens in practice. Also,
the possibility exists that teachers and principals will come to resent being
monitored constantly by parents and school council members, and that
resentment will cause relationships within the school to deteriorate. 

At the same time, a school’s teaching climate is predicated on how
motivated teachers are to teach well, whether they know how to teach
well, how good the various curricula are, how eager pupils are to learn,
and how much parents actually support their children’s learning in what-
ever ways are practical for them. Any school that wants to improve its
academic record will have to work actively on some or all of those fac-
tors. Sometimes the obstacles to improving the quality of instruction are
motivational, sometimes they are cognitive (that is, they involve what
teachers do and do not know), and sometimes they are social (petty per-
sonal matters that can prevent teachers from behaving professionally).
Ideally, because people who run the school are intimately acquainted
with the individuals who work there, they will be able to identify the spe-
cific problems that need to be fixed and use their authority to find and
implement solutions. 

Some caveats about SBM must be mentioned. Decentralization or
devolution does not necessarily give more power to the general public
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because the power devolved by the reform is susceptible to capture by
elites. As for the relationship between decentralization, pro-poor growth,
and reduced corruption, the evidence is mixed (see Alderman 1998;
Faguet 2001; and Fisman and Gatti 2002). Bardhan and Mookherjee
(2000, 2006) and Bardhan (2002) suggest that there may be numerous
reasons why local control over resource allocation or decision making
does not yield the desired outcomes. 

First, local democracy and political accountability often are weak in
developing countries and can lead to elite groups capturing governance at
the various levels. Such capture may occur even in well-established
democracies. For example, the transfer of school management authority
in Chicago, Illinois, was made to each school’s local school council, com-
posed of the principal, teacher representatives, parents, and local commu-
nity members. In some cases, the local community members organized to
take over one or more school councils and then used the councils for their
own political ends rather than for the better education of children.
Because those ends included more community control over city resources
and a greater say over noneducational matters, the mayor of Chicago
ended the SBM experiment, reclaiming authority and budgets and thus
essentially gutting the local school councils (Cook 2007). This exam-
ple further suggests that the SBM reforms must be supported not only
by parents, teachers, and community members, but also by local or
national governments. To transfer power to schools is to transfer it
from somewhere else, and the entity that is losing some of its power
often is in a position to reverse its earlier decision if the reform contra-
venes its original intent. Government support for SBM is highly desir-
able, and indifference is tolerable so long as the government money
continues to flow. However, opposition is a constant source of worry to
principals and other school leaders (Cook 2007).

Second, in more traditional and rural areas with a history of feudalism,
sometimes the poor or minorities feel the need for a strong central
authority to ensure that they are able to access services in the same way
as more powerful local citizens access them. In a related vein, there may
be no culture of accountability within communities, no one who would
think to question any actions taken by the group running the school (De
Grauwe 2005). That situation can be a problem in places where the
teacher is regarded as the ultimate authority by virtue of being the only
highly educated person in a community. And last, those people who are
given the responsibility for managing the school may not have the capac-
ity to do so, which points up the need to build the capacity of education
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stakeholders at the grassroots level to ensure that SBM reforms do not fail
in their execution. 

Third, during the implementing of SBM reforms, challenges often
arise that can undermine the reforms’ potential success. In the United
States, for example, in implementing the Comer’s School Development
Program (SDP) in Detroit, Michigan, school planning and management
teams were set up in each school. The teams comprised the principal,
teachers’ representatives, and representatives of parents and other com-
munity members. After four years, program evaluators concluded that
only 4 of 12 schools achieved satisfactory levels of implementation
(Cook 2007, p. 12). The same (or a smaller) fraction achieved satisfac-
tory levels in Prince George’s County, Virginia, and in Chicago. Most
shortfalls in implementation were attributed to the following factors:
(1) new principals entering the school and preferring different kinds of
reform of their own choosing; (2) established principals realizing that
the reform required them to devolve authority to others while the
school district held them alone accountable for changes in the school’s
performance; (3) initial disharmony existing among teachers who did
not want the reform package the district or principal was offering them;
(4) teachers realizing that the reforms meant more work for them,
including some work prompted by parents being involved more directly
in the reform; (5) parents being unable to find the time to go to the
school more often and generally not feeling comfortable interacting
with teachers whose technical jargon sometimes was not understood
even by native English speakers; and (6) the level of school district sup-
port for the program waxing and waning as district priorities changed.
Above all, little can be achieved by SBM unless teachers want to and
know how to change their teaching behavior when their classroom
doors close. A minority of schools overcame these obstacles, but most
could not (Cook 2007).2

These caveats help strengthen our understanding of the pattern of
SBM in developing countries (as discussed above). In particular, the
caveats strengthen the notion that the specific type of SBM introduced in
any given country depends (or should depend) on the political economy
of the particular country. For instance, strong SBM reforms have been
introduced, and have been quite successful, in those countries where
communities have been forced by some calamity such as war or a natural
disaster to come together as a group to find ways to deliver basic services,
including education. 
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Notes

1. For a detailed discussion, see Karim, Santizo Rodall, and Cabrero Mendoza
(2004) and Patrinos and Kagia (2007).

2. Cook (2007) argues that it is not yet clear whether these shortfalls result from
program features that can be fixed easily or from features intrinsic to the SDP
model, and so cannot be remedied easily. An overall judgment about the
potential of SDP depends heavily on how one decides this last issue.
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This chapter describes in more detail SBM reforms around the world. We
focus on four regions—Latin America and the Caribbean, Africa, Asia,
and the Middle East and North Africa—and several countries in other
parts of the world. In the case of each region, we briefly describe the types
of SBM programs in the countries studied and the effects of the SBM
reforms. Those effects are grouped into five main categories: (1) effects
on access (coverage), (2) effects on student test scores, (3) effects on
internal efficiency indicators (dropout, failure, and repetition rates),
(4) effects on parental and community involvement, and (5) effects on
other indicators. 

General Assessment of the Literature on School-Based 
Management Programs around the World

One general conclusion is that the sample of carefully documented, rig-
orous impact evaluations of SBM since 1995 is very small, given the large
number of known SBM programs that exist around the world. This situ-
ation is changing, with various rigorous evaluations under way in coun-
tries in Africa and Asia. However, at this time we know little about the
effects of SBM. Moreover, most of the studies reviewed here used empir-
ical strategies that are open to question. 

C H A P T E R  2

School-Based Management
Reforms around the World



Nonetheless, the studies that do exist represent an important effort to
quantify the impact of some SBM programs on educational outcomes. It
can be argued that they have reduced the bias that undoubtedly is pres-
ent in simple comparisons and in that way have made advanced our
understanding of the effect of SBM policies. 

Although it is very difficult to establish the sizes of the outcome vari-
ables of interest because of the different metrics used in the various stud-
ies, it is possible to list some findings about the impact of SBM, based on
the more rigorous analyses: 

1. Some studies found that SBM policies actually changed the dynamics
of the school, either because parents got more involved or because
teachers’ actions changed (King and Özler 1998; Jimenez and Sawada
1999; Gunnarsson et al. 2004; Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007).

2. Several studies presented evidence of SBM’s positive impact on reduc-
ing repetition; failure; and, to a lesser degree, dropout rates (Paes de
Barros and Mendonça 1998; Jimenez and Sawada 2003; di Gropello
and Marshall 2005; Gertler, Rubio-Codina, and Patrinos 2006; Skoufias
and Shapiro 2006).

3. The studies that had access to standardized test scores presented
mixed evidence, with countries such as El Salvador, Kenya, Mexico,
and Nicaragua showing positive results (King and Özler 1998;
Jimenez and Sawada 2003; Sawada and Ragatz 2005; Lopez-Calva
and Espinosa 2006). One of the studies showing strong positive evi-
dence was the randomized experiment in Kenya, where an SBM initia-
tive implemented in randomly selected schools had large positive
effects on student test scores. These effects were the result of a com-
bination of smaller class sizes, more teacher incentives, and greater
parental oversight (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007). Other reforms,
such as those in Brazil and Honduras, appear to have had no effect on
test scores. 

The general finding that SBM shows positive results on some variables
(mainly in reducing repetition and failure and improving teacher atten-
dance rates), contrasted with the mixed results in test scores, may have
been prompted by the timing and strength of the particular SBM reforms.
Research in the United States suggests that, in general, an SBM reform
must have been in operation for about 5 years before any fundamental
changes are seen at the school level; only after 8 years of implementation
can changes be seen in more difficult-to-modify indicators, such as test
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scores. Moreover, it is possible to argue that school learning is a cumula-
tive process and that students must be exposed to the reform for a longer
period of time to enjoy its potential benefits. 

Three studies (Paes de Barros and Mendonça 1998; Parker 2005; and
Lopez-Calva and Espinosa 2006) allowed at least 8 years to pass before
measuring the effects of the intervention on test scores. Paes de Barros
and Mendonça found that the reform in Brazil had produced no test score
improvements after 11 years of implementation, but the other two stud-
ies showed that the reforms in Mexico and Nicaragua had positive effects
on test scores after 8 and 11 years, respectively. The results from Kenya
underscore the possibility of obtaining positive results on student learn-
ing from combining more resources (extra teachers, in that case) with
SBM initiatives (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007). Other studies meas-
ured SBM’s impact on repetition and failure rates (intermediate indica-
tors) closer to the initial implementation period. The authors of those
studies found positive effects after only 2 years of implementation in the
case of rural Mexico (Gertler, Rubio-Codina, and Patrinos 2006) and after
only 3 years in urban Mexico (Skoufias and Shapiro 2006). 

The lack of cost-benefit analyses of SBM is another important gap in
the literature. Clearly, SBM is a very inexpensive initiative because it con-
stitutes a change only in the locus of decision making and not necessarily
in the amount of resources invested in the system. If the few positive
impact evaluations are true, then SBM can be regarded as a very cost-
effective initiative. 

Rigorous evaluations of many SBM reforms around the world are
planned or already under way, including ones in Benin, Ghana, Indonesia,
Madagascar, Mozambique, and Rwanda. Evidence from these new studies
will shed light on SBM reform and in a few years will yield more conclu-
sive evidence regarding its effects. 

Initiatives in Latin America and the Caribbean

In this section we review each country’s experience with SBM, providing
a brief description of the country’s SBM reform and a review of the evi-
dence on the five categories of effects listed above. 

Brazil
Beginning in 1982, several states in Brazil experimented with varying
forms and degrees of SBM. Three key innovations stand out in the
Brazilian experience with SBM: (1) schools have been given financial
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autonomy; (2) principals are elected democratically by school officials,
parents, and students or are competitively appointed by local govern-
ments via examinations (or a combination of both); and (3) councils are
established in the schools to coordinate and evaluate the schools’ ped-
agogical, administrative, and financial activities. The school councils
comprise the principal, representatives of teachers and other staff, and
representatives of parents and students. Only four states implemented
all three reforms in a coordinated way—Minas Gerais, Rio Grande do
Norte, Espirito Santo, and Mato Grosso do Sul (Paes de Barros and
Mendonça 1998).

Paes de Barros and Mendonça used census, household survey, and eval-
uation data from the National Basic Education System to carry out an
empirical investigation into the effects of the three SBM innovations on
student achievement. They measured the effects by assessing students’
average performance in mathematics, language, and science in grades 1, 3,
5, and 7 in each school (test scores are averaged at the school level
because not all grades are examined in these three subjects). The authors
included such control variables as mean per capita family income, average
teacher quality, and average educational attainment. The unit of analysis
was the state, and the time period for the study was 1981–93 (although
some analyses used fewer years because of data restrictions). The authors’
empirical strategy was to compare states’ performance on various out-
comes by using each state’s time variation in implementing innovations.
Their results suggest that the financial autonomy reforms did not lead to
better student performance (Paes de Barros and Mendonça 1998).

Another set of SBM reforms began in 1998, and by 2001 it had
reached more than 5,600 schools. These reforms, known as the PDE, were
designed to make schools more responsive to students and their commu-
nities. Under PDE, schools engage in a self-evaluation, develop a school
plan focusing on two or three “efficiency factors” (one of which has to be
effective teaching and learning), and design actions to enhance them.
A program created by the Ministry of Education to strengthen the
schools—Fundescola—provides funds to support the goals and projects of
PDE schools (Carnoy et al. 2008). 

Carnoy et al.’s evaluation of the PDE found that, although the pro-
gram did affect what went on in schools (in terms of such activities as
planning, participation of parent-teacher associations, and suitable work-
ing conditions for teachers), it did not appear to have any significant
effect on Portuguese language and mathematics test scores. Within all
PDE schools, however, those schools that received more funds did appear
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to improve their test scores more than did those receiving fewer funds.
Of all the spending categories, spending on learning materials and on
school furniture appears to have had the greatest effects on learning. 

Conroy et al. used a rich longitudinal data set covering 1999–2002,
which included PDE schools and a matched set of non-PDE schools.
The authors’ multivariate analysis approach controlled for preexisting
differences across schools in PDE exposure, individual and family char-
acteristics, teacher and school characteristics, and parents’ selection of
schools. This last variable was used to address concerns that sample
(program) selection might bias the results. 

When studying the effects of the Brazilian reforms on dropout, fail-
ure, and repetition rates, Paes de Barros and Mendonça (1998) found
that educational performance tends to be better in places where prin-
cipals are elected by school officials, parents, and students over age 16;
where schools have been granted financial autonomy; or where school
councils have been established. To control for unobserved heterogene-
ity, the authors included a series of controls to try to capture any rele-
vant omitted variables, which reduced the magnitude and significance
of the aforementioned effects. The only outcome for which the results
appeared robust to the introduction of additional controls was repetition
rates. Including additional controls highlighted the fact that granting
financial autonomy to schools was more significant than introducing
school councils or electing principals. The authors concluded that their
results showed these innovations had a generally positive but modest
impact on educational performance broadly defined. As to which
innovation is the most promising, the authors attached more signifi-
cance to financial autonomy and much less significance to the election
of principals.

It should be noted that all analyses were done at the state level. This
probably masks important within-state variance in SBM practices and
outcomes that might lead to different results. In addition, although the
introduction of additional controls and fixed effects (where the panel
nature of the data allowed it) is likely to have taken care of a substantial
fraction of the unobserved heterogeneity, questions remain about whether
these variables adequately covered the range of unobserved variables, par-
ticularly time-variant ones. 

Also, Carnoy et al. (2008) found that participation in PDE improved
passing rates for Brazilian students in grades 5–8 by almost 10 percent.
PDE participation had no statistically discernable effect on student atten-
dance or dropout rates. 

School-Based Management Reforms around the World 43



El Salvador
The SBM reform in El Salvador was initiated in 1991 under the name
EDUCO. Its main objectives are to increase access to preschools and
primary schools in poor communities, encourage community participa-
tion in education, enhance the quality of schooling, and improve school
management and administration by placing the locus of decision mak-
ing closer to parents and communities. As is the case with most SBM
reforms, improving student achievement was not among the program’s
original objectives.

EDUCO schools are publicly funded and students receive free uni-
forms, registration, and basic school supplies in addition to free tuition
and textbooks. In return, the parents of EDUCO students are expected
to contribute meals, time, and occasionally their labor to improve schools
(Edge 2000). Community Education Associations are the distinguishing
feature of EDUCO schools. Each EDUCO school has one ACE with five
community-elected members. ACEs receive funds directly from the
Ministry of Education and are responsible for enacting and implementing
ministry and community policies and for hiring, firing, and monitoring
teachers (Sawada and Ragatz 2005). 

Evaluations of EDUCO in El Salvador have found a steady increase
in student enrollments that may be attributed directly to the program
(di Gropello 2006). Student enrollments in EDUCO schools went from
close to 8,500 students at the launch of the program in 1991 to more than
320,000 students in 2001. This represents 50 percent of rural enrollments
and 37 percent of total enrollments in grades 1–9 (di Gropello 2006). 

With respect to effects on student test scores, Jimenez and Sawada
(1999) used a two-stage regression procedure to try to correct for selec-
tion bias (in other words, to correct for the fact that schools choosing
to become autonomous may differ from other schools in some unob-
servable variables that can be correlated with the outcome of interest).
Despite their efforts, they found no statistically discernible effects of
attending an EDUCO school on either math or language student test
scores among third-graders. It should be noted that EDUCO schools
tend to be located in very poor, rural, and isolated communities.
Therefore, it might be reasonable to expect to see lower test scores
among EDUCO students because of their disadvantaged backgrounds.
The fact that there were no statistically discernible differences between
EDUCO and traditional schools may be a sign that EDUCO students
actually are performing better than they would have in the absence of
EDUCO. 
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In addition, after controlling for child, household, and school charac-
teristics, Jimenez and Sawada (2003) found that EDUCO third-graders
were more likely than third-graders in traditional schools still to be study-
ing in that school 2 years later. Jimenez and Sawada’s continuation probit
coefficient for EDUCO schools was 0.36. This suggests that attending an
EDUCO school raises the probability of continuing in school by 64 per-
cent (translating the z-coefficient into probabilities using the normal dis-
tribution), compared with attending a non-EDUCO school. 

These results attempt to control for selection bias, and they use 1996
test scores to control for initial differences in achievement that might
affect dropout behaviors between traditional and EDUCO schools. The
authors also found that supply-side constraints were important in
EDUCO schools. The fact that most EDUCO schools do not offer grades
4–6 affects continuation rates. This is evident because, if the variable
measuring the number of second-cycle sections in the schools is dropped
from the models, the EDUCO dummy loses significance. To investigate
the EDUCO effect further, the authors added a community participation
variable to the estimation. The EDUCO coefficient lost magnitude and
significance, and community participation emerged as a positive and sta-
tistically significant variable. The authors thus concluded that a significant
portion of the EDUCO effect may be explained by community partici-
pation (Jimenez and Sawada 2003).

With respect to effects on teachers’ behavior, Jimenez and Sawada
(1999) found that students in EDUCO schools are less likely to miss
school because of teacher absences. A more recent study by Sawada
(2000) measured teacher effort in terms of their overall attendance and
the number of hours they spend on parent-teacher meetings. He found
that EDUCO teachers make more effort (only when effort is defined as
hours of parent-teacher meetings) than do teachers in traditional schools.
Sawada used instrumental variables to reduce the endogeneity between
community participation and observed effort. 

Sawada and Ragatz (2005) tried to improve the methodology that
had been used by Jimenez and Sawada (1999) and Sawada (2000) by
using propensity score matching to identify the EDUCO effect on
teacher behavior, administrative processes, and, ultimately, student test
scores. They found that community associations managing EDUCO
schools felt that they had more influence in virtually every administra-
tive process than did the equivalent associations in traditional schools.
In particular, the hiring and firing of teachers appeared to be one of the
administrative processes over which the EDUCO associations had the
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most influence. The authors also found that teachers in EDUCO
schools spent more time meeting with parents and more time teaching,
and they were absent fewer days than teachers in traditional schools.
However, the effects of these factors on student test scores were not
statistically significant. Nonetheless, these results lend support to the
idea that devolving autonomy over decision making to the school level
leads to a closer monitoring of teachers, which then results in greater
teacher effort.

Last, with respect to parental involvement, Jimenez and Sawada
(2003) found that parent associations in EDUCO schools visited class-
rooms more than once a week, on average—a number of visitations
three to four times greater than that of parent associations in tradi-
tional schools. Sawada (2000) found that EDUCO schools had better
classroom environments (measured by smaller class sizes and the avail-
ability of a classroom library), leading to higher student test scores in
third grade.

Guatemala
Initially piloted in the early 1990s in Guatemala, PRONADE was
expanded in 1996 following the Peace Accords. The main objectives of
PRONADE are to increase access to preschool and primary school for
out-of-school children, decentralize educational decision making, increase
community participation in education, and maintain indigenous and lin-
guistic diversity (di Gropello 2006). 

Under PRONADE, several key school administrative functions have
been decentralized to community school councils, the COEDUCAs
(Comités Educativos). These functions include paying staff salaries; hir-
ing, firing, monitoring, and evaluating staff; setting the school schedule
and calendar; building and maintaining school facilities; and providing
budget oversight. The school council consists of 15 community members
(di Gropello 2006). PRONADE schools are built in remote rural areas
and provide preschool and primary education. To be eligible for PRON-
ADE, communities must demonstrate they have the ability and interest
to manage the new school, are not located near another public school,
and have at least 20 preschool- and primary-school-age children.

When it began as a pilot program, PRONADE had schools in 19 com-
munities in Guatemala. By 2004, there were PRONADE schools in more
than 3,600 communities, with almost 400,000 children enrolled at the
primary level. As of 2002, PRONADE schools represented 21 percent of
primary school enrollments in rural areas and accounted for 14 percent of
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total primary enrollments in the country (MINEDUC [2004], cited by
di Gropello [2006]).

With respect to student achievement, Marshall (2004) found that
under some econometric specifications, attending a PRONADE school
decreased Spanish and math achievement for girls (estimations were
done separately by gender). However, he found that a PRONADE school
increased the attendance of Mayan-speaking girls. In his study, Marshall
used a 1999 sample of slightly more than 1,000 first-graders in 58 schools
in three Guatemalan departments.1 Additional data were collected for
these children in 2002, including family background measures and test
scores. Because this study was not designed explicitly to look at differ-
ences between PRONADE and traditional schools, it did not control for
selection or other kinds of biases that may have affected these results. In
addition, the data were not nationally representative.

A more recent study conducted by the World Bank (2004) used tests
developed by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization’s (UNESCO’s) regional office in Latin America and the
Caribbean. It found that controlling for student, teacher, and school fac-
tors eliminated any negative differences between PRONADE and tradi-
tional public schools, and even showed positive differences in the case of
Spanish language studies (di Gropello 2006). However, this study does
not appear to have corrected for selection or other potential biases.

There is some evidence that PRONADE increased community partic-
ipation in Guatemala and that parental involvement (measured by
 parent-teacher meetings and director-parent meetings) was higher in
PRONADE schools than in traditional schools (di Gropello 2006).
Even though the school councils have the power to hire and fire teach-
ers, fewer than 2 percent of them reported firing a teacher—a figure
not significantly different from the number of firings in traditional
schools (although this may have been because teachers in PRONADE
schools are better).

Finally, researchers found teachers in PRONADE schools resigned at a
much higher rate (three times higher) than did teachers in traditional
schools. This may have been prompted by better salaries, working condi-
tions, and job security in traditional schools (di Gropello 2005). In addi-
tion, CIEN (1999) and di Gropello found that PRONADE schools were
more likely to lack water and sanitary facilities and that people generally
thought PRONADE schools were worse-off than were traditional
schools. In terms of teacher effort, one national evaluation found that
PRONADE schools reported fewer teacher absences and more days
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worked during the school year (MINEDUC/DP Tecnología [2002] cited
in di Gropello [2006]). 

Honduras
In 1999, Honduras implemented PROHECO to increase access to educa-
tion and encourage community participation in educational decision
making. In the 1990s, access was an important issue in Honduras. Some
studies had revealed that more than 14 percent of school-age children
(most of them living in rural areas) were not enrolled in school in 1997
(di Gropello 2006). 

To be eligible for PROHECO, schools must be in rural areas, have at
least 25 preschool- and primary-school-age children, and not be located
near another school (di Gropello 2006). PROHECO schools must have a
school council—a legal entity charged with overseeing the budget, select-
ing and paying teachers, monitoring teacher and student attendance and
performance, and building and maintaining school facilities. The school
council has six community members and it receives funds from
PROHECO’s coordinating unit, which receives those funds from the
Ministry of Finance (di Gropello 2006). 

The SBM reforms in Honduras have succeeded in increasing coverage
in rural areas. In 2000, the program enrolled close to 40,000 students at
the preschool and primary levels. In 2004, more than 87,000 students
were enrolled at these levels, representing about 11 percent of the total
enrollment in rural areas (di Gropello 2006).

Di Gropello and Marshall (2005) found that PROHECO schools had
a modest but statistically significant effect in reducing student dropout
rates. With respect to student test scores, PROHECO students appear to
have higher test scores in science than do their peers in non-PROHECO
schools. Selection bias appears to be underestimating these effects, so they
should be taken as a lower bound. PROHECO seems to have had no sta-
tistically discernible effect on math or language scores. Because the data
used for these analyses were weak, this evidence should be taken with
precaution.2

A study of the impact of the SBM reform on teacher effort in
Honduras (di Gropello and Marshall 2005) found that teacher effort was
not significantly higher in PROHECO schools than in traditional schools.
PROHECO teachers did not report spending any more time teaching
Spanish or math than did teachers in traditional schools (the differences
are not statistically significant), nor did they report working more hours
per week. There is no evidence that PROHECO and traditional schools
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differ in their pedagogical methods (di Gropello 2006). However, PRO-
HECO schools appear to have more resources and learning materials and
better infrastructure than do traditional schools, and they report fewer
closings resulting from work stoppages (di Gropello and Marshall 2005;
di Gropello 2006). 

Finally, parents of PROHECO students appear to meet less frequently
with teachers and other school personnel than do parents of students in
traditional schools. Both teachers and principals in PROHECO schools
also report having less autonomy than those in traditional schools—a
finding that is not surprising, given that the higher degree of autonomy
enjoyed by parents at PROHECO schools appears to reduce the amount
of autonomy felt by school personnel (di Gropello and Marshall 2005). 

Mexico
In 2001, Mexico implemented the Quality Schools Program to provide
more autonomy to schools by giving them annual grants of up to of
$5,000 to improve educational quality. In exchange for PEC grants,
schools must prepare an educational improvement plan that outlines
how they intend to use the grant. Parent associations must be involved
in the design, implementation, and monitoring of the plan. In the first
4 years, about 80 percent of the grant must be spent on school materials
and facilities. In the fifth year, only part of the money can be spent on
such goods, and most of the grant goes to fund teacher training and
development. Participation in PEC is voluntary, but the program targets
disadvantaged urban schools. As of 2004, more than 20,000 schools, or
10 percent of all Mexican primary schools, received PEC support
(Skoufias and Shapiro 2006).

Skoufias and Shapiro (2006) employed panel data regression
analysis and propensity score matching to evaluate the impact of PEC
on student dropout, failure, and repetition rates using a nationally rep-
resentative panel data set covering the 2001/02 and 2003/04 school
years. To establish a comparison group, they used student outcome data
for fiscal years 2000 (the year before the first schools joined PEC) and
fiscal 2003. Their difference-in-differences approach assumed no differ-
ences in time trends in student outcomes. To support this assumption,
the authors included several controls at the school and municipal levels
taken from 2000 data, such as teacher-student ratio, school type, and
participation in poverty reduction programs. They also used propensity
score modeling to match treatment with comparison schools based on
these same data. 
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Skoufias and Shapiro (2006) found that participation in PEC decreases
dropout rates by 0.24 points, failure rates by 0.24 points, and repetition
rates by 0.31 points. To explore what brought about these results in
PEC schools, the authors used qualitative data on PEC school effective-
ness and parental involvement. They found that parents had increased
their participation in the school and their supervision of students’
homework. Moreover, students enrolled in PEC schools and their par-
ents expected that these students would progress to more advanced
education levels (Skoufias and Shapiro 2006). Unfortunately, the
authors did not have qualitative data on non-PEC schools so were not
able to investigate whether the changes that had occurred at PEC
schools were unique and could reasonably be the cause of improvements
in outcomes. Therefore, it cannot be concluded that these qualitative
changes are attributable solely to the participation of the schools in the
PEC program. 

As opposed to Skoufias and Shapiro who used only 2 years of out-
come data, Murnane, Willet, and Cardenas (2006) use longitudinal data
from PEC’s 7 full academic years. They found that PEC schools had a
different outcome trend in the years prior to participating in the pro-
gram than did non-PEC schools. To avoid violating this key assumption,
Murnane and coauthors used the schools that entered PEC in its second
year of operation (the second cohort of PEC schools, or “PEC2” schools)
as the treatment schools. Unlike the schools that entered PEC in its first
year, PEC2 schools had no pre-PEC outcome trends that were signifi-
cantly different from the comparison schools and are thus a more cred-
ible counterfactual. 

Their results show that participation in PEC decreased school dropout
rates significantly (about 0.11 percentage points for each year of program
participation). Given that the average dropout rate in their sample was
4.75 percent, 3 years of PEC would have reduced an average school’s
dropout rate by about 6.00 percent. The authors did not find that PEC
had any significant effects on repetition rates. Last, they found that PEC
had its greatest impact on states with medium levels of development,
according to the Human Development Index, and its least impact on
states with low levels of development. The authors hypothesized that this
was because departments of education in these low-development states
had less capacity to support PEC schools than was the case in more devel-
oped states (Murnane, Willet, and Cardenas 2006).

A more recent study by Shapiro and Skoufias (2006) found that PEC
reduced failure and repetition rates by 0.05 and 0.09 percentage points,
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respectively. They also confirmed the finding of Murnane and his fellow
authors (2006) that participating in PEC reduced school dropout rates by
0.11 percentage points. Furthermore, Shapiro and Skoufias (2006) found
that the beneficial impact of PEC increases substantially in schools where
the teaching staff has more schooling. 

Another SBM reform undertaken in Mexico was the Support to
School Management Program, which began in 1996. AGEs provides
cash grants (from $500 to $700, depending on the school’s size) to par-
ent associations to spend on any educational activity they consider
appropriate. In most instances, this spending is limited to improve-
ments to school facilities. In 2005, more than 45 percent of primary
schools in Mexico had a parent association (Gertler, Rubio-Codina,
and Patrinos 2006). 

In their study of the impact of AGEs on intrayear dropout, grade rep-
etition, and grade failure in Mexico’s rural primary schools, Gertler,
Rubio-Codina, and Patrinos (2006) found that AGEs had a significant
effect in reducing grade failure and repetition, but no significant effects
on intrayear dropout rates. Their study was conducted between 1998 and
2001 on a sample of 6,038 rural nonindigenous primary schools, some
participating in AGEs and some not. They used a difference-in-differ-
ences regression approach to evaluate the intervention’s impact. They
measured all outcomes at the end of the school year on the explicit
assumption that AGEs needs to have been in operation for some time to
be effective. 

The authors use the phasing of schools into AGEs to generate suffi-
cient variation in the treatment variable to achieve identification. Schools
participating in AGEs prior to 2002 constituted the treatment group, and
schools participating in AGEs from 2002 onward served as a comparison
group. To test the validity of this comparison group, the authors compared
preintervention trends in the outcome variables controlling for school and
state fixed effects and a dummy variable measuring if the school is a
potential AGEs school. This analysis did not reveal significant differences
in preintervention trends for schools participating in AGEs in earlier and
later years. Although the insignificant differences in preintervention
trends should have alleviated any concerns about bias resulting from
endogenous program placement, the authors used school fixed effects to
address any potential bias arising from time-invariant sources. The authors
also tested for biases arising from changes in the distribution of students
in schools, but found no evidence for concern (Gertler, Rubio-Codina, and
Patrinos 2006).
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A more recent study of AGEs by Lopez-Calva and Espinosa (2006)
yielded additional evidence to support the earlier studies. Lopez-Calva
and Esipinosa found that participating in AGEs had a positive effect on
student test scores in grades 4 through 6 (in primary school) for both
Spanish and mathematics. The authors used a propensity score matching
strategy to identify their results. The results are robust to controls for such
relevant socioeconomic variables as participation in the conditional cash
transfer program Oportunidades and teacher and school characteristics, as
well as for alternative stratification strategies. 

Nicaragua
The school autonomy reform in Nicaragua was implemented in 1991
with the goals of increasing community participation in educational
administration, obtaining financial resources for schools beyond govern-
ment funding, and increasing efficiency in the use of human and financial
resources (Parker 2005). 

Autonomous schools must have a school council composed of the
principal, teachers, parents, and students. Members are either elected or
appointed by local authorities. Although all council members should be
active participants, most councils tend to be led by the school principal
(Parker 2005). The size of the council varies with the size of the school
(King and Özler 1998). Councils can hire and fire the school principal,
and they are involved in maintaining school facilities and ensuring aca-
demic quality. 

Autonomous schools receive their funds directly from the Ministry of
Education, based on the number of students (although there is a sliding
scale by which smaller schools get more than larger schools get). As part
of the original reform, autonomous schools could charge obligatory fees,
but that was eliminated by legislation introduced in 2002 that explicitly
abolished the right to charge fees. Many schools, however, continue to
encourage voluntary donations (Parker 2005).

King and Özler (1998) studied the effects of school autonomy on
student test scores in mathematics and Spanish. They used a matched
comparison design based on selecting a sample of treatment schools
(autonomous schools) and a comparison group of nonautonomous pub-
lic schools and private schools. Their data included a panel of two
matched school-household surveys conducted in 1995 and 1997 and
student achievement tests from 1996. The sample, however, was not
nationally representative and suffered from missing data and other
problems. Autonomy was measured as de jure (whether a school had
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signed a contract with the Ministry of Education to become an
autonomous school) or de facto (measuring the percentage of decisions
made by the school council rather than by the central or local govern-
ment). The authors found that de jure autonomy had no statistically sig-
nificant effect on student achievement. However, they found that de
facto autonomy had positive effects on student promotion and on stu-
dent achievement in math and language in primary school and on lan-
guage in secondary school. 

A subsequent analysis looked at the effects on student achievement of
two more refined measures of autonomy (King, Özler, and Rawlings
1999). The first variable measured the percentage of decisions made by
the school council concerning pedagogical issues (such as class size, cur-
riculum, and textbooks), and the second variable was the percentage of
decisions related to teachers (hiring and firing, evaluation, supervision,
training, and relations with the teachers’ union). The study’s findings
about the influence of autonomy over pedagogical issues on student
achievement were mixed. This is not surprising, given that the SBM
reform had no significant effects on schools’ decision making on pedagog-
ical matters. However, it appears that having more autonomy over
teacher-related issues does have a positive and significant effect on stu-
dent achievement in primary school (both subjects) and secondary school
(language only). 

Using more recent (and nationally representative) data from 2002,
Parker (2005) found that school autonomy had positive effects on third-
grade mathematics test scores but negative effects on sixth-grade math
scores. There were no significant results for Spanish language scores. None
of the teacher or school variables seemed to be able to explain the posi-
tive differences between autonomous and nonautonomous schools
(where they existed). These results are derived from a propensity score
model that matches observations at the student level.3

Last, increasing schools’ influence over teacher-related decision mak-
ing is the area of the decentralization reform in Nicaragua that appears to
have had the largest effect on student achievement (King, Özler, and
Rawlings 1999). 

Initiatives in Africa

There are various SBM reforms under way in Africa.4 Some of the earlier
efforts were conceived under the umbrella of “whole school development,”
a package of reforms aimed at improving school management, in-service
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training, and monitoring and evaluation, among other things (Akyeampong
2004). The holistic approach to school improvement has been imple-
mented, with some variations, in countries such as Ghana and South Africa.
In Ghana, the core objective of the WSD project is to provide professional
development (in-service training) to teachers to help them improve their
teaching and their students’ learning. The South African WSD initiative is
focused on improving students’ academic performance.

Other countries (including Ghana) are now implementing SBM
reforms similar to those that have been adopted in Central America.
Mozambique, for example, was an early mover in SBM reforms, and it
now makes small grants to schools that participate in the SBM program
(World Bank 2008c). These schools are managed by a school committee
that is able to spend funds on basic classroom inputs and teaching mate-
rials. As part of the reform, participating schools have to publish student
achievement data and a report of how the money is being spent. 

In this section, we discuss some of the SBM reforms in Africa for which
detailed program and evaluation information is available.

Benin
Following democratic reforms in 1990, a decentralization reform was
passed in Benin in 1999. However, primary school education continued
to be characterized by low enrollments, poor learning outcomes, and high
student-teacher ratios. In an attempt to tackle these problems, the
Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education implemented an SBM pro-
gram in 2006. 

The reforms aimed to make schools more accountable to their local
communities by training and empowering school committees and by
using mass media to increase the amount of school-focused information
that was available to the local community.5 More specifically, the program
sought to increase the decision-making power of school councils and
newly elected municipal councils to increase parents’ participation in
schools and to encourage transparent financial management. School
councils in Benin have seven members at the commune (municipality)
level and 13 members at the school level. Membership at the school level
comprises six representatives of the parents’ association, the school prin-
cipal, two representatives of community organizations, the village chief,
and three teachers. The school council has control over the school’s
budget, personnel management, pedagogy, and fundraising.

The program includes the following components: (1) joint meetings of
school personnel, the school council, and the local community; (2) financial
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awards to teachers nominated through secret ballot by members of the
school council; and (3) training in financial procedures and oversight skills
for school council members.

A randomized experiment is now under way to evaluate the program.
A baseline survey was completed in June 2008, and two follow-up surveys
are planned for 2009 and 2010. An analysis of the data collected so far sug-
gests that the existence and effectiveness of PTAs is positively correlated
with the academic performance of students, as measured by their test
scores on a national examination. Data from a randomly administered
reading fluency test suggest that attending kindergarten, having electricity
at home, and having literate parents or guardians all are associated with
higher test scores.

Two intervention designs will be tested in the experiment. The first
treatment involves the creation of SBM committees at school and com-
mune levels. These committees have a well-defined structure, mandate,
and schedule of activities, and the members receive training in manage-
ment skills. In the second treatment, in addition to the factors included in
treatment 1, there is a weekly radio program that covers the activities of
the committees, disseminates reports, and promotes public debate on
education outcomes. 

Thirty-six communes were selected to test the effects of this interven-
tion, out of a total of 70 communes. For each of the 12 departments of
Benin, 3 communes were chosen at random. One commune received
treatment 1, one commune received treatment 2, and one commune was
selected as a control group. Wantchékon (2008) has analyzed the mean
values and standard errors of variables of school, student, and PTA char-
acteristics. Based on observables, the author found no significant differ-
ence among the communes selected for treatment 1, treatment 2, and the
control group. The variables used to measure impact were student learn-
ing outcomes, enrollment rates, grade attainment, teacher and student
attendance, community satisfaction, and the participation and financial
contribution of the local community. 

The Gambia
In The Gambia, most schools have PTAs. These associations often do
not have a clear mandate with regard to school affairs, and they have
no authority over the functioning and management of their schools.
PTAs usually are led by one of the most influential people in the com-
munity, often the community chief, who remains in the position for
decades. 
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At the school level, the principal used to be the only decision maker
for all aspects of the school’s operation. In 2008, however, an SBM initia-
tive was introduced that would involve all stakeholders in a transparent
management of the school, with the goal of improving school quality and
student achievement. 

As part of the new SBM program, SMCs are being established, and the
members of the committees and the school staff will be trained in the
skills needed to manage the school. SMCs receive a grant to support
teaching and learning activities.6 In addition, a newly designed PTA con-
stitution is being adopted. 

An evaluation of this initiative is under way to measure the impact of
the SBM reforms (including the provision of school grants) on teacher
activities and student learning. The evaluation is designed as a random-
ized experiment involving two interventions: (1) the adoption of a new
SMC constitution, the SMC training, and the school grant (this treatment
is being called WSD treatment); and (2) the grants to SMCs. The evalua-
tion will take place in approximately 273 schools, out of which 90 were
randomly selected for the WSD treatment, 94 for the grant only, and 89
chosen for the control group. 

Ghana
In 1995, Ghana enacted the Free Compulsory Universal Basic Education
reforms. These reforms emphasized the importance of community partic-
ipation in effective education delivery, and they mandated a review of
education management structures at all levels to bring the administration
of and responsibility for services closer to the community. Even before
these reforms were implemented, the Ghana Education Service Act of
1994 created school management committees (SMCs), community-based
institutions representing the entire community of a particular school or a
cluster of schools. The purpose of the SMCs is to ensure that basic educa-
tion students receive the best education possible. Committees are made up
of 15 members, including the principal, PTA members, and other commu-
nity representatives (World Bank 2008b). 

As in Rwanda, the Ghanaian government gives capitation grants
directly to schools on a per-student basis. SMCs may use these capitation
grants to purchase school supplies and to hire additional teachers. 

The World Bank will conduct an impact evaluation of the Ghana SBM
program to test the effect of information and the creation of SMCs on
financial and educational outcomes at the school level. In particular, the
evaluation will test two interventions. The first intervention is designed to
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provide SMCs with specific guidelines and training to help them fulfill
their role and give them information on the status of their school’s per-
formance and financial expenditures so as to increase accountability. The
second intervention will provide treatment schools with relevant informa-
tion only, no training. The evaluation will be randomized at the school
level with 100 treatment and 100 control schools. Baseline data will be
collected at the end of 2008. 

Kenya
In Kenya, community participation in schools happens through school
committees. These committees or parent-teacher associations include
elected parents and representatives from the District Education Board. In
general, a committee’s responsibilities are limited to suggesting promo-
tions and transfers of teachers through the Ministry of Education, over-
seeing expenditures from capitation grants, and participating in the design
and implementation of school development plans. Although historically
most teachers in Kenya were hired centrally through the Ministry of
Education, Science, and Technology’s Teachers Service Commission,
some school committees hired teachers locally, using financial contribu-
tions from parents. These teachers were called PTA teachers. New gradu-
ates of teacher training colleges often worked for several years as PTA
teachers and then obtained positions as civil service teachers (Duflo,
Dupas, and Kremer 2007).

With the introduction of free primary school in Kenya, parents no
longer were required to pay fees. This resulted in large increases in stu-
dent enrollment, but it meant that school committees no longer could
raise sufficient funds to pay for PTA teachers, so pupil-teacher ratios
increased significantly in Kenyan primary schools. A pilot project imple-
mented between 2005 and 2007, with funding from the World Bank and
International Child Support Africa (ICS), gave PTAs the funds to hire an
extra teacher (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007). 

The program, called the Extra Teacher Program, was designed as a ran-
domized experiment, and it provided funds to 140 schools (randomly
selected from a pool of 210 schools) to hire an extra teacher for first-
grade classes. These teachers were hired locally, at perhaps a quarter of
the cost of civil service teachers, but they had the same academic qualifi-
cations.7 When a teacher had been hired, the ICS disbursed funds to the
school committees. School committees then paid the extra teacher a
monthly salary. When the program continued the following school year,
school committees were free to replace or keep the extra teachers and

School-Based Management Reforms around the World 57



were encouraged to move the teachers to second grade with the same
group of students.

In half of these 140 schools (hereafter referred to as “nontracked” ETP
schools), first-grade students were assigned randomly to either the con-
tract teacher or a civil service teacher (in nontracked ETP schools). In the
other half (hereafter referred to as the “tracked” ETP schools), first-grade
classes were divided into two sections by initial achievement and then the
sections were assigned randomly to either a contract teacher or a civil
service teacher. In addition, among the 140 schools sampled to receive
funding to hire a contract teacher locally, 70 schools were selected ran-
domly to participate in an SBM intervention. 

The SBM intervention was designed to empower the school commit-
tees to monitor teachers’ performance. In each SBM-treatment school,
the school committee held a formal review meeting at the end of the pro-
gram’s first school year (2005) to assess the contract teacher’s perform-
ance and decide whether to renew his or her contract or to find a
replacement. To prepare each school committee for this task, the ICS
gave members a short, focused training course on how to monitor the
contract teacher’s performance. Committee members were taught tech-
niques for soliciting input from parents and checking teacher attendance.
A formal subcommittee comprising parents of first-graders was formed to
evaluate the contract teacher and deliver a performance report at the end
of the first year (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007).

Eighteen months into the program, students in all treatment schools
had test scores that, on average, were 23 percent of a standard deviation
higher than the scores of students assigned to civil service teachers. Also,
the scores were 30 percent of a standard deviation higher than those of
students in non-ETP schools. All differences were statistically significant
at conventional levels. The effect of the contract teacher appeared to be
larger when the school committee was given training in how to handle
the contract teachers. The authors also reported evidence that the SBM
initiative was helpful in raising the test scores of the students of civil serv-
ice teachers, just as it was successful in decreasing the classroom absence
rates of these teachers. Students with civil service teachers in ETP schools
that participated in the SBM program scored 0.18–0.24 standard devia-
tions higher in mathematics than did their counterparts in ETP schools
not participating in the SBM program (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007).

A more detailed look at the results suggests that, with respect to
teacher absences, civil service teachers in nontracked schools that did not
participate in the SBM program were more likely to be absent from class
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than were teachers in the comparison group (teacher attendance fell by
21 percentage points). The authors argue that this finding suggests that
civil service teachers took advantage of the presence of the extra contract
teachers and worked less. However, civil service teachers in nontracked
SBM schools were 7.8 percentage points more likely to be found in class
teaching during random spot checks by the ICS. The authors argue that
the SBM initiative likely emphasized the responsibility of the contract
teachers with respect to the specific classes to which they were assigned
and thus made it more difficult for the principal or the civil service teach-
ers in those schools to use the extra teachers to relieve themselves of their
own duties when they actually did show up at school. Also, the contract
teachers in these schools had a greater incentive to please the school com-
mittee and less of an incentive to please the other teachers and the prin-
cipal (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007). 

In sum, Duflo and her colleagues concluded that simply introducing a
new contract teacher and randomly assigning students to either this new
teacher or the civil service teacher without training the school commit-
tee and without tracking by initial achievement had a small (13 percent
of a standard deviation) but insignificant effect on test scores, despite class
size being reduced by about 40 students. The effect is larger (19 percent
of a standard deviation, significant at the 10 percent level) when the
school committees are given training on how to manage the contract
teachers (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007).

The researchers argue that the SBM initiative reinforced the role of par-
ents (as opposed to that of principals who often dominate those commit-
tees) in hiring, monitoring, and retaining the contract teachers. Although
parents were instructed on how to monitor the contract teachers, the SBM
initiative did not have a significant impact on the attendance records of or
the efforts made by contract teachers (perhaps because they already were
satisfactory), but it did increase the efforts of civil service teachers.
Furthermore, the authors assert that the superior performance of contract
teachers might have been the result of school committees choosing better
teachers or of the stronger incentives faced by contract teachers. Finally,
the authors noted that contract teachers might have viewed their own
good performance as a stepping-stone to a tenured civil service position. 

Madagascar
Since the 2002/03 school year, Madagascar has initiated several SBM pro-
grams. Many of these programs were launched as small pilot programs
with the help of donors and eventually were scaled up nationwide.
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There are three main types of SBM programs currently operating in
the country: (1) school grants (caisse école), (2) community teachers
(enseignants Associations of Parents of School Children [FRAM]), and
(3) school councils (Associations of Teachers [FAF]). In addition, one
other program that has been partially implemented in public primary
schools since 2005 involves the development of school improvement
plans (contrat program). This program, however, is not related to any
school grant program. 

The caisse école has been in effect since the 2002/03 school year.
Since then, all public and private primary schools have received school
grants to substitute for school fees that were levied previously. The allo-
cation formula is per capita, with an adjustment based on the condi-
tions of the school’s location. The per capita amount for private schools
is lower than for public primary schools. The objectives of the grants are
to increase the schools’ material endowments and improve the school
environment. Schools may spend the money on teacher materials and
school council materials, textbooks, sports materials, school mainte-
nance and repairs, and any distribution and travel costs necessary to
make these purchases. The school council manages the caisse école in
each school.

The enseignants FRAM program is designed to support the hiring of
community teachers. Parents’ associations help raise the funds needed to
pay for these teachers; and, since 2006, the government of Madagascar
has subsidized their salaries. In addition, the parents’ associations have a
say in the hiring and firing of these community teachers. 

The FAF serves as “a partnership for school development” among the
various stakeholders at the local level. Its members are parents, the school
principal, teachers, NGO members, local religious and business leaders,
and local government officials. The FAF executive committee is elected
for a period of 3 years. Finally, the contrat programme, implemented in
2005, is designed to help school management councils develop and
implement annual school improvement plans. 

An evaluation of the program is under way. It will consist of a random-
ized experiment with three different interventions aimed at understand-
ing whether improved information flows among service providers and
students have had any effects on student outcomes. The interventions will
include training, school report cards, and management tools and guide-
lines. Some schools will receive all three interventions, whereas others
will receive only one or two. 
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Niger
In 2002, the education sector in Niger was decentralized and school
management committees (Comité de Gestion de l’Etablissement
Scolaire; COGES) were established. Grants were given directly to the
COGES to increase the proportion of financial resources reaching the
school level and to provide funding to execute the school action plans,
according to local needs. 

The COGES program includes two major components. First, school
committee members receive training in the skills necessary to fulfill their
management responsibilities. Second, schools receive grants that may be
used to enhance their inputs, buy extra teaching hours, or improve their
maintenance. These grants consist of a one-time lump-sum payment at
the beginning of the school year (on average, $209 per school and $2 per
student). The amount of the grant varies by the size of the school (that is,
the number of classrooms). In 2002, COGES began to be established in
public primary schools in three regions of Niger. 

The school committee consists of a president, (a parents’ association
member), a treasurer (a mother’s association representative), a secretary,
the principal, and three members (one teacher’s representative and two
parent’s association members). The committee may (1) decide how to
use the school grant, (2) supervise and evaluate teachers, (3) consult with
the school on the hiring of contract teachers, and (4) hire and fire com-
munity teachers. 

An impact evaluation has been put in place to learn how the grants
affect the functioning of the school committee, the management of the
school, and, ultimately, the quality of the education being offered. The key
outcomes to be measured are parental participation, school management
(for example, teacher attendance and the development and implementa-
tion of the school improvement plan), repetition rates, and students’ test
scores. The evaluation is being implemented as a randomized experiment
at the school level in two regions of Niger (Tahoua and Zinder)—regions
where school committees already are functioning and the members have
received training. 

Three different interventions are being tested: (1) grants only, (2)
grants plus financial monitoring of schools, and (3) grants plus a list of
noneligible expenditures. Out of 1,000 schools, 500 make up the treat-
ment group and 500 are left as a control group. To implement the evalu-
ation, a baseline survey and student tests were conducted during the
summer of 2008. The next follow-up is planned for the spring of 2009.
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After the evaluation results are released, the government will consider
whether to scale up the program nationwide.

Rwanda
As part of a wider functional and fiscal decentralization reform begun in
2000, which gave local authorities the responsibility for service delivery
and the power to raise revenue within their jurisdictions, the government
of Rwanda has implemented various education reforms. These reforms
were aimed at improving service delivery in the education sector by
decentralizing budgetary and managerial decision authority. The main
focus was on strengthening accountability mechanisms by encouraging
greater district and community participation in the planning and manage-
ment of school resources (World Bank 2008d).

Since 2005, the education sector in Rwanda has been decentralized.
Schools at the basic education level are controlled by district education
officers, school principals, and PTAs. Although PTAs have no authority
over budgetary decisions or management of staff—that is, no power to
hire and fire—they do have the power to reprimand permanent teachers
and to be consulted in the hiring of contract teachers. Further decentral-
ization of education decision making to the PTAs is a high priority for
future education reform in Rwanda. The challenge, however, is to find
ways to ensure full PTA participation in the school management process.

A major step in the process of decentralization has been implementing
free primary education. School fees were abolished in 2003 and replaced
by a capitation grant for all schools provided by the central government
directly to schools on a per-student basis. The government deposits the
capitation grants into school bank accounts. These school-managed grants
substantially increased per-student funding for primary school students in
the first three years of the policy (from $0.60 in 2004 to $10.00 in 2007).
School councils can use capitation grants to purchase school supplies, give
teachers bonus allowances (dependent on their successfully completing a
set of requirements agreed between the teacher and the principal), and
support the full costs (salary and bonus) of teachers hired on a fixed-term
contract. School councils are made up of 10 members, including the prin-
cipal and PTA members. However, anecdotal reports from Rwanda sug-
gest that the principal makes most of the decisions with little input from
PTA members. 

The World Bank is designing an evaluation of the capitation grant SBM
program in Rwanda. It will be a randomized school evaluation consisting
of 100 treatment and 100 control schools. The aim of the evaluation
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will be to understand how the increased job security for teachers and the
strengthening of school management councils have affected teacher per-
formance, PTA involvement, and student test scores. The first part will
evaluate the performance of contract teachers hired under the SBM
reform. The second part will observe how school management commit-
tees have affected education decision making and whether it is possible
to increase the contribution made by PTA members by providing them
with training on school governance, management, or school functioning,
among other topics. After being evaluated favorably, contract teachers in
treatment schools will receive a permanent position at the school and will
receive PTA training. Baseline test data for the evaluation will be col-
lected in early 2009.

Senegal
In Senegal, local education offices manage primary education and require
schools to develop an annual school improvement plan or project. A new
SBM initiative soon to be implemented in Senegal (Projet d’Ecole) will
provide schools with financial resources (approximately $3,000 per
school) to implement their plans. Under the Projet d’Ecole, a school com-
mittee consisting of teachers and parents must submit an application for
these funds to a committee within the local education office, and that
office will evaluate the different grant proposals according to guidelines
provided by the Ministry of Education. These guidelines require that all
applications focus on pedagogical activities (World Bank 2008e). 

The main goal of the program is to improve school quality (as meas-
ured by students’ academic achievement), specifically by providing more
and better pedagogical resources in the school. Therefore, school commit-
tees will be able to use the grants to purchase pedagogical materials and
inputs, as well as to fund teacher training. 

A randomized evaluation of this project has started. Schools that have
submitted eligible projects of sufficient quality and prepared by the com-
mittees will participate in a lottery that will distribute the available fund-
ing randomly. All schools are encouraged to apply for funding. Some
of the applications that do not meet the minimum standards will be
sent back to the schools so that they may revise and resubmit them
for consideration. 

The design of the school grants project impact evaluation includes two
randomly selected treatment groups. The first group, which includes 100
schools, will join the program in 2008. Another 100 schools will be
selected for a control group, but they will have to be excluded from the
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program for 2 years. The second group, which will include 100 more
schools, will begin to participate in the intervention in 2009. It is uncer-
tain whether the first treatment group will continue to receive financial
support from the program during the second year. 

If schools selected for the first period receive funding the following
year, it will be possible for the evaluating team to test whether the
extra year of exposure leads to further progress, relative to the control
group. Moreover, if it is possible to collect data on a second cohort a
year later and to follow the same children at the end of the second
school year, it will be possible to compare the performance of children
in the first cohort with that of the children in the second cohort (each
against its respective control group). The evaluation will show whether
the effects of the program become more pronounced the longer it
operates in a school. 

The baseline survey data were collected during the fall of 2008 on the
following indicators—teachers’ and students’ attendance, availability of
learning and teaching materials, teachers’ activities and allocation of time,
involvement of PTAs in school management, grade repetition rates, dropout
rates, and test scores in math and reading/language. The evaluation instru-
ment will include information about the school and about teachers and
principals, and it will survey a sample of the students’ households. 

There will be two follow-up surveys. The first one will occur at the end
of the 2008/09 school year and will collect data about the first cohort. If
more schools are added to the program in 2009, data collected in the first
survey also will serve as the baseline for the second treatment group. The
second follow-up survey will be carried out in 2010, gathering information
about all the children and schools that have participated in the SBM pro-
gram during this period and information on those in the control group. 

Initiatives in Asia

In this section we present three cases of SBM in Asia: Cambodia; Hong
Kong, China; and Indonesia. They vary in the amount of funds that the
school receives, responsibilities of the community and PTAs, and scope of
the instruments of decentralization. 

Cambodia
The EQIP school grants program began in Takeo Province in 1998 with a
pilot group of 10 clusters, and it expanded to include roughly 1,000 schools
in three provinces between 1998 and 2003. EQIP schools receive cash
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grants that are invested in priorities set by the local cluster committee—
representing an average of six schools—as part of a cluster plan. 

The grants program is designed to improve school quality in two ways.
The first intended improvement is simply a resource effect because
school clusters receive money that may be used to purchase additional
inputs, like new equipment, teacher training, and student libraries. The
second quality improvement is an increase in school management capac-
ity produced by cluster schools gaining valuable experience in participa-
tive planning and in executing school plans. With decentralized planning
and execution, the grants program is expected to result in a more efficient
use of funds than standard, top-down educational interventions produce.

Qualitative reviews of the program so far have been positive (Geeves
et al. 2002). The EQIP project has delivered the money in a timely fash-
ion, and donors generally are satisfied with how the money has been
spent. With respect to program evaluations, preliminary results from
Benveniste and Marshall (2004) found systematic variation in spending
by school clusters associated with specific school characteristics and
parental participation. Nonetheless, the largest variation is associated with
the year and province variables, suggesting that central forces exert con-
siderable influence on local choices. 

With regard to outcomes, preliminary results suggest that participa-
tion in EQIP is associated with marginally lower dropout rates, higher
pass rates, and better academic achievement. These results are robust to
the inclusion of controls for school and community characteristics and
province-level fixed effects. For this analysis, the authors used regression
analysis with 5 years of data and took advantage of the phase-in strategy
to decrease the potential for selection bias. The empirical strategy was to
regress student test scores on student, teacher, and school characteristics,
plus controls for province and year. All community, school, director, and
teacher characteristics were set at their 1998 pre-EQIP levels (Benveniste
and Marshall 2004).

Cost-effectiveness comparisons generally are favorable, as EQIP money
spent on specific activities—such as teacher development and infrastruc-
ture improvements—has been associated with higher returns than other
possible interventions would have produced.

Hong Kong, China
In 1991, Hong Kong, China began implementing a series of SBM reforms
mirroring efforts in Australia, the United Kingdom, and the United States
(Dimmock and Walker 1998b; Wong 2003). The School Management
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Initiative (SMI) aimed to increase school effectiveness by establishing
new roles for and relationships among the education department, school
management committees, sponsors, supervisors, principals, teachers, and
parents. Moreover, it sought to provide greater flexibility in school
finance, increase accountability, and encourage collaborative decision
making (Dimmock and Walker 1998b). In 1997, the Hong Kong, China,
Educa tion Commission broadened the scope of the reform and gave the
SMCs autonomy over personnel decisions, financial matters, and the
design and delivery of the curriculum (Wong 2003). Schools may opt into
the SMI voluntarily and, by 1997, about 30 percent of all Hong Kong,
China schools had opted into the system (Dimmock and Walker 1998b). 

Early evaluations of the effects of SMI strategies in Hong Kong, China
concluded that parental involvement was minimal after the reforms had
been implemented (Dimmock and Walker 1998b). With respect to
teacher and principal behavior following the SBM reforms, researchers
found that the SMI reforms encouraged a school culture in which teach-
ers and principals felt professionally empowered and motivated.
However, they also concluded that there was no evidence that the SMI
reforms actually had permeated into the classroom and were affecting the
work of teachers and students (Dimmock and Walker 1998b).

Indonesia
Over the last decade, the government of Indonesia has introduced ele-
ments of SBM into its education system by involving school personnel
(principals, teachers, and other staff) and parents in the management of
schools to make the schools more accountable and responsive to parents
and students (World Bank 2008a).

However, it was not until the introduction of the School Operational
Assistance Program (Bantuan Operasional Sekolah [BOS]) in 2005 that
school committees had any discretionary money to exercise their mandated
role. Based on the BOS experience, the government has taken another step
toward cementing SBM and parental involvement with a regulation
(Regulation No. 19/2007) that enhances the role of school committees.

Successful examples of community involvement in Indonesian
 projects—such as the National Program for Community Empowerment,
the Urban Poverty Program, and the Kecamatan Development Program—
all indicate that social pressure from an informed local community can
help reduce corruption and the misuse of funds. The design of the BOS
program already closely parallels the institutional and implementation
arrangements pioneered by these community-driven development
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 programs. A modified version of the program, School Operational
Assistance Knowledge Improvement for Transparency and Accountability,
will expand and build on earlier lessons, enhancing the role of parents and
the local community in planning and approving school budgets for BOS
funds and monitoring BOS expenditures.

The BOS program disburses block grants to all schools throughout
Indonesia, based on a per-student formula. It is Indonesia’s most signifi-
cant policy reform in education financing in two important aspects:
(1) the per-pupil block grants provide incentives for principals and teachers
to focus on maintaining and increasing enrollment, and (2) funds directly
channeled to the schools empower school managers by enabling them to
choose how best to allocate the BOS grants. School committees, first
introduced in 1998 under the Scholarship and Grants Program and the
School Improvement Grants Program, were tasked with assisting in the
selection of scholarship students and overseeing school spending on
grants. School committees comprise representatives of parents, commu-
nity leaders, education professionals, the private sector, education associ-
ations, teachers, NGOs, and village officials. They must have a minimum
of nine members, and the chairperson must come from outside the
school. All public and private elementary and junior high schools in
Indonesia are eligible to apply for BOS funding.

By international standards, the Indonesian BOS program is a limited
form of SBM, particularly compared with programs in Latin America.
School committees have control only over nonsalary operational expen-
ditures. The Indonesian SBM under the BOS program does not permit
committees to hire or fire teachers or even to have any control over cap-
ital expenditures. 

A comparison of pre-BOS data from 94 schools in 16 districts partici-
pating in the first Governance and Decentralization Survey module indi-
cates that as much as one-third of the allocated resources may have failed
to reach schools. The BOS program uses a very simple and transparent
formula and provides mechanisms for scrutiny both from the top through
the internal audit and from the bottom through community mobilization
and oversight. Under the BOS program, where schools receive opera-
tional funds directly and the funds are allocated independently, opportu-
nities for further SBM are created.

Using data from various household surveys and the Ministry of
Education’s information system, a 2008 technical assessment carried
out by World Bank staff identified a number of positive developments
to which the BOS program has contributed during its first years of
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operation. Most notably, the BOS program has made a significant con-
tribution in reducing school fees (by almost 40 percent in both primary
and secondary schools), increasing operational budgets for schools, and
reducing leaks in the funds transferred to education. In addition, it has
increased enrollment rates and reduced dropout rates. The decline in
fees for poor students appears to have contributed at least partly to the
higher enrollments and lower dropout rates that can be observed when
comparing pre-BOS and post-BOS data. Furthermore, focus group dis-
cussions have shown that the BOS program seems to encourage parents
to support their children’s transition from primary to secondary school. 

Last, the BOS program has been important for promoting and facilitat-
ing SBM and parental and local community involvement. In a World Bank
Governance and Decentralization Survey of 1,250 schools, 68 percent
reported that they had implemented SBM principles. Of these schools,
95 percent claimed to have experienced positive benefits. Most schools
had seen improvements in their students’ grades (66 percent of the
schools surveyed), their attendance (29 percent of the schools surveyed),
and discipline (43 percent of the schools surveyed). These results, how-
ever, must be taken with caution because they are not based on standard-
ized tests or other measures nor on a rigorous (or even semirigorous)
evaluation strategy.

Initiatives in the Middle East and North Africa

Two cases are presented in this section, Israel and Qatar. These cases
show a high level of heterogeneity, as is true in the cases previously
presented. 

Israel
In 1992, in an effort to improve educational quality, the Israeli Ministry
of Education commissioned a committee to explore introducing SBM in
schools. In 1997, the municipality of Jerusalem was the first to introduce
SBM into 60 of the 74 schools in the city (Nir 2002). Introduction was
gradual, over a period of 4 years.

As part of the Israeli SBM reform, schools are expected to develop
well-defined goals and a clear work plan and to implement extensive
monitoring and assessment methods. In return, they are able to manage
the part of their budgets that is not controlled by the central government
and they have responsibility for personnel matters and for establishing a
school council (Nir 2002).

68 Decentralized Decision-Making in Schools



Nir, using data from a 3-year study of teachers in 28 elementary
schools in Jerusalem, found that they perceived the SBM reforms to be
both opportunity and burden. On one hand, teachers expressed increased
commitment to maximizing their students’ achievement and greater
expectations of professional freedom for themselves. On the other hand,
teachers felt that their autonomy was unchanged and their commitment
to the school (measured by their acceptance of the school’s goals and mis-
sion and a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of their
school) and to the social integration of children actually had decreased. 

Nir used baseline information for the various indicators from 1998, the
year prior to the actual implementation of SBM in those 28 elementary
schools, to compare teachers’ beliefs and perceptions between the two
points in time. The author controlled for teachers’ backgrounds and other
variables that might have affected the results, but was not able to include
a comparison group of teachers in non-SBM schools—a comparison that
might have led to more conclusive findings (Nir 2002).

An earlier study of Israeli schools in 1998 (Gaziel 1998) found that
principals in autonomous schools felt more empowered to make deci-
sions relating to curriculum and evaluation, staff development, and school
policy than did principals in centralized schools. Teachers in autonomous
schools also reported a greater sense of self-efficacy, commitment, com-
munity orientation, and achievement orientation than did their counter-
parts in centralized schools. This study used data from a random sample
of 41 public primary schools in the Tel Aviv district. Nineteen of the
schools were operating under the SBM approach, and 22 were operating
on the traditional centralized model. The principals of all schools in the
sample were asked to complete the Principal’s Perceived School
Autonomy questionnaire. Teachers chosen at random were asked to com-
plete a teacher survey. The study made no attempt to control for the
potentially self-selected nature of the autonomous schools, which might
bias the answers given by their personnel.

Qatar
In 2001, the leaders of Qatar hired the RAND Corporation to design a
reform of the country’s education system. Beginning in 2003, a new sys-
tem of independent schools was put in place, with the central govern-
ment providing funding but having no say in the day-to-day management
of the schools. The independent school model represented a move to a
more decentralized system of schooling than had existed previously in
Qatar. The basic aims of the reform were to widen the range of schooling
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options available to parents (with different missions, curricula, pedagogy,
and resource allocation models); to reduce dramatically the degree of
control exercised over schools by the central government; to increase the
monitoring and evaluation of students, administrators, and schools; and to
hold schools accountable for quality.

There was a positive response from potential school operators to the
call to open their own schools. The Education Institute, the body that
oversees and supports independent schools, selected operators for the first
generation of schools (the 12 independent schools that opened in the fall
of 2004) from a pool of 160 initial applicants. All 12 opened under 3-year
renewable contracts. In 2005, 21 additional independent schools opened
as generation II, and 13 more opened in 2006 as generation III (Brewer
et al. 2007). RAND currently is planning to do an impact evaluation of
the Qatar reform.

The reform was designed to allow many different stakeholders to
become actively engaged in the school system. Operators may be groups
of educators or parents, private education management organizations, pri-
vate schools, or any other entity capable of providing educational and
financial guarantees of its ability to attract a sufficient number of students
and educate them successfully. The rules under which independent
schools operate are referred to as “contract guidelines,” akin to the rules
of any contract that lays out each party’s obligations. Students who had
been eligible for government funding under the previous system continue
to be eligible in the new, independent school system; and the government
now pays the costs of their education directly to the school operators. 

Initiatives in Other Countries

SBM also has existed in Australia, Canada, and New Zealand for more
than 25 years. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the British government
increasingly devolved authority and autonomy to parents and teachers.
The most important of these reforms was the 1988 Education Reform
Act, which gave rise to two categories of schools: locally managed and
grant-maintained schools. In both of these models, school governing bod-
ies have more authority and autonomy over budget and day-to-day oper-
ations than they had before. Both categories of schools also have the
power to hire and fire all teaching and nonteaching staff. Unfortunately,
there are no rigorous evaluations of the Australian, Canadian, New
Zealand, or UK programs so there is no convincing evidence of the effects
of these reforms on student achievement.
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Various forms of SBM have been implemented in the United States
over the last 30 years, including programs in Florida; Chicago, Illinois;
New York; and Virginia. In 1988, after years of deteriorating educational
outcomes, public dissatisfaction with the school system and the label
“worst school district in America,” the Chicago School Reform Act was
enacted (Shipps, Kahne, and Smylie 1999). The reform’s central proposal
called for SBM to be adopted in all schools, shifting authority from the
state to local school councils (Drury and Levin 1994). Each school coun-
cil consisted of 11 members—6 parents, 2 community representatives,
2 teachers, and the principal; in high schools, a student representative was
part of the council. Parents and community representatives were elected
every 2 years by a vote of parents and local residents (Hess 1999).
Councils have the authority to hire the principal and all full-time staff
(including teachers), and to establish the curriculum and methods of
instruction (within the constraints of the Illinois State curriculum frame-
work). Contrary to what is the case in most SBM reforms around the
world, student achievement was an explicit objective in Chicago.8

Hess (1999) has argued that, after initial slippage, student achievement
improved in Chicago public schools in the decade following the reform
implementation. The author cites the fact that 94 percent of elementary
schools had higher percentages of students above the national norms in
1998 than they had at that level in 1990. The gains for the majority of
elementary schools had been substantial (between 4 and 8 percentage
points). At the high school level, the results were less encouraging,
although there seem to have been important improvements in math (but
not in reading). In a study of 14 elementary and high schools in Chicago
between 1989 and 1995, Hess (1996) found that student achievement
improved in 5 of the schools; in 3, there were no major changes; and stu-
dent achievement declined in 6. Three of the declining schools were high
schools. These findings must be taken with caution because they are
based on a comparison of mean achievement at two points in time, with-
out the use of any empirical method to ensure that some or all of this
increase actually resulted from the reform. In addition, there is some evi-
dence to suggest that merely comparing average test scores of students
above national norms is not appropriate because the test forms change
from year to year and because there is significant school-to-school vari-
ability in student mobility (Bryk et al. 1998). 

To address these concerns, Bryk et al. used data on one particular
test that was used in Chicago during 1993 and 1995 and then was
repeated in 1994 and 1996 with the same cohorts of students (for
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example, second-graders were given the test form in 1993, and then
were given the same test form in 1994 as third-graders). This makes
the gains in 1994 and 1996 directly comparable because they are based
on the same pairs of test forms and levels. An analysis of test gains
reveals that, for elementary grades 3 to 8, the 1996 learning gains were
substantially greater than the gains in 1994 for both reading and math-
ematics. These gains represent improvements ranging from 10 percent
to 40 percent over the 1994 levels, and they appear to be part of a
longer-term upward trend in test scores—not merely one-off gains
(Bryk et al. 1998).9

SBM reforms of various kinds also were implemented during the late
1980s and 1990s in the Netherlands and in Spain. The Dutch reform has
one feature that distinguishes it from SBM reforms in other countries:
empowering the principal—rather than teachers, parents, or the larger
community—is one of its main objectives. Shared decision making within
schools is not a goal of the reform in the Netherlands.

Notes

1. In Guatemala, provinces or states are called “departments.”

2. The bulk of the PROHECO evidence, particularly that relating to its effects
on teacher effort and student outcomes, is based on somewhat flawed data.
As di Gropello and Marshall (2005) describe, the data originally collected to
evaluate PROHECO (in 2003) did not produce an adequate group of com-
parison schools. The authors thus collected additional data for 2002, but the
comparability of PROHECO schools in 2003 with the 2002 schools is lim-
ited. The authors also raised serious concerns about measurement error in
some key variables (such as parental involvement) and about the small sam-
ples for some analyses. Although they tried to do so, the authors were not
always able to successfully use more rigorous techniques, such as instrumen-
tal variable estimation or propensity score matching, because of data limita-
tions. All of these challenges reduce the strength of the evidence on the effects
of the PROHECO program. 

3. Another study by Arcia, Porta Pallais, and Laguna (2004) purported to have
found that the SBM reform in Nicaragua had a positive effect on student
achievement. However, their methodology was limited to mean test compar-
isons and tests for the significance of mean test scores and differences in test
scores for centralized (traditional) and autonomous schools. Because that
method does not include any student, teacher, or school controls that also
might explain some of the differences, we do not report those results here.
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4. This section is based on the work produced by the Africa Impact Evaluation
Initiative at the World Bank, under the guidance of Arianna Legovini and with
the collaboration of Muna Meky and Nandini Krishnan. 

5. Reinnika and Svensson (2004) found that a newspaper campaign in Uganda
that published the funding entitlements of each school and provided informa-
tion on local officials’ handling of a large education grant program was suc-
cessful in reducing the misappropriation of school funds. This wide
dissemination of information also had a positive effect on enrollment and stu-
dent learning.

6. The grant amounts are $650, $750, $1,100, or $1,300, depending on the
school’s size and its hardship status, as defined by the Department of State for
Basic and Secondary Education.

7. The monthly allowance in this program totaled K Sh 2,500 (approximately
$35), putting it at the top of the range of what typically is paid to extra teach-
ers by school committees in Kenya (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007). 

8. To allow for measures of achievement, the city established performance stan-
dards for each school, based on the percentage of students being tested who
were performing at or above the national norm on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills
or its high school counterpart, the Test of Achievement and Proficiency.

9. It should be noted that, unlike other SBM reforms, the Chicago reform
received substantial contributions from foundations and local donors. In
1995, the Annenberg Foundation awarded the city a 5-year grant of $49.2
million to improve public schools, and those funds were increased by an addi-
tional $100 million from local donors (Lee et al. 1999). On one hand, it could
be argued that existing research is unable to disentangle the effects of these
considerable resources from the effects of the autonomy reforms. On the
other hand, evidence such as that of Bryk et al. (1998) compares gains in 1994
and 1996. Although the authors do conclude that gains were much larger in
1996 (after the Annenberg donation), it is unlikely that those funds would
have had such an immediate impact on achievement. 
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This chapter reviews some of the features of rigorous evaluations that
allow researchers to assess the impact of SBM programs. In general terms,
an effective evaluation should include three important steps (Gertler,
Patrinos, and Rubio-Codina 2007): 

1. Clearly define the intervention—All interventions modify margins and
incentives differently for different stakeholders. It is critical to define
what is being modified in the program, the new set of incentives, and
to whom the modifications apply. 

2. Describe how the intervention is expected to achieve the final desired
outcomes—Understanding how the intervention will lead to the desired
result is fundamental for the evaluation. In general terms, sound eco-
nomic theory should guide the analysis of how the intervention will
affect the desired outcomes. 

3. Define the identification strategy—This strategy is the mechanism by
which causal effects can be attributed between an intervention (such
as an SBM program) and a set of outcome variables (such as dropout
rates or standardized test scores). To be able to attribute changes in
outcome variables to the program, it is necessary to overcome the
problems of self-selection. 

C H A P T E R  3

Evaluating School-Based
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Those three steps that are essential to the process of performing a
rigorous impact evaluation are particularly challenging in the case of
SBM programs. Defining the intervention is very difficult because of the
complexity of the SBM concept. Likewise, how the intervention is
likely to achieve the desired results will depend on the complexity of
the specific intervention. Finally, it is difficult to identify causal effects
because of the three sources of bias—the selection of schools by author-
ities in which the program is implemented, school self-selection into
the program, and the process by which students are enrolled in the SBM
schools. In this chapter, we discuss each of these challenges for the case
of SBM.

How to Implement Impact Evaluations

Based on our review of SBM impact studies, it is clear that retrospective
evaluations (or evaluations based on programs already implemented and
having limited data) are extremely difficult to perform. For example, it is
very hard to find a valid instrumental variable (IV) that accounts for the
problem of self-selection. It is preferable to carry out prospective evalua-
tions on programs that have yet to be implemented so that baseline
(preintervention) data may be collected in advance.  

There are three main strategies that use randomization for identifying
the causal effects of SBM programs: (1) strategies in which a randomiza-
tion of treatment is implemented, (2) strategies in which the entry order
into the program is randomized, and (3) strategies that encourage partic-
ipation in SBM programs. 

Randomization at the school level is quite difficult to observe in reality,
so randomization at the geographic level is a feasible option. However,
even if randomization at the geographic level is possible, reallocating
students between schools will result in problems of selection. For that
reason, it is critical to collect information on students who switch
schools, and to analyze differences in the characteristics of students who
stay in one type of a school and those who decide to attend a different
type of school. 

When randomizing is performed at some higher geographic level than
the school level, it is important to have detailed baseline information. For
example, using randomization when the units of observation are states can
result in imbalances between the treatment and control groups because of
the likelihood that there are not very many states to yield observations and
because these states may have very distinct characteristics. Baseline data
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Box 3.1

800 Models, 29 Evaluations, 8 Years to See Results

In a meta-analysis of the effectiveness of school-based management models in the

United States (or comprehensive school reform [CSR]), Borman et al. (2002) reviews

232 studies with 1,111 independent observations. These studies represented 29

CSR programs in the United States. From these observations, the authors compute

the size of the effect that these 29 models had on student achievement. They

regress weighted effect size on the moderator variables to obtain the residuals

from the regression and add the mean weighted effect size to each observation,

thus calculating effect sizes that are adjusted statistically for all of the methodolog-

ical variables. They find that the number of years of implementation of the CSR is a

statistically significant predictor of the student achievement effect size.
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can indicate whether there are any differences (in observable characteris-
tics) between the treatment and control groups, and then analysts can con-
trol for those differences in the estimation. 

If pure randomization is not possible, then a strategy that randomizes
entry time may be feasible. In this case, the order in which SBM is imple-
mented in localities can be chosen by lottery. A simple example is the case
in which the program is implemented first in one group of communities
and then later in another group. The group that enters the program later

Effect Size by Years of Implementation

Source: Borman et al. 2002. 



is the control group for the initial participants. Ideally, the information
would be collected at least three times—before the first intervention,
before the intervention in the second group, and at some point in time
after both groups have received the intervention. The last data collection
point makes it possible to measure the intensity of the effects and the
speed of the impact. Indeed, observing differences between the two
groups enables analysts to make inferences about the speed of the pro-
gram’s effects because the first group will have been exposed to the pro-
gram for longer than the group that entered later. 

The last randomization strategy is to use an encouragement model. In
short, active campaigns can be introduced to encourage a group of ran-
domly chosen communities to participate in the program. These cam-
paigns can include visits to communities by program promoters, NGO
representatives, or social workers who explain the program and describe
the potential benefits of the intervention. The rest of the communities
will have access to general information about the program, but their par-
ticipation will not be solicited actively. In this case, the promotion cam-
paign is used as an IV of participation. Because the campaign is not
correlated with the educational outcomes of the school in the commu-
nity, but is correlated eventually with participation in the program, the
instrument is a valid one. Hirano et al. (2000) and Duflo and Saez (2003)
are examples of studies that have used this strategy. 

In short, the ideal evaluation will use some form of randomization.
However, if randomizing is not an option, RDD and difference-in-
differences (DD) strategies are alternatives. First, an RDD procedure
is suitable when the program is targeted using some continuous variable
as the entry criterion. The estimation then will discover the true effect of
the intervention (for example, the estimation is consistent) without the
need for randomizing in the design of the program. This fact makes RDD
a more flexible procedure than other types of techniques like propensity
and matching estimators, especially for evaluating programs that already
are in place. 

The second promising nonrandomized strategy uses a nonrandom
phase-in approach. It is possible to use this source of variation to evalu-
ate the effects of an SBM program. For example, Gertler, Rubio-Codina,
and Patrinos (2007) used this strategy. For this evaluation method to be
technically sound, it is critical to ensure that the later treatment group has
pretreatment observable characteristics similar to those of the group that
enters the program first. This requires good preintervention data as well
as good postintervention data. 
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How to Define the Intervention

SBM programs take on different forms, depending on who has the power
to make decisions and how much decision-making authority is devolved
to the school level. Some programs transfer authority only to school prin-
cipals or teachers; others encourage or mandate parental and community
participation, often through school committees. Most SBM programs
transfer authority over one or more activities: allocating the budget, hir-
ing and firing teachers and other school staff, developing curriculum,
procuring textbooks and other educational materials, improving infra-
structure, and monitoring and evaluating teacher performance and stu-
dent learning outcomes. Although we define SBM broadly to include
community-based management and parental participation schemes, we
do not explicitly include stand-alone or one-off school grants programs
that are not meant to be permanent alterations in school management. 

Based on this definition, the two key dimensions of the intervention
are (1) to whom the power is transferred and (2) what types of decisions
those people who receive the power are authorized to make. To define
the intervention, it is important to identify both aspects. In terms of the
first dimension, SBM policies may transfer power to parents, communi-
ties, schools, or a combination of all of them. Within a school, the trans-
fer may be to the principal or head of the school, the teachers, and, in
some cases, even the students. For example, the 1988 Chicago reform
transferred power to both schools and communities, whereas reforms in
El Salvador (1991) and Honduras (1999) transferred power to local com-
munities alone. There also are cases where the transfer of power has not
been as clear, making the evaluation of that program more difficult (for
example, Nicaragua in 1991).1

On the second dimension—the type of decisions over which authority
is devolved—the transfer of power may apply to a limited number or to
a wider range of functions. An example of a limited transfer would be a
policy giving the school or community a specific amount of money for
any infrastructure improvements that it may deem to be necessary, as in
the AGEs reform in Mexico (Gertler, Rubio-Codina, and Patrinos 2006).
The transfer of power also may involve several different aspects of the
educational process, such as decisions about the hiring and firing of per-
sonnel, the curriculum, the pedagogical method to be used, and the type
of infrastructure investments needed. In Nicaragua, authority over almost
all of the operational aspects of school management was devolved to the
school level, ranging from the hiring of teachers to the maintenance of
infrastructure (di Gropello 2006). 
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Elements of Impact and Identification

How the intervention will produce the desired outcomes depends on
which type of SBM program is adopted. The design of the intervention
may be complex, involving several stakeholders and several inputs, or it
can be a simple change in the allocation of a specific resource. The branch
of the SBM literature written by education experts (for instance, Bauer,
Bogotch, and Park [1998]) suggests that the impact of SBM programs can
be measured by three elements—scope, decision making, and trust. Scope
refers to the clarity of goals set by the members of the school council or
the extent of the influence that the school has over input decisions.
Decision-making practices are the school council’s actual implementation
practices. Trust refers to the interaction between the members of the
community or council and parents. 

This literature (for example, the original work of Bauer [1996, 1998]
and of Bauer, Bogotch, and Park [1998]) has created several instruments
to measure these three elements. However, the instruments and the scale
of measurement are difficult to put into practice. For instance, several of
the proposed measures are perceptions, which are subjective and difficult
to compare. For that reason, this report suggests another course of action.
Based on the economic theory behind SBM programs, we propose a dif-
ferent set of indicators by which to measure internal changes in the SBM
schools. When inputs inside the school change, educational outcomes can
change as well. Table 3.1 presents these two different kinds of indicators
for measuring the outcomes of SBM programs in schools. The table pres-
ents four columns. The “dimension” column presents the key elements by
which SBM interventions may change educational outcomes, such as
information and accountability. The “objective” column discusses briefly
the theory behind each dimension. (In the next section, we discuss
dimensions and objectives in depth.) The last two columns of the table
include the type of questions that the researcher may ask, and specific
examples of question topics. 

Impact
The theory of SBM emphasizes that there are several ways in which this
kind of intervention may change educational outcomes (Santibañez 2006;
Gertler, Patrinos, and Rubio-Codina 2007). First, one of the main ideas
behind SBM is that people at the local level (community members, parents,
school staff, and students) have more information about the school than the
central government has. This means that local people will make better,
more appropriate choices for the school than will the centrally based
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Table 3.1  Inside the Black Box: How to Measure the Impact of School-Based Management Programs 

Dimension Objective Type of question Examples of questions/topics 

Education literature 
Scope Clarity of goals and the real 

influence of the board 
Self-diagnosis; site team (for example,

the community, council, or school
board) 

Site team members agree on what kinds of decisions the team
may and may not make or the site team has real influence on
issues of importance

Decision making Actual implementation 
practices 

Self-diagnosis; site team Members work to implement decisions when they have been
made or to correct problems that arise during the 
implementation of team decisions

Trust Interaction between 
members 

Self-diagnosis; site team All members of the site team have an equal opportunity to be
involved in decisions; site team members communicate openly
and honestly during meetings

Economic literature 
Information at the 

local level 
Changes in decisions Key decisions about personnel 

(teachers and administrative staff ) 
Hiring, firing, rotation time, and teacher training, among others;

who makes these decisions
Key decisions about spending Spending on infrastructure and training of teachers 
Changes in educational process Change in pedagogical methods; changes in allocation of time;

teacher absenteeism 
Resource mobilization Amount of resources from community invested in the school 

Accountability and
monitoring 

Involvement of parents and
community in the school 
and better accountability 
and monitoring 

Direct involvement of parents and
community in the school 

Power of the board; type and number of meetings; decisions in
meetings 

Links between parental involvement
and decisions at the school level 

Do complaints about and praise of teachers translate into 
decisions about the teacher? 

Changes in the accounting systems of
the school 

Implementation of an education management information 
system and changes in account tracking system 

Changes in the attitudinal climate of
the school 

Changes in teachers’ and students’ attitudes about the school 

Sources: Education literature: Bauer, Bogotch, and Park (1998); economic literature: Gertler, Patrinos, and Rubio-Codina (2007). 
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Ministry of Education or even the local education authority. In this sense, it
is important to track changes inside the school in the following areas: 

1. Key decisions about personnel (teachers and administrative staff), such
as hiring, firing, rotation time, and teacher training—It is important to
know not only which aspects of these variables have been devolved
to the school level and the frequency with which they are decided
on, but also exactly who makes the decisions. For instance, is it the
community or parents who have the real power to hire and fire
teachers? 

2. Key decisions about spending—It is important to track changes in the
magnitude of spending on infrastructure, administration, and person-
nel training; and it is critical to determine who made those investment
decisions. 

3. Changes in the educational process—It is important to record any
changes in pedagogical methods, such as how teachers conduct their
classes and the extent to which students are encouraged to participate
in the classroom (passive versus active exercises). SBM may change
how teachers allocate their time among teaching, administrative tasks,
and meetings with parents and community members. Also, SBM can
change the rate of teacher absenteeism. 

4. Resource mobilization—Greater community and parental involvement
in school affairs sometimes leads to the school receiving more private
donations and grants on top of the money it receives from the national
government or from local taxes. 

The second way in which SBM theoretically may change educational
outcomes is in promoting more community and parental involvement in
the school, and thus prompting closer monitoring of and more accounta-
bility by the people who are making decisions about school management.
Along those lines, it is important to look into the following items: 

1. Direct involvement of parents and community in the school—Ascertain
what formal mechanism of interaction exists (for example, a school
council) between community members and parents and the school,
and identify who participates in it. Also, find out how many meetings
have been held between the community and the school, and discover
the types of meetings that have occurred (for example, meetings at
which decisions were made or meetings convened simply for informa-
tional purposes). 
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2. Links between parental involvement and decisions at the school level—
Discover if systematic complaints about or praise of a teacher by
 parents/community members ever translate into the firing or promo-
tion of the teacher. Find out if parents’ suggestions about infrastructure
problems lead to expenditures being made to solve those problems. 

3. Changes in accounting—By involving themselves in school affairs, com-
munity members and parents can persuade the school to improve its
education management information system, its systems for tracking
students’ academic progress, and its systems for tracking financial
inputs. In turn, these changes can improve the administration of the
school and, eventually, its educational outcomes. For example, if hav-
ing a better educational management information system liberates
teachers from administrative tasks, then they will have more time to
spend teaching. 

4. Changes in the school climate—Community involvement can change
the school climate either positively or negatively. It is important to
gather information on the attitudes of teachers and students toward
the school—for example, by asking direct questions about their level
of satisfaction with the content of classes, among other issues. 

Timing is one of the complexities that must be contended with in eval-
uating the impact of SBM programs. In general terms, such reforms take
a long time to produce their expected outcomes. In the first year or so of
an SBM reform, there is an adjustment period during which changes in
personnel occur and management changes—such as creation of a school
council—gradually are put into operation. In the short run, these adjust-
ments may have a negative impact on educational outcomes, but once the
school adjusts to the innovations, positive changes can be expected. 

The speed of the effect depends as well on the type of outcomes being
assessed. Some changes occur faster than others because the incentives
that drive them are easier to effect. For instance, attendance rates, meas-
ured by the number of days when a student is present at school, may be
easier and faster to change than are enrollment rates. So, in the short run,
an SBM intervention may have a positive impact on attendance, reducing
repetition, and failure rates, but such outcomes as dropout rates or test
scores will take longer to improve. 

In the United States, it has been argued that SBM needs about 5
years to bring about fundamental changes at the school level and about
8 years to yield changes in indicators that are difficult to modify—test
scores, for example (Borman et al. 2003; Cook 2007). Box 3.1 synthesizes
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the evidence of 800 models and 29 evaluations to test this hypothesis,
and it concludes that the projects started to deliver results after an
average of 8 years. However, given the wide range of different designs
that is possible for SBM programs, it is important to find robust evi-
dence to back up this general assumption for each instance of SBM
reform, especially in developing countries. 

Identification 
As discussed in the introduction, identifying or isolating the impact of SBM
programs is difficult because of program placement bias, self-selection bias,
or sorting bias in how communities, schools, and students are selected to
participate in the program. In the impact evaluation literature, a robust
identification strategy is the randomization of treatment (Shadish, Cook,
and Campbell 2002; Duflo, Glennerster, and Kremer 2006). In the absence
of randomizing, however, it is possible to estimate the true impact of the
interventions using other techniques, such as regression discontinuity analy-
sis, IVs, Heckman correction procedures, DD estimators, and matching esti-
mators. The first set of methods—regression discontinuity, IVs, and
Heckman correction procedures—estimates the effects of a program either
by using the entry rule to participate in the program or by modeling the
program participation decision. The second set of methods—DD and
matching estimators—constructs a comparable control group that has not
participated in the program. 

Randomization and regression discontinuity analysis both provide esti-
mates of programs’ true effects; in other words, their estimates are unbi-
ased. In many cases, however, the design of the program does not allow
for these types of analyses. In contrast, IVs, DD, and matching estimations
(MEs) may be used when the policy design is not an experiment or when
there are no definite cutoff criteria. The validity of these methods
depends on some assumptions that, in some cases, are difficult to meet. 

The following sections will discuss each of these techniques with ref-
erence to the empirical literature on SBM programs. Table 3.2 presents
general descriptions of the most rigorous evaluations of SBM programs
that have been conducted since 1995. The descriptions of several of these
programs were discussed in chapter 2. The objective of this section is to
present empirical evidence of the impact of SBM programs. 

It is important to highlight two ideas before reviewing the empirical
literature on SBM. First, only a very few rigorous studies of the impact of
SBM exist. Santibañez (2006) presents a literature review of the 53 eval-
uations of SBM program impact on educational outcomes carried out
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Table 3.2  Evaluations and Impacts: Evidence of School-Based Management from the Most Rigorous Studies, 1995 Onward

Study Country Program 
Duration 
of program Data period 

Estimation/
identification strategy Limitations Results 

Randomization and RDD
Duflo, Dupas, and 

Kremer (2007)
Kenya ETP 2006–08 2005–08 Randomized 

evaluation
External validity; pilot

conditions might not
be able to be dupli-
cated in noncon-
trolled settings

Higher student test
scores, lower teacher
absenteeism, small
changes in dropout
rates

IVs and Heckman correction models
di Gropello and 

Marshall (2005) 
Honduras PROHECO 1999 2003 Heckman correction

model; exclusion re-
striction: presence
of potable water
and community
services 

Not a solid exclusion
restriction 

Small changes in
dropout rates, no 
effects on test scores 

Gunnarsson et al. 
(2004)a

Several countries Several programs Several years 1997 IVs: principal’s attrib-
utes and legal struc-
ture 

Not a solid instrument No impact on test
scores, positive 
impact on parental
participation 

Jimenez and
Sawada (1999) 

El Salvador EDUCO 1991 1996 Heckman correction
model; exclusion re-
striction: govern-
ment prioritizing
targeting formula 

Not a solid exclusion
restriction 

Increased reading
scores and decreased 
absenteeism 
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Jimenez and
Sawada (2003) 

El Salvador EDUCO 1991 Panel: 1996 and
2003 

Heckman correction
model; exclusion 
restriction: govern-
ment prioritizing
targeting formula 

Not a solid exclusion 
restriction 

Increased probability
of students staying 
in school 

King, Orazem,
and Gunnarsson
(2003)a

Several countries Several programs Several years Two points:
1995 and
1997 

IVs: principal’s attrib-
utes and legal 
structure 

Not a solid instrument No effects on test
scores 

DD and ME
Gertler, Rubio-

 Codina, and 
Patrinos (2006) 

Mexico AGEs 1996 Panel at school
level:
1998–2002 

DD fixed effects;
preintervention
trends 

Did not control for
time-variant unob-
servable effects 

Positive impact on 
failure and repetition
rates, no effect on
dropout rate 

King and Özler
(1998) 

Nicaragua ASP 1991–93 Pseudopanel; 
1995 and 1997 

ME, panel data No pretrend validation De jure autonomy, no
impact; real autono-
my (hire and fire
teachers), positive 
impact on standard-
ized test scores 

Table 3.2  Evaluations and Impacts: Evidence of School-Based Management from the Most Rigorous Studies, 1995 Onward (Continued)

Study Country Program 
Duration 
of program Data period 

Estimation/
identification strategy Limitations Results 
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Lopez-Calva and
Espinosa (2006) 

Mexico AGEs 1996 2003–04 ME, cross-section No baseline data Positive impact on 
test scores 

Murnane, Willet,
and Cardenas
(2006) 

Mexico PEC 2001 Several sources:
2000–04 

DD; more systematic
check of equal
trends between
treatment and 
control groups 

Did not control for
time-variant unob-
servable effects 

Positive impact on
dropout rates, no 
effect on repetition 

Paes de Barros
and Mendonça
(1998) 

Brazil Decentralization 1982 Panel, state level: 
1981–93 

DD; no preinterven-
tion trends 

Aggregation of 
data; no pretrend
validation 

Positive impact on 
repetition and
dropout rates, no 
impact on test scores 

Parker (2005) Nicaragua ASP 1991–93 2002 ME, panel data No pretrend validation Positive impact on test
scores 

Sawada and 
Ragatz (2005) 

El Salvador EDUCO 1991 1996 ME, cross-section No baseline data Positive impact on test
scores 

Skoufias and
Shapiro (2006) 

Mexico PEC 2001 2000–03 ME with DD; 1-year 
preintervention 
trend 

No pretrend validation Positive impact on
dropout, failure, and
repetition rates 

Sources: Cited articles; Santibañez 2006. 
Note: AGEs = Support to School Management program; ASP = Autonomous School Program; DD = difference-in-differences; EDUCO = Education with Community Participation; ETP = Extra
Teacher Program; IV = instrumental variable; ME = matching estimation; PEC = Quality Schools Program; PROHECO = Community-Based Education Program; RDD = regression discontinuity 
design; SBM = school-based management. 
a. School self-reported levels of autonomy. 
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since 1995. Additional research was conducted for this report, and it
increased to 54 the number of evaluations reviewed.2 This report delib-
erately discusses only those studies that made a clear attempt to correct
problems of endogeneity, and that reduces the original number of 54 to a
total of 14. 

Second, despite the fact that, to our knowledge, these 14 studies are
the best estimates available, some of them have serious limitations. For
instance, five studies used IV approaches with questionable instruments.
Four studies used ME, some of them with limited or no baseline informa-
tion. Only two of the studies that used DD estimations verified the equal-
ity of trends between the control and treatment groups before the
intervention. And one study (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007) reported
an actual randomized evaluation of SBM efforts. Nevertheless, these 14
studies represent the best effort to date to estimate the effects of SBM,
albeit with limited data. 

It also is challenging to evaluate the size of the effects of SBM pro-
grams because of the heterogeneous presentation of metrics and results
in the different studies. Several studies only reported the estimated
coefficient of impact and, therefore, it is very difficult to translate these
effects of SBM into a homogeneous metric because they depend on the
specific measurement of both the independent and dependent variables.
Others presented information on the percentage changes in some out-
come variables as a result of the intervention. Again, the metric of the
output variables differs considerably among studies. Nonetheless, we
report the size of effects for those studies that have a clear interpretation
of the results; otherwise, we indicate the direction and significance of the
coefficient of impact. 

Randomization and RDD. Randomization and RDD produce unbiased
estimators of the impact of SBM programs. Unfortunately, only one eval-
uation of the effects of SBM on educational outcomes using randomized
evaluations has been done since 1995 (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007).
However, several ongoing rigorous evaluations in countries like Indonesia,
Kenya, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka, among others, will increase our
knowledge of SBM in the near future.

Randomization in impact evaluations is based on the idea that a lot-
tery de facto will create treatment and control groups that are similar in
terms of observable and unobservable characteristics. In this sense, the
mean of observable variables and unobservable variables will be equal
across groups. The only difference between the treatment and control
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groups is the intervention. Therefore, any differences in outcomes can be
attributed solely to the program. For example, in a case in which random-
ization is used to assess changes in SBM schools, randomizing would be
done at two levels. First, the schools that are to participate in the SBM
program are picked by chance and then students are assigned randomly
to the SBM schools. Any difference in educational outcomes, such as
dropout rates, between the SBM and the other schools thus can be attrib-
uted to the intervention because there was no self-selection. 

Usually in randomized experiments, data must be collected for a min-
imum of two points in time. Data on the treatment and control commu-
nities, schools, and students are collected before the intervention (baseline
information), and then data on the same indicators are collected after the
program has been implemented. The baseline data set is important
because it can be used to test whether the randomization was imple-
mented correctly and whether the two groups (treatment and control)
are similar in (at least) their observable characteristics—in essence, the
baseline validates the randomization. In the case of SBM, the outcome
variables may be processes, like the ones described in table 1.1, or educa-
tional variables such as repetition rates, dropout rates, absentee rates, fail-
ure rates, and test scores. 

The timing of the collection of follow-up data is critical in SBM
reforms. Collecting these data too soon after the implementation of the
reform probably will reflect only the adjustment period and may show
the program’s impact to be negative. After the adjustment period, how-
ever, SBM policies can be expected to start delivering positive results so
it is important to allow a sufficiently long period of time to pass before
collecting follow-up data. Also, it is advisable to collect more than one
round of follow-up data. 

One study that we reviewed reported the results of a randomized
evaluation. This was the SBM element of the Extra Teacher Program in
Kenya (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2007). The intervention was imple-
mented using a randomization design. One hundred forty schools were
selected for the study. In half of them (the nontracked ETP schools),
first-grade students randomly were assigned to either the contract
teacher or a civil service teacher. In the other half (the tracked ETP
schools), first-grade classes were divided by initial achievement into two
sections and then randomly assigned either to a civil service teacher or
to a contract teacher. In addition, among the 140 schools sampled to
receive funding to hire a contract teacher locally, 70 schools were
selected randomly to participate in an SBM intervention. As discussed

Evaluating School-Based Management Initiatives 89



90 Decentralized Decision-Making in Schools

previously, other SBM interventions in Africa and elsewhere have been
implemented using similar randomized designs that would allow for
causal interpretation of program results.

One of the difficulties in evaluating SBM programs is that they are
often very complex interventions. Even if it is possible to randomize and,
thus, attribute any difference in educational outcomes to the SBM pro-
gram, it is not possible to attribute the impact to any specific change
among the many changes that may have been brought about by the pro-
gram. For example, an SBM program may change both how the decision
to hire teachers is made and how teachers allocate their time. Even if,
using a randomized experiment, we were to discover that the program
had improved educational outcomes, it would be difficult to distinguish
whether the improvements resulted from the change in hiring practices
or the change in how the teachers spent their time. For this reason, it is
crucial to analyze all internal changes in the school to understand which
specific changes at the school level are affecting educational outcomes. 

It also is possible to use RDD if the program identified its beneficiar-
ies using an assignment variable. For example, in some states in Mexico,
PEC uses a poverty index that is used also by the conditional cash trans-
fer program Oportunidades (Skoufias and Shapiro 2006) to identify
schools that qualify for the program’s benefits. Other states rank schools
by the quality of their improvement plans. Regression discontinuity
analyses can be used in such cases because they make use of the assign-
ment variable and the observations with scores close to the cutoff point
to establish eligibility for the program. If all schools with a score below a
certain cutoff are enrolled in the program and those with a score above
the cutoff are denied access to the program, then schools with scores just
below the cutoff point (beneficiaries) may be very similar to those
schools that are just above the cutoff point (the comparison group). In
this case, it is possible to compare the outcome variables for those two
groups and attribute the differences to the effects of the program, given
that we expect the schools in the two groups to have very similar charac-
teristics. Regression discontinuity analysis resembles a randomization
because, from the point of view of the school, to be “just below” or “just
above” the arbitrary cutoff point is almost like taking part in a lottery.
Unfortunately, to the best of our knowledge there is no SBM evaluation
that uses an RDD design.

The difficulty with this approach, however, is the potentially limited
number of observations around the cutoff point. Since RDD estimates
the effects of the program using observations around the cutoff point, it



requires a smooth assignment variable with a large number of observa-
tions on both sides of the cutoff value. If there are only a few observa-
tions, then the estimate of the impact will be very imprecise. 

Furthermore, it is important to note that RDD is a local estimator; in
other words, the estimation gives evidence of the program’s impact on
individuals close to the cutoff point but says nothing about its impact on
those individuals with low (or high) scores. On one hand, this character-
istic of RDD is a limitation because it is not possible to estimate the aver-
age effect of the program. On the other hand, this characteristic can be
desirable because, in certain situations, the most relevant impact is that on
the margin—the impact close to the cutoff point. 

IVs and Heckman correction models. Both IV estimation and Heckman
correction models base their identification strategy on a variable that can
explain the participation of communities and/or schools in the program
(Heckman 1976; Angrist and Imbens 1995). The IV approach uses a vari-
able with two characteristics—it can explain participation in the program
but is uncorrelated with the outcome measures of interest. For example,
the evaluator of a hypothetical training program that targets people born
in a certain month of the year may want to determine the impact of the
training program on the probability of its graduates becoming employed.
In this case, given that the candidates’ birth months are correlated with
their entry into the program but presumably are not correlated with
the probability of them being employed, the month of birth can be
used as an IV.

The main problem with the IV approach is finding a valid instrument—
in other words, a variable correlated with the decision to participate but
not with the final outcome of interest. Most available variables correlated
with participation are correlated with the outcome as well. Even if it is
possible to find a variable correlated with participation, it is impossible to
test whether the variable is uncorrelated with the unobservable part of the
outcome variable. 

Two studies used IV to estimate the effects of SBM. More precisely,
these two analyses studied the effect that self-reported school autonomy
has had on test scores. Gunnarsson et al. (2004) used 1997 regional test
score data from several Latin American countries, and King, Orazem, and
Gunnarsson (2003) complemented these data with 1995 results from an
international standardized test, Trends in International Mathematics and
Science Study. Both are cross-section, country-level estimations. The
instrument that King, Orazem, and Gunnarsson used is the legal structure
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of the country (political stability, regulatory quality, and rule of law). This
variable presumably is correlated with participation in the program.
However, it is very feasible to argue that the variable is correlated with
educational outcomes as well. As we described above, the instrument must
not be correlated with the outcomes, so the estimation strategies used in
these two studies present serious problems. In any case, neither study found
that SBM reforms—or, more precisely, self-reported school autonomy—
had any impact on test scores. According to Gunnarsson et al. (2004),
scores in schools with the greatest autonomy are between 4 percent
higher and 13 percent lower than scores in less autonomous schools. 

The Heckman correction method is based on the estimation of two
equations. First, it models the participation decision. For example, the
dependent variable is an indicator of program participation as a function
of variables likely to influence the decision to participate in the program.
Second, it estimates the program’s impact by regressing the outcome vari-
able against the unexplained component of the participation equation—
the residuals from the participation decision equation—and other
variables (Heckman 1976). 

In the Heckman correction model, there are two ways to identify the
true impact of the program. The first method is to rely on assumptions
about the distribution of the errors in the participation and outcome
equations, but these assumptions are very unlikely to be valid. The second
method is to use an “exclusion” variable—a variable that is in the partici-
pation equation but not in the impact equation—to estimate the impact.
Clearly, this second method is very similar to finding an appropriate IV
that can explain participation but not the final outcome and, thus, is as
difficult to implement as an IV methodology. 

Using the targeting formula as the identifying variable in a Heckman
correction model, Jimenez and Sawada (1999) analyzed the case of
EDUCO in El Salvador. The authors found that SBM had increased stan-
dardized test scores and reduced both student and teacher absenteeism.
They also found that parents participated more in the EDUCO schools
than in schools that were not in the program. Jimenez and Sawada
(2003) used the same identification strategy but with panel data for
1996 and 1998. They found that SBM had a positive impact on the
probability of students staying in school. As in the previous cases, the
validity of the instruments used in these studies is questionable. In short,
it is very likely that the program’s targeting formula is correlated with
educational outcomes, and that would invalidate the instrument used in
both studies. 
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Using a two-stage procedure, di Gropello and Marshall (2005) evalu-
ated the impact of Honduras’s PROHECO. Their exclusion variables
were community services and the presence of potable water. When they
corrected for selection, they found that SBM had no effect on either
teachers’ efforts or test scores. Once more, it is difficult to argue that the
IV was not correlated with the outcome variable. 

In short, of the five studies using IV or Heckman procedures, only two
showed that SBM had a positive impact on test scores, and only two
found that it had a positive impact on dropout rates and on the probabil-
ity of staying in school. 

DD and ME. The richest evidence on SBM has come from studies using
DD and ME. Some of the programs have extensive data sets that made it
possible to use these two strategies to evaluate their impact. DD and ME
methods generate a counterfactual using nonbeneficiaries who have char-
acteristics similar to those of the beneficiaries. In DD, the true effects of
a program are identified by verifying before the program starts the simi-
larity of trends in observable characteristics between the treatment and
control groups (Athey and Imbens 2006). In contrast, ME uses all of the
observable baseline characteristics to find close matches in the control
group for each treated observation (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983;
Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd 1998). 

DD is more demanding than ME in terms of data. In DD it is neces-
sary to have data for at least three moments in time—preintervention
trends (that is, at least two data points before the intervention) and data
capturing the changes that have occurred since the intervention was
implemented. This amount of data rarely is available. Moreover, it is com-
mon to find studies that use data for only two moments in time, one
observation before the intervention and one after for each participant.
Results obtained in this way cannot be validated; in other words, it is
impossible to say whether the estimated impact was caused by the pro-
gram or was a trend that already existed between the two groups prior to
program implementation. 

Nonetheless, DD estimation has one important property: when esti-
mated using fixed effects (for example, a dummy variable for each unit of
observation and a dummy variable for each time period), DD controls for
time-invariant unobservable and observable differences between the con-
trol and treatment groups. In other words, the fixed-effects estimation
controls for differences between the two groups in both observable and
unobservable characteristics that do not change over time. 
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Using ME in an impact evaluation requires rich and abundant baseline
data. Furthermore, it demands that the process for selecting program par-
ticipants be based only on observable characteristics. If some unobserv-
able characteristic plays a role in the selection process, then the estimate
will be biased. Moreover, because of data limitations, several impact eval-
uations using ME have been forced to use data to match the treatment
group with a control group that was put together when program imple-
mentation already had begun. This procedure creates problems when the
observable characteristics used for selecting program participants also
change because of the intervention (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983).

Evidence of the AGEs program’s impact in Mexico is presented in
Gertler, Rubio-Codina, and Patrinos (2006). The authors used the order
in which schools entered the program to construct a DD estimator that
controlled for fixed effects. They presented preintervention trends
between the control and treatment groups, and found no differences in
educational outcomes prior to the intervention—thereby validating the
use of the DD strategy. They found that the program reduced repetition
rates in 4.0 percent and failure rates in 4.2 percent of the treatment
schools, but they did not find any impact on dropout rates. Lopez-Calva
and Espinosa (2006), using data from 2003–04 and matching techniques,
found that the AGEs program had a positive impact on test scores. The
main limitation of their study was the lack of baseline data. 

To estimate the effect of decentralization of school autonomy in Brazil,
Paes de Barros and Mendonça (1998) constructed a panel data set at the
state level between 1981 and 1993 (see also Carnoy et al. [2008]). They
used a DD strategy with a fixed-effects model. The level of data aggrega-
tion (the states) meant they had to evaluate the program’s impact with
only a limited number of observations. In any case, they found that SBM
had a positive impact on dropout rates (reductions of between 3.4 per-
cent and 6.6 percent) and repetition rates (reductions of between 1.7 and
4.2 percent), but that it had no effect on test scores. 

Two studies evaluated Mexico’s PEC—a voluntary, urban-based pro-
gram open to all public schools—using DD estimators. Murnane, Willet,
and Cardenas (2006) and Skoufias and Shapiro (2006) used the same
data source. Murnane and coauthors incorporated one more year of
observations than did Skoufias and Shapiro. The latter authors used a
matching DD estimation. The Murnane team argued that Skoufias and
Shapiro’s counterfactual had different preintervention trends, so
Murnane and colleagues created another counterfactual using a new
group of schools that had entered the program just then. Skoufias and
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Shapiro found that SBM had reduced dropout and failure rates by 0.24
percentage points and repetition rates by 0.31 percentage points. In con-
trast, Murnane, Willet, and Cardenas found a positive effect only on
dropout rates (an effect of 0.27 percentage points). 

Evidence of the impact of the EDUCO program in El Salvador using
ME is presented in Sawada and Ragatz (2005). One major limitation of
this study is the lack of baseline data. The authors found that SBM
increased the amount of time that teachers could spend on teaching, and
that in turn translated into a positive impact on test scores. 

In summary, six studies used DD and ME. Three of them presented
evidence that SBM had a positive impact on test scores, and the majority
of the studies presented evidence that SBM had a positive impact on
reducing dropout, failure, and repetition rates. 

Notes

1. A general review of the Central American cases of SBM is presented in di
Gropello (2006), and Bryk et al. (1998) describe the process in Chicago.

2. Many more papers and documents were read and included in this report.
Among them are several World Bank documents (loan agreements, concept
notes, and the like). However, none of them is included in this count because
they are mainly descriptive reports of current SBM interventions under way
around the world. 
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The key argument in favor of decentralization is that it fosters demand at
the local level and ensures that the kind of education that schools provide
reflects local priorities and values. By giving voice and power to local
stakeholders, decentralization can increase client satisfaction and improve
educational outcomes. School autonomy and accountability may help
solve some of the fundamental problems in education. If schools are given
some autonomy over the use of their inputs, then they may be held
accountable for using those inputs in an efficient manner. Decentralizing
power to the school level also may improve service delivery to the poor
by giving poor families a say in how local schools operate, and by giving
schools an incentive to ensure that they deliver effective services to the
poor and penalizing those who fail to do so.

SBM transfers authority from the central government to the school
level, devolving responsibility for and decision-making authority over
school operations to local agents—any combination of principals,
teachers, parents, sometimes students, and other school community
members. SBM-type reforms have been introduced in a range of
economies, including Australia, Cambodia, Canada, El Salvador, Hong
Kong, China, Israel, Kenya, Mexico, and the United States, over the
last 30 years. SBM reforms in OECD countries share some common
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characteristics: increased school autonomy, greater responsiveness to
local needs, and the overall objective of improving students’ academic
performance. Most countries whose students perform well in interna-
tional student achievement tests give local authorities and schools sub-
stantial autonomy to decide the content of their curriculum and the
allocation and management of their resources. An increasing number of
developing countries are introducing SBM reforms aimed at empower-
ing principals and teachers or at strengthening their professional moti-
vation, thereby enhancing their sense of school ownership. Many of
these reforms also have strengthened parental involvement, sometimes
by means of school councils. 

Types of School-Based Management

There are many forms and types of SBM programs that vary as to who
has the power to make decisions, how much decision-making power they
have, and over what aspects of education they may exercise that author-
ity. Four SBM models define who gets the decision-making power: 

1. administrative-control SBM—in which the authority is devolved to the
school principal

2. professional-control SBM—in which the main decision-making author-
ity lies with the teachers

3. community-control SBM—in which parents have the major decision-
making authority

4. balanced-control SBM—in which decision making is shared between
parents and teachers.

Thus, in certain models the accountability of school principals is
upward to the ministry, which holds them responsible for providing serv-
ices to the clients, who in turn have put the policy makers in power and
so have the ability to hold them accountable for their performance. In a
number of SBM models, parents and the community have a say in deci-
sions that directly affect the students in the school. In practice, SBM gen-
erally is a blend of the four models. The AGEs program in rural Mexico
gives minimal autonomy to school councils, most of which are led by par-
ents. At the other end of the spectrum, El Salvador and a few other Central
American countries, as well as countries such as New Zealand, Niger, and
Rwanda, have adopted a highly autonomous model, with most of the deci-
sion-making power given to parents. In the Netherlands and Qatar, parents
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may create their own publicly funded, privately run schools to meet their
own specific cultural, religious, or academic needs.

SBM programs transfer authority over one or more activities, including 

1. budget allocation—rare in developing countries, except in terms of au-
thority over extra resources such as grants for school improvement
plans

2. hiring and firing of teachers and other school staff—rare in developing
countries, except in the case of several Central American countries fol-
lowing hurricanes or conflicts 

3. curriculum development—very rare in developing countries
4. textbook and other educational material procurement—more common in

developing countries
5. infrastructure improvement—very common in developing countries 
6. monitoring and evaluating of teacher performance and student learning

outcomes—usually part of school improvement plans, but rarely
included even in SBM reforms. 

The various combinations of the two dimensions of power devolu-
tion—to whom power is devolved and what powers are devolved—tend
to make each SBM reform unique. In most cases, the recipient of the
devolved authority at the school level is a formal legal entity, such as a
school council or school management committee consisting of teachers
and the principal. In nearly all versions of SBM, this school committee
also includes representatives of the community who may or may not be
parents of the children enrolled in the school. 

Autonomy and School-Based Management

SBM programs lie along a continuum in terms of the degree to which
decision making is devolved to the local level, from limited autonomy at
one end, to more ambitious programs that allow schools to hire and fire
teachers, to programs that give schools control over substantial resources,
to those that promote private and community management of schools,
and finally to those that eventually may allow parents to create their own
schools. There are both “weak” and “strong” versions of SBM, based on the
degree of decision-making power that has been transferred to the school. 

In moderate SBM reforms, schools have limited autonomy, usually over
issues to do with instructional methods or planning for school improve-
ment (Mexico’s PEC is an example). The intermediate version of SBM is
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characterized by situations in which school councils serve in an advisory
role (as happens, for example, in schools in Edmonton, Canada; in Senegal;
and in Thailand). The strong form of SBM is characterized by councils
that receive funds directly from the central or other relevant level of
government and are responsible for hiring and firing teachers and prin-
cipals and/or for setting curricula (as in El Salvador’s EDUCO pro-
gram). At the strong end of the continuum are education systems in
which parents have complete choice and control over public education
and where all decisions about schools’ operational, financial, and educa-
tional management are left to school councils or school administrators
(as, for example, in the Netherlands or in the charter school reforms in
Qatar). The distinction between public and private schools at this end
of the continuum is blurry.

The Evidence Base

The number of rigorous studies of the impact of SBM is very limited.
A few studies, rigorous and well documented, reliably measure the effect
of SBM policies, but it is very difficult to standardize the sizes of the out-
come variables because of differences in how they were measured in the
various studies.

As discussed in chapter 3, the main findings from this limited number
of empirical studies can be summarized as follows:

• Some studies found that SBM policies actually changed the dynamics
of the school, either because parents got more involved or because
teachers’ actions changed. This was the case for El Salvador and Kenya. 

• Several studies found that introducing SBM reduced grade repeti-
tion, grade failure, and school dropout rates. This was true in several
countries, including Brazil, El Salvador, Honduras, and Mexico.

• The studies that had access to standardized test scores yielded mixed
evidence. One of the studies showed strong positive evidence from a
randomized experiment done in Kenya, where an SBM initiative
implemented in randomly selected schools had large positive effects
on student test scores. These effects were the result of a combination
of smaller class sizes, more teacher incentives, and greater parental
oversight. Positive effects on student test scores also were found in El
Salvador, Mexico, and Nicaragua. Other studies reported that SBM
had no impact on student test scores in Brazil and Honduras.
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On the Design of School-Based Management Programs

Despite the limited evidence base, we can offer a few specific ideas about
the design of SBM projects, based on the large number of programs that
presently exist around the world. Clearly, there are a few key issues that
should be settled before policy makers undertake an SBM initiative.

1. Specify what is meant by SBM. The autonomy and accountability
definitions must be explicit. The functions to be transferred must
be delineated, and the entities to which they are to be transferred
should be described. A clear account should be given of the resources
that will be available, how they will be used, and what model will be
developed (administrative, professional, community, balanced, or
some combination).

2. Take account of capacity issues. In all models and types of SBM, capac-
ity considerations are crucial. Thus, SBM projects should include a
component to build the managerial capacity of parents, teachers, and
other key players.

3. Clearly state what is to be achieved, as well as how and in what time
frame. A good rule of thumb is that SBM reforms need about 5 years
before any fundamental changes occur at the school level, and only
after 8 years of operation can changes be seen in such indicators as stu-
dent test scores. This has been the experience in the United States.
Therefore, it is important to ensure that everyone involved understands
the amount of time required so that their expectations are realistic.

4. Establish goals, including short-term process goals, intermediate output
goals, and longer-term outcome goals. Most important, the relevant indi-
cators must be measured before, during, and after the reform’s exper-
imental stage to make it possible to evaluate the impact of the reform.
The high standards that usually apply to SBM programs in developed
countries will be difficult to meet in developing countries. Even in
developed countries, however, SBM reforms tend to take several years
to produce any substantial impact, depending on the country’s institu-
tional context.

5. Spell out what will have to happen at different stages for the reform to
reach its goals. There are many ways in which the components of SBM
(autonomy-participation and accountability) may be combined and
implemented—who gets what powers—and that makes each SBM
reform unique. From the outset, therefore, it is important to be clear
and precise about the goal of each SBM program. The most common
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goals so far have been (1) to increase parent and community
involvement in schools, (2) to empower principals and teachers, (3) to
improve student achievement levels, (4) to make school management
more accountable, and (5) to increase the transparency of education
decision making. These different goals have significant implications
for how each program is designed.

6. Base interventions on whatever evidence is available and include a strong
impact evaluation component that is appropriate for the program, its
duration, and its time frame. There are three ways to do this. First,
there are evaluations that randomly select treatment schools (those
that will implement an SBM project) and control schools. Second,
there are evaluations in which schools’ program entry order is ran-
domized. And, third, there are evaluations that encourage schools to
participate in the program. The ideal evaluation will involve some
form of randomization. However, if randomizing is not an option,
there are two alternative ways of estimating the reform’s impact.
First, an RDD procedure may be used when the program targets some
continuous variable as the entry criterion. The estimation yields the
true effect of the intervention without the need for randomizing in
the design of the program. The second nonrandomized way to evalu-
ate impact uses a nonrandom phase-in strategy. For this evaluation
method to be technically sound, it is crucial to show that the group
of schools treated later is the right counterfactual for the group of
schools that initially enters the program; in other words, both groups
need to have similar pretreatment observable characteristics. That
requirement highlights the need for good preintervention data as
well as good postintervention data to enable a comparison of the val-
ues of the outcome variables both before and after the program to
measure its effects. The third method is based on the availability of a
valid instrument to estimate the program by either IV or Heckman
correction model. Finally, if the rule of entry into the program is com-
pletely specified by observable variables, the effect of the program
can be estimated using propensity and matching estimators.

Although some positive evidence from the more rigorous evaluations of
SBM programs is beginning to emerge, in the case of most SBM models in
developing countries it is not yet clear how school decentralization even-
tually will affect student performance. The hope is that greater parental
(and community) involvement will mean that school managers become
more responsive to local needs and concerns and make decisions that are
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in the interests of the students. Another hope is that parents will become
unpaid or minimally paid auxiliary staff helping teachers in classrooms and
with other minor activities. Because parents are members of the local com-
munity, the further hope is that parental support for SBM will encourage
local community leaders to put schools higher on their political agendas
and thus provide the schools with more material resources. Furthermore,
the presumed costs of reform are likely to be much smaller than the ben-
efits, thereby increasing the appeal of the reform. Many SBM reforms have
multiple goals that include participation as an outcome in itself, rather
than as a means to an end such as improving learning outcomes. Other
SBM reforms have encouraged parental interest in the school as a way to
supplement its recurrent-cost financing. It is important to keep the goals
of the program clear, to ensure that adequate resources go into the pro-
gram to fulfill its specific goals, and to take capacity constraints into
account. It can be very difficult to implement complex reforms with mul-
tiple goals and limited resources in a constrained environment. 

Thereafter, the expectation is that the school climate—teachers’ moti-
vation, their knowledge of pedagogy, the quality of the curriculum in
terms of imparting knowledge, the eagerness of students to learn, and the
extent to which parents support their children’s learning—will improve
as the stakeholders work together in a collegial way to manage the school.
However, the possibility exists that teachers and principals may come to
resent being monitored constantly by parents and school council mem-
bers, and that resentment may cause relationships within the school to
deteriorate. 

Caveats

Decentralization or devolution does not necessarily put more power in the
hands of the general public. This fact may explain the pattern in terms of
the types of SBM that have been introduced in developing countries. SBM
reforms of the strongest type appear to have been introduced and been
successful in achieving their goals either in developed countries (such as
Australia, New Zealand, and Spain), in countries coming out of conflict sit-
uations (El Salvador and Nicaragua) or natural disasters (Honduras), and
in countries where the government has made SBM reforms a national pri-
ority (Qatar). Most developing countries, however, appear to be experi-
menting with the limited or more moderate forms of SBM—Brazil,
Mexico, and some African and South Asian countries. This pattern may
reflect the presence or absence of community or social structures needed
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to support strong SBM reforms. Those countries where democracy does
not have deep roots or countries where the population is not aware of its
rights are experimenting with limited forms of SBM. Countries where
individuals are more aware of their rights and have some power to hold
the government accountable have introduced stronger forms of SBM. In
addition, there are those countries where communities have been forced
by some calamity, such as war or a natural disaster, to come together as a
group and find ways to deliver basic services, including education (as in the
case of the Central American countries). In other words, the particular
type of SBM introduced in any given country depends (or should depend)
on the political economy of that particular country. 

Thus, we can conclude that the conception and design of SBM pro-
grams are extremely important, perhaps more so than for any other kind
of education intervention. Different types of SBM reforms may be suc-
cessful under different circumstances, but no general lessons are available
at this time.

Unanswered Questions

Because of the dearth of evidence on the impact and effectiveness of SBM
in practice, we still have a number of questions that must go unanswered
until more evidence is available. The increasing number of evaluations
going on at present—in Indonesia, Kenya, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka,
among other places—will teach us a lot about the effectiveness of SBM
in various contexts. As the knowledge base grows, researchers need to pay
more attention to the specific outcomes that are produced by different
forms of SBM. For example, do administrative-control SBMs work better
than, say, professional-control ones, and in what situations? Does more
autonomy devolved to the school level improve intermediate and long-
term outcomes? What sort of accountability arrangements work best and
under what conditions? What role do parents play in practice? Do they
need to be active participants in school management? What about the
role of the larger community and its degree of participation? And is
there a difference by countries’ levels of development? Does it matter
if the form of SBM is strong or weak? Do the number and type of func-
tions devolved to school managers make a difference to the outcomes?
Does it matter which group is given the decision-making authority and
over what functions? 

Also, more cost-benefit analysis is needed. SBM clearly can be a very
inexpensive initiative when it constitutes only a change in the locus of

104 Decentralized Decision-Making in Schools



decision making and not in the amount of resources in the system. If the
few positive impact evaluations that exist are true, then SBM is a very
cost-effective initiative. For example, the rural school-based management
program in Mexico is estimated to cost about $6 per student—in unit cost
terms, only about 8 percent of primary education unit expenditures.

Other elements that will need more analysis as the study of SBM
reforms evolves over time are political economy issues (such as the roles
played by teachers’ unions and political elites) and issues of governance.
SBM, like any other kind of reform, requires some level of political sup-
port from the government. In fact, political support may be more impor-
tant than technical merit in the success or failure of a strong reform.
Teachers and their unions may want to resist SBM reforms that give par-
ents and community members more power. How they react to the reform
is a key factor in its eventual success or failure. Even local authorities may
react negatively to what they perceive as the capture of governance at
various levels by elite groups, particularly if these groups use SBM
reforms as means to further their political agendas. Also, there often are
challenges involved in implementing SBM reform that can undermine its
potential. These challenges include the need for all the relevant actors to
accept and support the reform, the fact that greater time and work
demands are placed on teachers and parents, and the need for more local
district support. 

In general, national governments can take a number of steps to
increase the probability that SBM reforms will succeed. First, central
governments can make local education authorities more accountable
by requiring them to involve all school stakeholders in their discussions
and to use the feedback that is generated to design policies and interven-
tions that meet local needs. Meanwhile, national governments should
design prospective impact evaluations of new programs before they are
implemented. Furthermore, they could subject more existing programs
to rigorous impact evaluations, perhaps conducted by a dedicated group
within the Ministry of Education devoted to analysis and research; and at
the same time encourage independent organizations to undertake their
own impact evaluations of all programs. Finally, there is a need for gov-
ernments—and international agencies—to spread the word about the
experience of SBM innovations at the school level and to disseminate
examples of best practices of SBM programs from around the world.
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A P P E N D I X

Some Evaluated School-Based 
Management Programs



Year of
 program Country Program description Selection of schools/communities Scope

1982 Brazil Decentralization: direct transfer of funds to schools, 
election of principals, and creation of local school 
councils

Phased in All schools

1991 El Salvador EDUCO: community associations are responsible 
for administering funds, hiring and firing teachers, 
and monitoring and maintaining infrastructure

Municipalities and national 
government (with the help 
of promoters) identify communities

Not all schools 
in the country 
participate

1991 
and 1993

Nicaragua ASP: in 1991, established consultative councils; in
1993, transformed into management boards; 
wide scope of autonomous decisions

Teachers vote on the decision 
to enter the program

Not all schools 
in the country 
participate

1996 Mexico AGEs: give parents’ associations small amounts 
of money for civil works and infrastructure

National government targets areas; 
phase-in program: first indigenous 
populations, lagging primary 
schools, disadvantaged rural areas

Targets schools 
in rural areas

1999 Honduras PROHECO: school councils have autonomy 
over hiring and firing teachers, monitoring 
and managing funds, and maintaining 
infrastructure

National government targets rural 
schools affected by Hurricane 
Mitch; social promoters approach 
communities to raise awareness 
and help in the process

Not all schools in the 
country participate

2001 Mexico PEC: gives schools resources to implement a school 
plan, in consultation with parents; part of the money 
goes toward maintaining infrastructure and part 
goes toward improving teacher quality

National government targets 
areas; voluntary, disadvantaged 
urban areas

Priority given to 
disadvantaged 
rural areas

2006–08 Kenya ETP with SBM component Randomized selection of treatment 
and control schools

Small pilot group of 
schools

Sources: Authors’ compilation; di Gropello 2006; Paes de Barros and Mendonça 1998; and Gertler, Rubio-Codina, and Patrinos 2006.
Note: AGEs = Support to School Management program; ASP = Autonomous School Program; EDUCO = Education with Community Participation; ETP = Extra Teacher Program; 
PEC = Quality Schools Program; PROHECO = Community-Based Education.
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A number of developing countries are introducing school-based management
reforms that are aimed at empowering principals and teachers. Many of these
reforms also strengthen parental involvement in schools. School-based manage-
ment has the potential to become a low-cost way of making public education
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of California, Berkeley
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