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Abstract

The introduction of Free Primary Education in Kerlgét the government with a greater role and burafen
financing primary education. The new role encompasaobilization of resources, paying tuition feteaining,
recruitment and paying teachers, and the provisfoimfrastructure and instructional materials. Péseon the
other hand were required to provide basic needthéor children such as school uniforms, food aadgport to
school where necessary. This paper sought to edtatile funding mechanisms for FPE and examine the
sustainability of the FPE initiative. The study wamducted in Kakamega and Kajiado districts (nawi@ies).
From the 59 schools sampled, 59 headteachers andehéhers were included in the study. Fourteera Are
Education Officers (AEOs), 118 parents, 118 Schdahnagement Committee (SMC) members, 2 District
Education Officers and 7 senior officers from thaistry of Education headquarters were also intagd. The
study used questionnaires, interview schedulesFandis Group Discussions (FGDs) for data collectié@ad
teachers and teachers indicated that no preparatidifPE had been given to them prior to implemigoraand
the training given after introduction of FPE waadequate and rushed. Head teachers and teachease:that
most parents were not actively involved in schoanagement affairs and had misinterpreted the FREypo
Members of SMC were seen as lacking the necessaacity to contribute effectively in financial mageaent,
budgeting and curriculum support in schools. S8IMCs were more supportive than PTAs. Five concerns
emerged as fundamental to the sustainability of FPEenya: budgetary provisions and constraintsny&es
economic performance, donor support, political cétmmnt and community support. The sustainability-BE

is threatened by high cost of funding, the shortafj¢eachers, reliance on donor support, uncestaivier
continued political goodwill, slowed growth of thenyan economy and the apathy from parents. There a
policy gaps relating to early childhood educatiathmission of pupils into primary schools and altaraof FPE
grants.

Keywords: Funding, Free Primary Education, Prospective Suesbdlity, Kakamega, Kajiado Districts, Kenya

1. Introduction

The immediate and inevitable financial implicatimn the Kenya government after introduction of FRrémary
Education (FPE) in 2003 was a phenomenal increge2obillion Kenya shillings (Kshs) in expendituom
primary education. Considering the huge enrolmémis were experienced, the financing needs becaare m
substantial, such that in the absence of adeqeatairces, there was a real risk of pupils leartittlg in the
public primary schools.

In the years preceding the introduction of FPE, gswernment’'s financial resources to support primar
schooling had been on a decline, thus shiftingotivelen to parents and communities. It is worthngptiowever
that, immediately after independence in 1963, tMeghnment of Kenya, faced with the challenge argirdeo
Africanize the country’s economy, assumed greagsponsibility in the establishment and running Bmgary
schools. The government channelled its financihgronary schools through the District EducationaBis
(DEB) (Eshiwani, 1993). The central government hhd direct responsibility in the administrationdan
supervision of primary education to have contraéroguality. To enhance this, the Kenya Schools jgent
Scheme (KSES) was established to supply schools equipment for learning (Sifuna, 1989). The whole
government subsidy package in primary educatioaredtfor the provision of teaching and learningemats,
shouldered the burden of operational costs and teaichers’ salaries. Parents and communities \ndeuired



Journal of Education and Practice www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1735 (Paper) ISSN 2222-288X (Online) 5-'—.i.l
\ol.5, No.35, 2014 IIS E

provided land and labour. Parents also had todotipol uniform for their children and pay some nuathifee.
This fee was however gradually phased out whengtheernment embarked on the course to abolish fees a
primary school level beginning 1971.

Tuition fees were therefore abolished in the Anl &emi-Arid Lands (ASAL) districts in 1971, andi873,
another presidential decree abolished fees fochaltren in standards one to four. The vision tiveas to
ultimately achieve free 7-year primary schooling January 1980. The abolition of fees engenderessive
enrolments; in 1973, there was a 51% increase mbeu of enrolled pupils (Government of Kenya, 1977)
Parents, with time, had to contribute towards egfmanand buying of equipment. But beside the isfusost,
there was a negative impact on quality. Not athownities could afford to provide adequate learrauglities.
Thus, pupils in many areas had to contend with @eerded classrooms and inadequate learning material
(Nkinyangi, 1982). There was also the issue oftiees; in 1973, about 78% of the primary school hgar
cadre was professionally trained. This figure geghto 67% in 1974, to 64% in 1975 and by 1976tabd at
63% (Government of Kenya, 1977). The governmers foaced to increasingly rely on untrained teachers
counter the upsurge in enrolment.

Indeed, as earlier envisioned, in 1979, the governinssued another directive abolishing all formsahool
levies in public primary schools. Still, parentsdacommunities had to contribute some amount of mone
towards development expenditure. The abolitioneekfin the 1979 directive came along with advicectwols

to establish Parent Teacher Association (PTA) Wk supposed to coordinate the collection of fuhdsugh
voluntary contributions (Lillis & Ayot, 1988; Olenah 1982). This, arguably, is what provided theploale for
the proliferation of levies imposed upon parentherefore, whereas there early were governmentteffo
provide free primary schooling, this failed. Ingte@ducation at this level became expensive antityweas
compromised by parents’ inability to guarantee gion of adequate facilities. It could also be aduthat
government policy did not direct as much attentgn quality of infrastructure as it did on increagithe
enrolment of children in schools.

2. Materialsand M ethods

The study was conducted in Kakamega and Kajiadaats From the 59 schools sampled, 59 headteacrat
177 teachers were included in the study. Fourtesra A ducation Officers (AEOs), 118 parents, 118o8kth
Management Committee (SMC) members, 2 District Btlan Officers and 7 senior officers from the Minys
of Education headquarters were also interviewee. §ihdy used questionnaires, interviews schedud-aous
Group Discussions (FGDs) for data collection.

3. Resultsand Discussion
This study sought to examine the sources of fun@ting=PE, and the issues and concerns relatednidirfg.
From the data obtained, an analysis was made o$ub®inability of FPE. Pertinent data that ansdehis
research question was mainly gathered from intervivith senior Ministry of Education officials ahe
headquarters. Secondary sources of data from thestvi of Education were also inevitably used fatistical
data. Information gathered from teachers and haal&s supplemented the major sources of informatio
3.1 Funding of FPE
The Ministry of Education officials interviewed realed that the hype that accompanied the introoluctf FPE
and the fact that the incoming government had &4 as a campaign promise, made the necessityestin
heavily for the success of FPE a high-stakes matheyent financial arrangements had to be madeable the
Kenya Government to deliver on its commitment toEFRInfortunately, all this was happening against a
backdrop of poor economic performance by the cqufitable 1 presents the picture of the budgetayds for
education in general for the period immediatelycpting and following the introduction of FPE.

Table 1: Overall Education Budget in Kenya (Kshs. Billions).

FY Recurrent % of Development % of Total Kshs. (Billions)
expenditure Total expenditure Total

1999/2000 47.60 98.63 0.66 1.37 48.26

2000/01 48.71 97.81 1.09 2.19 49.80

2001/02 53.74 95.39 2.60 4.61 56.34

2002/03 61.60 92.76 4.81 7.24 66.41

2003/04 71.80 89.49 8.43 10.51 80.23

Source: MOEST (www.education.go.ke)

In the 2003/04 financial year, as the implementatd FPE began, there was a sharp increase of K82
billion (20.8%) in the government’s overall eduoatibudget, bringing government allocation for ediocato
Kshs. 80.23 billion. During the interview with Msiry of Education officials, it was clarified thather than
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expenditure on salaries, much of this money (oveh« 7.6 billion) was specifically allocated to thEE
programme. The donor community responded by suimgotthe FPE initiative. In June, 2003, for examjies
World Bank gave a grant of Kshs. 3.7 hillion, whilee Britain, through the Department for Interna#b
Development offered Kshs. 1.6 billion.

There were other significant donors such as thigafisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OP&@ich
provided Kshs. 1.2 billion, the Swedish governmehtch gave Kshs. 430 million and UNICEF which gav
Kshs. 250 million (Commonwealth Education Fund &inftl Yetu Coalition, 2003). It thus could be
immediately noted that donor funds played a sigaiit role in funding FPE. Then also, the funds dedrto
Kenya in donor support, though welcome and impvesgpointed to the fact that the country was ndiy fu
prepared for the FPE that it had so boldly intratlucMuch of the increase in educational expenditsre
attributable to the implementation of FPE. Tabléluistrates budgetary allocation towards primary@tion
during the period immediately preceding and follegvthe introduction of FPE.

Table 2: Primary Schools Education Budget (K shs. Billions)

FY Recurrent % of Development % of Total As% of Total
Total Total Education

Budget

1999/2000 0.483 62.97%  0.284 37.03%  0.7671.59%

2000/01 0.816 77.57%  0.236 22.43%  1.052.11%

2001/02 0.742 83.18%  0.150 16.82%  0.892.58%

2002/03 3.32 80.66%  0.796 19.34% 4.1165.20

2003/04 5.97 50.67% 5.813 49.33% 11.78 14.69%

SourceMOEST (www.education.go.ke)

Between Financial Year (FY) 1999/2000 and 2002/200Bich is the period before FPE, the allocation to
primary education as a percentage of the totalarcbudget lay between 1.58% and 6.20%. Duriegsdime
period, it was lowest (1.58%) as a percentageetdtal education budget in FY 2001/2002. The alion rose
appreciably in 2002/2003 to a high of 6.2%, jusbbe the introduction of FPE which began in theosethalf
of the 2002/03 financial year. During the finangyalar that started after introduction of FPE, thecation to
primary education as a percentage of the total athut sector budget rose to 14.69%, reflecting ktbth
importance attached by government to FPE, as wel@ soaring demands of the programme. A cold&sad.
7.667 billion increase was made in the primary atioo budget from FY 2002/2003 to 2003/2004. Wheiiaa
the four financial years preceding FPE developnesppienditure on primary education had never gon®nuy
the Kshs. 1 billion mark, it rose sharply to KsBs813 billion in 2003/2004. Evidently, the primaggucation
sub-sector was beginning to consume unprecedesnetslof exchequer funds.

According to Sessional Paper No. 1 of 2004, theame Government spending on education and trainésy
ranged between 5 and 7 percent of the GDP andeth@rent Government spending on education has been
higher than any other social sector spending. kample, education’s recurrent budget rose from &&qnt of
public sector recurrent budget in 2000 to 39 pdrae2004. Fifty percent of the total allocationtte® Ministry

of Education, Science and Technology (MOES&T) wentrimary education. Most notably however, assailte

of the implementation of FPE, development expeméeituas increased since 2003, resulting in littlecakion
being left for other sub-sectors (ROK, 2004b). kgl belowpresents a comparison of Central Government
Expenditure on Social Services for FY 2003/04. As be observed in the figure, the expenditure byE8&T

by far outweighs that on other social servicesasgnted by the Ministry of Home Affairs, Natioédritage
and Sports (MOHANH&S), Ministry of Health( MOH), dnthe Ministry of Labour and Human Resource
Development
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MOHéANH&S.

MOL&HRD. 2%
MOH. 19%

MOES&T. 73%

(MOL&HRD).

Figure 1: GoK Expenditure on Social Services for FY2003/2004

Source: Republic of Kenya (2004c). Economic Survey

In FY 2003/2004, the expenditure by the MOES&T anted to 73% of the total Government Expenditure on
Social Services, followed by the Ministry of HealflOH), which consumed 19% of the expenditure. The
Ministry of Home Affairs ,National Heritage and S (MOHANH&S) used up 6% , while the Ministry of
Labour and Human Resource Development (MOL&HRDXtap just 2% of the total government expenditure
on social services.

The Director of Policy and Planning indicated tti& heavy investment in education that was beingéby
the Kenya Government called for strong collaboratimd partnership with other stakeholders to niéighe
challenges. He noted that without a working paghigr on financing, it would have been hard to assithe
problems of inadequate access, inequity, low qualiid the heavy household financial burden. Truagddress
the challenges that relate to financing educattbe, government sought to work with partners to iiwdi
additional resources to finance education. Thistéethe development of a sector-wide Strategic fan gave
birth to the Kenya Education Sector Support Prognean{KESSP). The KESSP provided mechanisms for
collaboration by all stakeholders in programme enpentation and financing

The KESSP (2005-2010) was a five-year programmewaa structured into 23 Investment Programmes (IP)
through which the recurrent costs relating to ellels of the education system in Kenya were oulirehe
KESSP presented an overall picture of the resowemsired for its full implementation, and was usedthe
vehicle through which the government provided dyaducation and training, and implementation eamrk

for Sessional Paper No. 1 of 2005. The cost scerer the five-year period was KSh. 543 billionS§)7.2
billion), with the bulk of the funding estimated Kishs. 481 billion (89 %) budgeted to come from the
Government (Republic of Kenya, 2005b). Thereforsgnewith generous amounts proposed to come from
donors, the greater financial burden for the progre rested with the government.

An examination of funding for the FPE programmehisrefore best seen through the KESSP framewor&. Th
KESSP Investment Programmes (IPs) that are direeliyed to primary education (and thus FPE) anmd®y
School Infrastructure IP, Primary School InstructibMaterials IP, School Health, Nutrition and FHegdIP,
Special Needs Education IP, Quality Assurance aaddards IP and the In-Service Primary Teachemirgi
IP. Several other IPs, such as the Capacity Buldl®, touch on primary education, but either seaondary or
peripheral manner.

The senior officer at the Ministry of Education’sr&torate of Policy and Planning was asked tocagi the
major sources of funding for FPE. It was noted tha several donors who had supported FPE ditiremgh

the KESSP pooled fund basket. As such, some ofKlBESP funds were channelled to higher levels of
education and the different donors channelled tinel$ at different times and in various independ®miches. It
was further clarified that these donors prescribaging conditions to be met before the releastundls. For
example, some of the donors insisted on providingd$ for specific components of the KESSP. Theomaj
sources of funds mentioned were: The GovernmeKieofa (GoK), Department for International Developine
(DFID), International Development Association (IDAGanadian International Development Agency (CIDA),
United Nations Children’s Educational Fund (UNICEBrganization of Oil Exporting Countries (OPECheT
Fast Track Initiative (FTI), World Food ProgramnwKP) and USAID
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As of mid 2008, the major donors towards KESSP bawtributed a total of Kshs. 296,428,804,326 to the
programme. Table 3 shows the amounts contributeishdiyidual donors as well the government in supmdr
KESSP.

Table 3: Support Given by Donors/GOK towards Education in Kenya

Source Financial Year 2008 contribution Cumulative Contribution to KESSP
upto June 2008
GOK 97,131,597,010 279,070,116,386
DFID 1,423,013,760 3,926,531,560
IDA(FPESP) 1,241,000,000 2,999,736,670
CIDA 450,000,000 1,330,660,425
VVOB-Belgium 2,869,493 3,699,493
UNICEF 80,553,018 412,373,266
ADB/ADF 6,000,000 6,411,000
OPEC 223,000,000 411,400,000
FTI 3,093,970,000 6,430,870,000
WFP 403,345,862 1,627,005,526
USAD e 210,000,000
Total 104,055,349,143 296,428,804,326

Source: Republic of Kenya. (2008). KESSP FMR 4™ Quarter

From the year 2005 when KESSP was established,thatend of the 2007/2008 FY, the government afiyge
provided the bulk of the funding for the educatisector. Still, a considerable amount of money (Kshs
17,358,687,940) was received from the donor comtyutd help ease the gap in financing. The most
outstanding contributions received from the dormmmunity were from DFID, the Fast Track InitiatieT]),
World Food Programme (WFP), Canadian Internatidd@Velopment Agency (CIDA) and the International
Development Association (IDA) all of whom provid&ahding support in excess of Kshs.1 billion.

During the period 2005 to 2008 described above, fitmary education used up Kshs.16, 521,704, BaBle 4
summarises the expenditure on education and teaghining this period vis a vis the expenditure &ERalone.
Table 4: GOK Expenditure on Education under KESSP

Expenditure item FinancialYyear 2008 Cumulative  expenditure  under
Kshs) KESSP upto June 2008 (Kshs.)
Total cost of MOE-based IPs 17,376,695,677 37, 83193
FPE e 16,521,704,993
Other MoE costs( administration,86,453,300,730 237,756,031,173
construction, equipment)
Foreign exchange loss/gain 1,015,974 2,510,991
Total M oE expenditure 103,828,980,433 292,164,830,350
Total cost of non MoE- based IPs 1,667,216,266 BAH,126
Total expenditure 105,496,196,699 295,222,406,476

Source: KESSP Secretariat

The total expenditure on Ministry of Education-tths®s for the KESSP period up to 2008 was Kshs.
37,884,583,193. Money that had been specificalgnoklled towards FPE over the same period amounted
Kshs. 16,521,704,993. Not all the IPs are MinisifyEducation- Based. For example, the TIVET IP #mal
University Education belong to the Ministry of HiyhEducation, Science and Technology. However, all
funding for KESSP is channelled through the Ministif Education account. The total expenditure on no
MOE-based IPs was Kshs. 3,057,576,126. It is wodting that a huge proportion of the expenditurethmey
Ministry of Education goes to ministry administoatj operations, constructions and equipment. Trea af
expenditure gobbled up Kshs. 237,756,031,173, septang 80.5% of the total expenditure on educatioer
the KESSP period up to year 2008. This is a colasaunt, and cost-cutting measures could expluredrea

to generate savings.

It was useful for this study to interrogate thetritimition of FPE funds and therefore the priodtian of
expenditure on primary education. The Director ofidy and Planning explained that the Ministry afu€ation
had placed great emphasis on instructional masefidiowed by the construction of school infrasture. For
this reason, most of the FPE funds were allocatethé provision of instructional materials suchchslk,
exercise books, textbooks, pencils, pens, charts wall maps to ensure meaningful learning could be
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undertaken in schools. It was also argued by theidity of Education that prior to the introductioh FPE,
many pupils were kept out of schools by the ingbiib afford learning materials. Many others attshdchool

but were greatly disadvantaged by the lack of bodke provision of instructional materials, expkdnthe
Director, has had an equalizing effect on primatyaation, thereby increasing equity and accesat alhce. The
Director revealed that as of mid-2008, the primsgkiool Instructional Materials IP had expendedhsljgover
Kshs. 17 billion since the establishment of KESSHRis is as compared to the next highest expenditure
programme, the Primary School Infrastructure IPictvinad consumed Ksh. 3 billlion during the sameque

According to information gathered from the Direetier of Policy and Planning, additional funding for
construction of school buildings had been securech fdonors, namely the USAID, OPEC, the World Bank
the European Union. The Constituency DevelopmemdHCDF) and the Local Authorities Transfer Fund
(LATF) were also cited as having been instrumestalrces of funding for infrastructural developmént
primary schools.

Other areas that had expended over Kshs. 1 billising the same period were Special Needs EducHi@md
the School Health, Nutrition and Feeding and IRecsd needs was said to be receiving much attefitton the
Ministry of Education because FPE had attractedyn@eviously excluded learners with special neets i
primary schools. Their special requirements suchsagssment tools, hearing aids, and braille mesHiad to
be met.

Other than identifying the sources of funding anel general allocation of funds for FPE, it was atsportant

to examine the adequacy of funding as well aseatifly any challenges at the ministry level relatedunding.
The Director of Policy and Planning and the seldfe team leaders were interviewed to shed lighthese
aspects of funding. These senior officers at thaiditiy of Education headquarters unanimously exqaethe
opinion that whereas funding for the various FPEdsehad been impressive so far, it nonethelesshelit of
what was required. It was also reported that tiwellef funding from donors had improved over tharge
enabling the government therefore to better copb thie demands of FPE. It was noted neverthétegshe
delays that had been perennially experienced imligtaursement of funds to schools were occasiogettlays

in donor funding. Some of the donors in the KESS8BI pvere said to have held up disbursements bgras s
five months into the financial year. This in tuedlto delay in disbursement of per capita grantctmols. The
Ministry of Education always gives priority to sali@er capita grants, hence other programmes schpacity
building, end up suffering postponement, sometitbegg rescheduled by a year. A demonstration of the
financial challenges facing the FPE was manifestethe first term of 2009 school year when fundd hat
been disbursed to schools as late as March, maretéim weeks into the school term.

The IP leaders reported examples to demonstrateindequacy of funds. In 2008, for example, the
disbursement of phase Il funds to schools foraistiructure fell short of target due to inadequafcfinancial
resources .The planned procurement of equipmerpecial Needs Education in regular schools coatdoe
made as no funds for this were made available @oSfHE IP. During the same year, only 60 out of 16680
Teachers’ Advisory Centre (TAC) tutors were trairmd effective management of TACs. While 1,050 TAC
tutors were scheduled for training to enhance ttaracity to support teachers in public primaryosd$, only
193 were trained due to insufficient funds.

The head of the Primary School Infrastructure IBpgiained that in 2007, not only did the funds ariate in

the financial year, they were also inadequate. Tlkosstruction targets were not achieved by then&ny

School Infrastructure IP. Further, funds for comstion in the previous years had been less thanipaited and
arrived too late in the last month of the finangiehr. Due to the low levels of funding, rathemtltanstruct new
schools in ASAL areas as planned, priority was itee the refurbishment of schools with dilapidatedsemi-

permanent structures.

As of June 2008 when the Ministry of Education amtdd a Financial Monitoring Report (FMR) for itsufth

quarter performance under KESSP, a financing galgsb. 7,770.81 million was reported for the 6 rheht
projections leading to December 2008 (Republikehya, 2008). The FMR further reveals deficitsimahcing

that have been suffered by the education sectoe gime inception of KESSP. Table 5 summarizes #fieid

scenario as of year 2008.
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Table 5: Ministry of Education KESSP Quarterly Financial Monitoring Report for Quarter Ended 30"
June 2008

a.Total forecast for IPs expenditure( 6monhts upée,2008) 10,611.17
b. Total balances available (GoK & Development Paghe 141.36
c. Total new funds requireda-b) 10,469.81
d. (Less) scheduled Dev'pt partner payments 41240

Required GOK financing for IRsc -d) 6,229.69
Available GoK funding 16,727.19

KESSP cumulative deficit 18,268.30

Financing gap 7,770.80

Adapted from: Republic of Kenya (2008a) KESSP FMR

Table 5 summarizes the Financial Monitoring RefartKESSP for the period ended last quarter of 22008
FY as at 30th June 2008. The total forecast forétmeonths up to December 2008 based on original SEES
costings was Kshs. 10,611.17 million. The totaldfuralances available in the MOE pooled KESSP Actoun
exchequer and Development Partner Foreign Curreicgounts was Kshs. 141.36million, hence the
government required Kshs. 10,469.81million. Theeskthed development partner payments (July to Deeemb
2008) amounted to Kshs. 4,240.12 million. Thug fovernment was required to finance Kshs.6, 229.69
million. The available Government of Kenya fundifog the projected period at this point was Kshs728.19,
but the cumulative KESSP deficit was Kshs. 18,28&dllion. Therefore, as of the end of FY 2008, the
government had a net KESSP deficit of Ksh3.70.80 million. The KESSP deficit is illustratbdlow in Table
6 provided by the KESSP Secretariat.

Table 6: KESSP Cumulative Deficit (Kshs. million)

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 Total Costings Cumulative expenditure Deficit

KESSP KESSP KESSP totalS(KESSP life up to

costings costings costings end of last quarter
2007/2008)

A B C D=A+B+C E F=D-E

18,208.01 19,929.22 21,073.23 59,210.46 40,942.16 8,268.3

Source; KESSP Secretariat, 2008

Whereas the total original costing for KESSP betw2805 and 2008 were Kshs9,210.46 million, the total
expenditure from inception until June, 2008 was Kt0,942.16 million. This indicates a huge defidiKshs.
18,268.3 milion. The education sector therefore weeble to meet its targeted activities over tlegqul owing
to the deficit indicated. This implies also thatvgmment of Kenya, despite having made huge investsnin
education, was still struggling to secure adeqfiatscing for the sector.

3.2 Sustainability of FPE

At the beginning of FPE, criticism was levelled @gha the government for not giving ample time for
stakeholders to prepare for the change. The gowarthmaintained its resolve to provide FPE to aildcln in
public schools against all odds. Soon, the chaiengecame apparent, and this raised concern abeut t
sustainability of the FPE programme. The challerfgeed in financing FPE and the reliance on ddémading

to supplement government resources give credencertoerns about the sustainability of FPE. The faat
Kenya has in the past experimented with the abalitif fees in public primary schools without sus;darther
justifies some level of pessimism about the suatality of FPE.

When asked if they thought FPE was sustainabl€4815%) teachers thought that FPE was not sutaima
the long-term, 80(45.19%) thought it was sustai@alhile 10 (5.6%) teachers indicated they couldtelh The
almost 50-50 response to this question suggest&itideof uncertainty that many people have regaydime
sustainability of FPE. The different reasons gibagrihe 80 teachers for thinking that FPE was susitde were:
= The drive towards UPE is a global phenomenon thahet be resisted; the country has to keep to FPE.
This reason was cited by 49(61.3 %)* teachers.
= Kenyans, having seen the benefits of giving actegmimary children will not accept anything less
from the government. This reason was cited by 43%%* teachers.
= The current or any other government cannot warthke the blame for failing to provide universal
access to primary education. This was cited by 3% teachers.
= The government is capable of paying for FPE .Thas wited by 30 (37.5%)* teachers.
(*NB: figures are as a percentage of the 80 teachers who said YES. Multiple responses wer e all owed)
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The teachers who felt that FPE was not sustairgdle the following reasons:
= FPE is too expensive for the Kenya government stasiu over the long-term due to the performance of
economy. This reason was cited by 80 (92%) ** teash
= FPE relies too heavily on donor support.. Thiseeasas cited by 70.1% ** teachers.
= Fee creep is bound to occur. This reason was biteth (50.6%) ** teachers.
= Government capitation grants are inadequate t@isusthools over time. This reason was cited by 45
(51.7 %) ** teachers.
= The lack of community support since introductionFdfE will lead to its collapse. This reason was
cited by 35 (40.2%) ** teachers.
= The perennial delays in fund disbursement to sshsabgest that the government is struggling to
sustain FPE. This reason was cited by 30 (34.5%f t&¢achers.
= FPE collapsed before, and will collapse again.geChy 30 (34.5%) ** teachers).
(**NB: figures are as a percentage of the 87 teachers who said NO. Multiple responses were all owed)

Head teachers gave a more guarded response toudfsticsp. When asked whether they thought FPE was
sustainable or not, 24(40.7 %) of the headteachaid it was difficult to tell, 21(35.6%) thought vtas
sustainable, while 14(23.7%) thought it was notainable. Headteachers more or less cited the saasens as
had been given by teachers.

Headteachers and teachers gave suggestions orcaiidtbe done to ensure sustainability of FPE. Ftioen
responses by head teachers and teachers, sewrrghth emerged as describing the most prominentiygsed
circumstances that would guarantee the sustaihalnifi FPE. Firstly, it was proposed that the goweent
should increase the per capita allocation to schéwolensure that there were sufficient funds teercéar
infrastructural development and maintenance. Sdgpitdvas frequently mentioned that the reliancedwonor
funding to supplement government resources for ERiuld be minimized. Thus, the government should fi
ways of bolstering its own revenue base to be &bltund FPE even without external assistance. Terach
expressed the opinion that it was only when theegawent could accumulate enough resources of its tow
fund FPE that it could be said to be sustainahiérdly, it was felt that FPE could be sustainalflparents and
communities were made to contribute more towarieary education. Teachers pointed out that mangrgar
had misunderstood the FPE initiative and had thibdicated their role as important stakeholders and
contributors. It was felt that if this insidiousdifference is left to go on for long, it will be fticult for the
government to provide instructional materials ad a® maintain and construct physical infrastruetur all the
schools around the country.

Teachers were also particularly perturbed by ttevhevorkload they had as result of large influxpapils after
FPE was introduced. According to them, an importiap in ensuring the sustainability of FPE wouidtb
urgently employ more teachers in schools that h#tered massive enrolments to avoid serious erosion
morale. Such an eventuality could spell doom fackéng and learning in primary schools, therebyeiomg
quality of schooling. Sawamura and Sifuna (20083epbke that due to the acute teacher shortageswverat
experienced in primary schools after the introdutf FPE, teachers became less motivated bechegddit
overworked. It became less possible for teachersffectively manage the large classes, teached-pupi
interaction was minimised and therefore the sloaviers were disadvantaged. They conclude thatetliso a
decline in the quality of education in many pulgitmary schools. The observations raise the conttenthe
government might have placed emphasis on attendamtenrolment at the expense of the quality afhies
and learning.

Of the seven officers interviewed at the MinistfyEalucation headquarters, three categorically teest doubts
about the sustainability of the FPE. The rest preteto take a more reflective position on the eratThey

instead, chose to highlight the kind of conditidhat would support the sustainability of FPE. ltikcbbe that
being senior Ministry of Education officials, thesficials felt it was their responsibility to hawa optimistic

stance towards FPE, or that they felt uncomfortaolending critical of the government they servedtould

also imply that these officers were optimistic tR®E was sustainable. What is more revealing nesieds is
that Ministry of Education officials conceded thhe challenge of funding FPE was immense. The affic
expressed the opinion that FPE was placing a hbawjen on the education sector, and that the Mynist

Education’s financial resources had been stretahéuk limits.

Lastly, Ministry of Education officials observedatithe current arrangement where the governmerertaics
the provision of resources for both instructionaltenials and physical development was not sustEn&8ased
on concerns expressed with regard to financingRE i Kenya, it can be observed that the issuénahtial
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sustainability of fee abolition needs to be addrdsseriously. Fee abolition in Kenya evidentlyasioned cost
complexities that resulted in major budget pressufée government of Kenya will have to examine lifogan

better mobilize and manage financial resourcessamsthin the policy within the strained educatiod aational

budgetary provisions beyond the short term. Thécdifies encountered in financing FPE demand that
country rethinks and revises its budget strategi® as to balance financing needs firstly, frorthiwiits

education budget, then from its national budgetfaraly from external donor funding.

4. Conclusion

As noted by teachers and headteachers, many pdramssimply stopped providing any support to prima
schools. This is in the misguided belief that glogernment should and will provide for all the need schools.
Yet, from the data collected in the present stsdiools are inadequately resourced, and the goaowided by
the government cannot satisfy the development neédsost schools. A study conducted by the ElimuuYe
Coalition found that primary education per child year should cost KSh 6,154, yet the current gavent
capitation grant is Kshs. 1, 020, which is a slatiriéf Kshs 5,134 (Commonwealth Education Fund &l
Yetu Coalition, 2003). Even though the governnmaakes provision for parents to contribute towardgsgcal
development of schools, there is no requiremeritkimals parents to fulfil this role. Neither cazheols prevail
on parents to provide such support. If this stdtapathy is left to take root, the prospects of BP&urvival
could be doubtful.

The sustainability of FPE in Kenya is not guaradte@onsidering the country’s socio-economic situatithe
slowed growth of the economy, the financial constsafaced by the government and the fact thaamek on
foreign support will be increasingly necessaryit@aiice FPE, the sustainability of FPE needs toduessed
urgently. Donor finance is many times temporaryd dras been inadequate; the task of sustaining BPE i
daunting. Kenya is still a highly indebted countnyd a sizeable proportion of its income is diwrte debt
repayment. The country’'s financial outlay for inresnt in services and infrastructure is thus gyeatl
undermined. As confirmed by Ministry of Educatiofffi@als and school administrators, there has been
inadequate funding for the sector. Therefore, waerthe government has committed huge fraction f it
budgetary funds to education, the needs surpassefftairces. The inclusion of anticipated donor fiugds
evidence of constraints faced by the government

Kenya has a good chance of building on what has bearnt and the achievements that have been safde

to ensure sustainability of FPE. However, whetler EPE is sustainable in Kenya will depend on oot
political goodwill, improved economic performancgreater parental/community support and enhanced
budgetary capacity.

5. Recommendation

The current cost of FPE is beyond the normal edutéiudget allocation. For the country to achiend austain
universal access to basic education there will hauge rapid and sustained economic growth to geedunds
for education.

Poorer schools should receive preferential treatnmerthe disbursement of funds and allocation dieot
resources. This would help to attract and retaild@n from poor backgrounds in school, therebyasmiing the
sustainability of the FPE endeavour.

There are many children in non-ASAL areas who agelfpoor and who either failed to attend schodhoked
concentration in the classroom. Providing a measéxh children would contribute to the sustairigbdf FPE.

Ministry of Education officers asserted that forH-® succeed, it will be necessary for the govemtrie invest
more finances in primary education. To do thisydtuld be critical to build on the current improvertgin
revenue collection by widening and diversifying tp@vernment’s revenue base. It will also call foeajer
efficiency in resource utilisation across governtmamistries and departments. This implies thatsstcuctures
should be put in place that ensure greater fissalgline and transparency.

It was proposed that a more sustainable model wbaldo use to ensure more community participation i
provision of some of the facilities, without necadly disadvantaging the poor parents who canrfora@fto pay
money.
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