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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to review what literature has on the decentralization of teacher
placement in public secondary schools. This paper makes observations on the Teachers Service Com-
mission policy on Teacher Recruitment and Selection (2006) in an attempt to decentralize teacher
placement in Kenya; composition of the Board of Management; composition of the Selection Panel;
and how the restructuring influences service delivery and teacher retention.

I. INTRODUCTION

Allan (2006) observes that as early as the 1980s,
several major shifts had been adopted to identify
directions in education in the world. One of these
shifts is characterized by change from centraliza-
tion to decentralization which is a moving force
that has helped to shape educational reform efforts
in most parts of the world. Decentralization has
given rise to school-based management, which is
a revolutionary educational construct that serves
as a key in school restructuring (Allan, 2006).
According to Board (n.d.), many developing coun-
tries began to decentralize education during the
1990’s and early twenty-first century. The main
driving force of decentralizing education was to
improve efficiency in service delivery.

In 1989, the school systems in New Zealand,
England and Wales introduced school-based man-
agement on the same principles as those advocat-
ed by Australian Capital Territory of the mid
1980s (Arnott & Raab, 2000). In 1992, the feder-
al government in Mexico decentralized the re-
sponsibility for basic and teacher education to the
thirty one states (Ornelas, 2006). Since 1993, the
Ministry of Education in Nicaragua began to de-
centralize the administration of public secondary
schools to school management boards. In 1991,
Hong Kong introduced its School Management

Initiative policy with a view to developing decen-
tralization gradually (Yau & Cheng, 2011; Thida
& Joy, 2012). Since the late 1980s, Japan started
a process of decentralization of its centralized ed-
ucational system in order to maintain its competi-
tive edge of world leader in economic globaliza-
tion process (Muta, 2000). In 1987, Taiwan start-
ed a series of educational reforms in school ad-
ministration (Lo & Gu, 2008).

Since 1998, the South Korean education system
has undertaken a decentralized policy which has
gained local offices more autonomy in secondary
education (Lo & Gu, 2008). The National Educa-
tion Act was enacted in 1999 in Thailand with
provision for the devolution of authority to school
governing boards (Gamage & Sooksomchitra,
2004). While Cambodia introduced decentraliza-
tion in 1998, Indonesia introduced decentraliza-
tion nationwide in 1991 (Thida & Joy, 2012). De-
centralization was introduced in Cambodia, Indo-
nesia and Thailand in order to reduce inequalities
among areas (e.g. between urban and rural areas
within a country) and/or between schools and to
enhance efficiency (Shoraku, 2008; Thida & Joy
2012). Decentralization in the Philippines was
intended to improve shared governance and dem-
ocratic decision making (Thida & Joy, 2012).
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According to Wadesango, Machingambo, Mu-
tekwe, Ndofirepi, and Maphosa (2012), the gov-
ernment of Zimbabwe decentralized the recruit-
ment of teachers in 1998. The management and
administration of education was decentralized to
promote efficiency and equity in the development
of regions. Although teachers are placed regional-
ly in Tanzania, school committees oversee the
running of the schools (Winkler & Gershberg,
2003). After decades of civil war and dictator-
ship, the National Resistance Movement began to
bring some stability to Uganda in 1986, a time
when the government adopted a countrywide de-
centralization (Namukas & Buye, 2007). Ugan-
dan schools now have School Management Com-
mittees, which deal with education locally but
teachers are recruited regionally. According to
Winkler and Gershberg (2003), Tanzania and
Uganda have implemented devolution to localities
as their educational decentralization design.

Kenya equally sought to decentralize its education
as experienced in various commission reports at
different times. The Republic of Kenya (1964),
otherwise referred to as the Ominde Commission
Report, recommended the transfer of responsibil-
ity for the management of secondary schools from
the Ministry of Education to Boards of Governors
(BOGSs), which was a deliberate move to decen-
tralize authority in day-to-day matters from the
central government to the school level. The Re-
public of Kenya (1976), commonly known as the
Gachathi Report, endorsed the need for delegation
of school management powers from the central
government to the institutional governing bodies
citing low levels of efficiency due to excessive
centralization of functions. The Republic of Ken-
ya (1980), through the Education Act (CAP 211),
vested the management of public secondary
schools on BOGs. The Republic of Kenya (1988),
also referred to as the Kamunge Report, was cate-
gorical that the establishment of the BOGs was
intended to decentralize the day-to-day manage-
ment of schools so as to ensure efficiency. The
Republic of Kenya (2013), otherwise known as

The Basic Education Act, acknowledges the estab-
lishment of the Board of Management (BOM),
formerly referred to as BOGs of a basic education
institution, whose functions include advising the
County Education Board on the staffing needs of
the institution.

Il. DECENTRALIZATION OF TEACHER
PLACEMENT IN THE KENYAN CONTEXT

The Teachers’ Service Commission (TSC), the
main employing body for teachers in Kenya, was
established in 1967 and practiced a direct and au-
tomatic employment of all trained teachers until
1998 following a government directive (Republic
of Kenya, 2006). In 2001, the TSC adopted a new
policy of recruiting teachers on the basis of de-
mand and availability of vacancies, hence the de-
mand-driven method of teacher placement.

However, in 2006 a documented comprehensive
policy to guide the exercise was launched with
teacher recruitment and selection being delegated
to lower levels of educational management at dif-
ferent periods in time as follows: First, to the Pro-
vincial Directors of Education and Dis-
trict/Municipal Education Officers. Later, teacher
placement was assigned to the County Directors
of Education upon the implementation of the new
Constitution of Kenya (2010). The County Edu-
cation Board under the leadership of the County
Director of Education now collaborates with every
individual school Board of Management (BOM),
the Principal and other appropriate authorities on
teacher placement of basic schools within the
county (Republic of Kenya, 2013). The TSC pol-
icy (2006) on decentralization of teacher place-
ment is being implemented by BOMs with the fi-
nal appointment of teachers by the TSC using the
provided guidelines and a Selection Score Guide
which are revised annually before the recruitment
of teachers.

A.Composition of Board of Management

The Republic of Kenya (2013) has provided for
the composition of the Board of Management
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(BOM) appointed by the County Education Board,
which has evidence of an all-inclusive, collegial
and participatory decision making team. It in-
cludes representatives of teachers, sponsors of the
school, special interest groups in the community,
and students’ council. Heystek (2011) also ob-
serves that parents and teachers are in the School
Governing Bodies in South African Schools. Ac-
cording to Johnson (2013), we can develop better,
more practical, more long-lasting education re-
forms if we widen the circle of dialogue to include
teachers, parents, and community members.

B. Composition of the Selection Panel

According to the TSC Guidelines for Recruitment
of Post Primary Teachers (TSC CIRCULAR NO.
7/ 2014), the selection panel should consist of the
following seven members:
i.  Chairman, Board of Management - Chair-
man

ii.  Two (2) members of the Board - Members
iii.  Head of Institution - Secretary
iv.  Deputy Head of Institution - Member

V.  Subject specialist - Member

vi. The TSC County Director/representative -
Member

I1l. HOW DECENTRALIZING TEACHER
PLACEMENT INFLUENCES SERVICE DE-
LIVERY

A. Positive Influences

Pushpanadham (2006) identifies the merits of
school Boards of Management as developing a
sense of ownership of the school and maintaining
positive relationship with the community hence,
creating a collaborative work environment sup-
portive of efficient and effective service delivery.
Sang and Sang (2011) found out that restructuring
teacher placement helped develop a sense of own-
ership of the school among the Boards of Man-
agement who sought to protect and shield the
principal from external pressures. Kiragu,

King’oina, and Migosi, (2013) maintain that when
education stakeholders are engaged actively in the
restructuring process, they will own the policies,
which positively influence service delivery.

According to Bandur (2012), decentralizing
teacher placement policy has led to the formation
of mandatory school councils for participatory
decision making which has become the best ap-
proach in the Anglo-Saxon countries including the
U.S., the U.K, Australia, and New Zealand.
When stakeholders are actively engaged in the
processes of decision making at the school level
they are stimulated and a sense of ownership is
developed in them (Johnson, 2013).

Ng (2013) observes that in Hong Kong the bill
that parents and teachers, among others, were in-
cluded as school governors was passed as an Edu-
cation Ordinance by the Legislative Council in
July 2004. Decision-making on resource deploy-
ment was devolved to the schools so as to enable
them make school-based policies that better meet
the needs of schools. Ng (2013) further refers to
the Education and Manpower Branch of Educa-
tion Department (1991: 37) as recommending that
school management frameworks should allow for
participation in decision making all concerned
parties including teaching staff and parents.
Hence, teachers and parents play a significant role
in school governance as school partners.

According to Lo and Gu (2008), the Taiwan
school governance mechanism is designed and
operated on the basis of a co-governing model
with an emphasis of involving stakeholders, in-
cluding school administrators, teachers and par-
ents. Teachers are actively involved in the Teach-
er Evaluation Committee which screen and select
school teachers. Bandur (2012), who did a study
on decentralized developments in Indonesia, ob-
tained findings suggesting that restructuring poli-
cy and programs in Indonesia are widely per-
ceived to have influenced the transfer of authority
for decision making on such key areas as the se-
lection and hiring of teachers from the central
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government to the school level. This move has
created several changes, including participation of
school communities which in turn led to im-
provements in the schools.

Mulkeen, Chapman, Dejaeghere, and Leu (2007)
are categorical that virtually every country in Af-
rica has formulated official policies endorsing
some level of decentralization because advocates
perceive decentralization as shifting decision mak-
ing to those closer to the community and school,
which leads to decisions that are more responsive
to local conditions and needs. Gamage and Zajda
(2009) assert that the decentralization of education
leads to parental involvement and support.
Wadesango et al. (2012), cite Ariel (2001), who
stated that the effect of decentralization in Central
America was mainly increased parental participa-
tion.

Decentralizing teacher placement also leads to an
empowerment of teachers, parents, and others in
the education community while improving effi-
ciency and effectiveness of school reform (Cun-
ningham & Cordeiro, 2009; Gamage & Zajda,
2009; Thida & Joy, 2012). Lussier (2006) sup-
ports this argument by stating that decentralization
promotes efficiency. Leadership Boards and
Councils (2015) observe that teachers participate
actively in the education reforms by being co-
chairpersons in each of the seven Revere Educa-
tors Leadership Boards, who focus on recruitment
among other management functions.

Decentralization in education services also leads
to autonomy with less bureaucratic decision mak-
ing (Thida & Joy, 2012). Gaziel (1998) adds to
this argument by observing that schools with a
decentralized education system in Israel are per-
ceived by school staff as having greater autonomy
in making decisions with respect to staff matters
and are more likely to produce services in line
with the preferences of local groups of citizens.
The said schools experience reduced bureaucratic
controls. Wadesango et al. (2012) cite Naidoo
(2002), who stated that decentralization in educa-

tion cuts through enormous amounts of bureau-
cratic hurdles usually experienced with central
planning. Wanjala (2010) also found out that de-
centralization reduces the workload of the Teach-
ers Service Commission based at the headquarters,
thereby satisfying the staffing needs of the
schools.

Christie (2010), reports the South African experi-
ence with decentralizing teacher placement as a
participatory engagement in which the South Af-
rican Schools Act of 1996 gave school governing
bodies the right and power to recommend ap-
pointment of staff to their relevant education de-
partments. Decentralizing teacher placement in-
creased the scope of work of the school principal
and introduced a system of dual authority between
school management and governance.

Hong Kong schools, through School Management
Initiative, attracted groups of people with different
interests to participate in school policy decision-
making. Thus, teachers and principals have
changed from roles of employees to that of part-
ners basically because it is believed that decentral-
ization promotes school efficiency and effective-
ness (Yau & Cheng, 2014).

Johnson (2013) asserts that we can develop better,
more practical, more long-lasting education re-
forms if we widen the circle of dialogue to include
teachers, parents, and the community members.
This is also the case in the findings of Thida and
Joy (2012), who report that the success of decen-
tralizing teacher placement in Cambodia was de-
termined by principal leadership and the active
participation of local stakeholders. Thida and Joy
(2012), suggest that greater autonomy should be
decentralized to the stakeholders so as to success-
fully accomplish the stipulated objectives of
school based management.

Lo and Gu (2008) acknowledge that the estab-
lishment of the school management committee
system in South Korea in 1998 is a key initiative
of fostering decentralization, because the system
empowers parents, teachers and community mem-
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bers in the decision making processes of school
administration.  Parents representatives occupy
most of the seats in School Management Commit-
tees, a similar case to the Kenyan situation, where
there are six persons elected to represent parents
on the board of management. Hence, parents are
the majority as compared to the other representa-
tive groups on the school Board of Management
in Kenya.

B. Negative Influences

Gaziel (2008), who investigated whether decen-
tralized schools differed in their features from
non-decentralized ones as perceived by teachers in
Israel, concluded that decentralization, in its ad-
ministrative form, is less effective. According to
Gamage and Sooksomchitra (2004), School Man-
agement Committee members feel that principals
tend to dominate the decision making process as
much of the information from the government is
provided via their principals in Thailand. Just like
Thailand, schools in Cambodia are also governed
mainly by principals and persons close to the
principal. This means that the opinion of many
others cannot be heard in the day-to-day school
operations. Thida and Joy (2012) confirm that
there is low participation of teachers, school sup-
port committee and parents in Cambodia.

Decentralization may create frustration and is of-
ten slower than more autocratic methods. This is
the major concern of John Awiti, the Chairman of
the Kenya Secondary Schools Heads Association
(KESSHA), who has been quoted by Machio
(2014, July 7- July 20) as arguing that the Board
of Management membership of seventeen was too
large to make meaningful progress during discus-
sions and that when there are many people in the
Board and decisions have to be made, it drags the
process.

According to Gaynor (1998), countries where the
placement of teachers is political, teachers have
lobbied for a return to centralized control of their
recruitment. For example, in many states in Bra-

zil, teachers are hired at the discretion of local
politicians. Similarly, it is common in Colombia
and Pakistan for teachers to be hired on the basis
of their political loyalties.

Mulkeen et al. (2007) point out that opponents of
decentralization suggest that devolving authority
and responsibility may only shift problems to lev-
els of the system less prepared to cope with them
and that decentralizing teacher management in-
vites corruption and inefficiency. Namukasa and
Buye (2007) observe that corruption among offi-
cials slackened restructuring teacher placement
measures in Uganda. According to Kipsoi and
Sang (2008), the implementation of the decentral-
ized teacher placement policy has been reported to
be bias, tribal and corrupt and not based on merit.
Sang and Sang (2011) found out that decentraliz-
ing teacher placement resulted in the abuse of
power by Boards of Management (BOM) who
practiced nepotism, favoritism, and bribery; there
was conflict between BOMs and principals; there
was also difference in priorities between princi-
pals and board members.

Gaynor (1998) reports that in Nigeria and Zimba-
bwe the control of schools was taken from local
government in the early 1990s because teachers
were dissatisfied with local government control
and their inability to deal with educational mat-
ters. Wadesango et al. (2012) confirm this in a
similar study in Zimbabwe where they found that
nepotism, favoritism, bribery and corruption were
so rampant that the government took over again
the placement of teachers. Makori and Onderi
(2013) found similar results in their study i.e. the
Boards of Management (BOM) want their ‘own’
people regardless of qualifications or competence.
The BOMs practiced clanism, nepotism and cor-
ruption. This negative influence on the recruit-
ment process by the BOM members undermined
the effectiveness of restructuring teacher place-
ment policy.

Bandur (2012) cites Heystek (2007), whose study
found out that there was no good working rela-
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tionship between principals and parental gover-
nors working in School Governing Boards. Win-
kler and Gershberg (2003) report that education
reforms in Tanzania often suffer from poor rela-
tions and coordination between the Ministry of
Education Council (MOEC), the President’s De-
centralization Coordination Unit, the President’s
Office-Regional Administration and Local Gov-
ernment, and the Local Government Authorities.
It has proved difficult for the MOEC to let go of
direct service responsibility.

Aloo, Simatwa, and Nyangori (2011) found out
that there was unnecessary delay in time by TSC
in posting teachers already selected by school
panels; there was manipulation of the recruitment
process to suit interest of certain individuals in the
society; some schools refuse to shortlist qualified
applicants in favor of their ‘preferred’ candidates;
other schools recruit candidates who do not meet
the qualifications so long as they have a degree
certificate without relevant subject combinations
on their transcripts; the process of declaring va-
cancies for schools was wanting as the advertise-
ment of the same was marred by lack of transpar-
ency; and Boards of Management failed to adhere
to the recruitment guidelines.

IV. HOW DECENTRALIZING TEACHER
PLACEMENT INFLUENCES TEACHER
RETENTION

Gaynor (1998) postulates that when teachers are
given choice over which schools to be posted,
they are more likely to remain teaching in those
schools. Masuku (2010) postulates that if the de-
centralization of teacher placement policy is effec-
tively implemented, it should lead to good reten-
tion of teachers. Makori and Onderi (2013) sup-
port this by stating that restructuring teacher
placement policy in Kenya was intended to en-
hance teacher retention, among other objectives.

Aloo et al. (2011) found out that teacher retention
had improved in the decentralized teacher place-
ment due to the five-year bonding policy where a
newly recruited teacher does not qualify for trans-

fer before the lapse of five years. Even after the
lapse of five years, there must be a suitable re-
placement because recruitment of teachers is de-
termined by the Curriculum Based Establishment
of every school. The teacher commits her/himself
by signing that she/he will stay at the new station
for at least five years before seeking for a transfer.
The commitment is done upon the teacher’s ap-
pointment. Exceptional cases include insecurity
and health reasons, which do not have to wait un-
til the five mandatory years elapse.

V. CONCLUSION

Decentralizing teacher placement in public sec-
ondary schools is all-inclusive with increased par-
ticipatory decision-making in most countries,
which enhances service delivery because school
administrators, teachers, parents and community
members are brought on board. Decentralizing
teacher placement also leads to reduced bureau-
cratic decision-making, which enhances efficiency
in service delivery. There is a sense of ownership
among the stakeholders, which boosts efficiency
in service delivery.

Decentralization has been reported to slow down
meaningful progress during discussions in cases
of large Board of Management sittings, which
creates frustration among the members. Further,
in countries where teacher placement has become
political, teachers have lobbied for a return to cen-
tralized control of their recruitment in search for
fairness. Decentralization of teacher placement
has been marred by corruption and nepotism prac-
tices among some stakeholders, which negatively
influence service delivery. Poor work-
relationships among some stakeholders in decen-
tralized teacher placement may slow down effi-
ciency in service delivery. The unnecessary delay
in time by Teachers Service Commission in post-
ing the selected teachers to their work stations
negatively influences service delivery. Finally,
decentralizing teacher placement in Kenya has led
to staff stability due to its five-year bonding poli-

cy.
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