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ABSTRACT

The study explored how civil society organisatigrasticipate in education policy
process (policy formulation, implementation, monitg and evaluation) in Malawi.
The study used Arnstein’s ladder of citizen pgpition to understand participation of
CSOs in education policy process in addition to-kd#grmant interviews to hear
policy actors’ experiences, views and perceptiamC80s’ roles in policy process.
Results show that policy actors have not yet sth@aoh structures currently in use for
policy making in the sector. CSOs are involved imduaation policy
making/formulation exclusively through SWAp polisyructures and are left out in
MoEST management structures, where final decistonpass or enact policy are
made. CSOs are largely involved through consultatio TWGs, and ESWG. Within
the policy process, CSOs feature more in first stages (problem definition/agenda
setting and constructing the policy alternativesliqy formulation) and last two
stages (implementation and monitoring and evaloatbut are absent in choice of
solution/selection of preferred policy option apdlicy design stages. Although
CSOs felt they influence policy, DPs and Ministlipy actors felt that they were
ineffective. The key challenges that prevent CS@&aningful participation in
education policy process were animosity and misthetween them and mainly
MoOEST policy actors, CSOs’ inadequate represeraéss in policy structures and
insufficient funds for doing independent researcigénerate evidence to inform their
policy position. CSOs’ participation in the eduoatipolicy process is tokenistic and

largely for legitimation than equal partnershigwolicy dialogue.
Vi
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

Education plays a catalytic role in the socioecoicatievelopment of any nation and it is
generally recognised that many partners are nagessaaccomplish this task. Civil
Society Organisations (CSO), for long regardedrasarily service providers are key in
that partnership. Civil society organisations in 8@ especially faith based
organisations such as mission agencies have beelved in the education sector since
the 19 century, particularly running schools that pr@ddformal and non-formal
education (Kadzamira & Kunje, 2002). The missioesrdictated the policies such as
curriculum without the Africans having any say. Ymoted that during Dr. Banda’s rule
in the post-colonial period, many civil society angsations were not allowed to operate
in the country because of his intolerance for djeet views. NGOs were not allowed to
thrive except faith based organisations that predichost of education services running
schools and colleges but education policy was tte grerogative of the government
(Kadzamira & Kunje, 2002).CSOs became active agaiter the new political
dispensation in 1994 (Kadzamira & Kunje, 2002), gagiing that type of regime

influences the space available to civil society.



In Africa, the status of civil society organisatsoas primarily service providers, changed
in the year 2000, when they earned themselves ea a®lpartners in policy dialogue
during the Forum of African Heads of State on Ediocafor All (EFA) goals held in
Dakar, Senegal (Miller-Grandvaux, Welmond, & W@@02). This recognition in Dakar
represented a significant paradigm shift; with goweents effectively expressing

commitment to allow civil society organisationgp@rticipate in policy formulation.

In this regard the Malawi national education seqgbtein (NESP, 2009) expressly
stipulated the need for advancing public/privatgrgaship, however, this was primarily
to increase access to all sub sectors of educatnohshare costs. Thus, despite the
recognition of the important role that CSOs cary pfa education policy formulation,
government however, restricted CSOs largely tar tinaditional role of delivery of social
services and only a few in advocacy work on poliflfadzamira & Kunje, 2002).
Despite progression in years the position of gowemt has not changed much. Hence
NESP (2009) equally does not recognise CSOs #sneate partners in education policy
formulation. Instead it advances their role as snpnters of policy. To this effect
NESP(2009) stated that CSOs will ‘assist in ariin government policy to masses,
monitor government performance in provision of @igneducation services, and support
the provision of high quality primary education aact as watch dogs of government
expenditure’( p. 8).Furthermore the NESP (2009)sdust have formal structures for the
roles to be played by CSOs especially as partrrergolicy formulation but largely
entrenches the former, pre-Dakar conference rol€®0s as service providers and

implementers of already made education policies.
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Although civil society organisations get involvedsome way in the policy process, there
is however, limited information on how they havepagpriated their role as partners in
the various aspects of the policy process in Maldis study intends to contribute to
filling that gap by exploring how civil society aetlises ‘participation’ in major aspects
of the policy process now “as partners” which imga policy formulation,

implementation and monitoring and evaluation.

1.1 Problem Statement

The 2000 Dakar conference agreed on a shift indleeof CSOs in education sector from
service providers to being partners in policy mgkprocess. In Malawi, like in many

developing countries, policies are mainly politigabriented or indeed donor driven.

Participation of CSOs in policy process is importa@cause it is believed to bring to the
policy table “voices of the poor”. However, for Mali, it is not clear how CSO actualise

their roles at the policy table.

In 2000, a grouping of 23 NGOs established CSCQBHmlbe a separate entity from the
existing NGO-Government Alliance, as a forum fowaating education for all (EFA)
goals (R. James, 2002). The CSCQBE envisagedhtaigh undertaking research and
advocacy on specific basic education issues; anddogasing capacity building, learning
among members and coordination, it would actualssenain goal of improving quality
basic education by 2002. This would be achieveautin supporting and influencing the
implementation of government and donor policy inl&dtda (James, 2002).Available

literature on the subject indicates that CSOs @& d@bucation sector as partners in the
3



policy process have been involved in various atéisiincluding awareness-raising and
lobbying campaigns directed at government, decisi@akers, communities and
international organisations to bring about chanigethe ways in which the education
sector is managed, and in policy formulation angl@mentation(Chimombo, 2007; M.
James, 2007; Kadzamira & Kunje, 2002).Further, 3a(@€07) reported that in their
guest to influence education policy, CSOs underteekeral activities. These activities
included participating in policy development teaofiglonors, partner meetings, national
conferences such as one on education, sector revieweetings with parliamentary

committees, and direct bi-lateral meetings witmgipal secretaries or ministers.

The possible involvement of CSOs is one way todtlre ‘voice of the people’ into the
policies being formulated (DFID, 2006). Howeverisitalso known that involving CSOs
at the policy table does not necessarily mean@&®ds will be able to influence policy
nor ensure that their input during policy dialogudl be reflected in the policy
formulated (Cherry, 2007). Therefore, although ar2007, p. 24) asserts that " civil
society engagement has become a normal and expaatedf governmentonsultation
processesn policy development in Malawi’ where ‘governmeattively solicits the
views of civil society andnvitesfor instance Civil Society Coalition for QualityaBic
Education (CSCQBE) to be part of key decision mgkora as a matter of course”, it is
not clear if indeed such engagements result int®@<8xerting some influence on the

policies being made.



Since 2007 there has been no study known to treamgser to document the role of
CSOs, specifically how they are participating ireithnew role as 'partners' at the
'national (italics for emphasis) policy table' as set by flakar Conference. In addition, it
is not yet clear how much leverage CSOs have iluenting education policies, and
what their experience has been as they play tbkirwatchdog roles. This study purports

to contribute towards filling that gap.

It is therefore important to understand the natamed extent of the influence of civil
society organisations in the policy process withia education sector. To understand the
participation of CSOs in education policy procdesdtudy used Arnstein’s (1969) ladder
of citizen participation. The ladder of participatihelped the study understand the types
of participation CSOs were engaged in and helpéeraene whether such involvement
was 'meaningful participation'. This study therefexplored how CSOs engage with the

policy process in the education sector and fi tpap.

1.2 Purpose of the study
The purpose of the study was to explore the nattifgarticipation by the civil society

during the policy process in the education sector.

1.2.1 Grand Tour Question
The study was guided by the following grand touesjion:
How does civil society participate in education ipplprocess (policy formulation,

implementation, monitoring and evaluation) in Malaw
5



1.2.1.1 Specific Research Questions
1. How is the civil society represented in the pplstructure of the Ministry of
Education, Science and Technology?
2. How is civil society involved in Education Rolimaking process?
3. What are the views and perspectives of the C&0Od other key stakeholders)
about CSOs’ participation in education policy prEs2
4. What are the challenges that civil society org@ions encounter as they
participate in education policy process?
Specifically the objectives of the study were to;
1. Document the existing policy formulation structucéghe Ministry of Education
Science and Technology
2. Determine how civil society organisations partitga education policy process
in Malawi.
3. Document the views and perspectives of the ciwletg organisations about their
participation in education policy process
4. ldentify the challenges that CSOs encounter ag gaeticipate in education

policy process

1.3 Significance of the study

The study assesses if the Dakar agreement of h&®a@s as partners in policymaking is

being implemented in Malawi. The study contributesa better understanding of the

nature of participation and the factors that enbahe effectiveness of the aid that donors

give to states in the context of sector wide ap@togSWAP). This work adds to the
6



increasing body of knowledge on advocacy for polatyange by civil society in the
education sector (Tomlinson & Macpherson, 2007; déaty, 2007; Cherry, 2007,
Schnuttgen, and Mollard, 2002; Chimombo, 2007; &rf6802 and Miller-Grandvaux,
Welmond and Wolf, 2002). In addition, it contribsiteto the knowledge and
understanding of why, despite high expectationghenparticipation of civil society in
education, the policy process has “not producettigslthat reflect the needs of the poor;
has not allowed for the CSOs' ‘voice and accoulitgb{DFID, 2003 cited in Cherry,
2007); and has "not inspired the CSOs to invesir tbapacities, resources and

commitment into the policy process” (Cherry, 20075).

1.4 Limitations of the Study

Due to constraints of time and resources, thisystajeted institutions located largely in
major towns and cities because they were easydesagcthereby leaving out the voice
from the rural population. However, this was takamne of by interaction with the Civil
Society Coalition for Quality Basic Education (CSBE) which is a network of non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) in the educatieator. The CSCQBE also has
interactions with district education networks whdoeal NGOs in education sector

interact and strategise for education activitiegistrict level.



1.5 Chapter Summary

This chapter has presented the context to the gmgbtescribed the problem, stated
overall purpose and specific objectives and, hasridzed the significance and limitations
of the study. The next chapter is literature revignat will provide details of the key

concepts addressed by this study, the conceptaashefvork used to understand

participation and how CSOs patrticipate in educapiolicy process.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 Introduction

Before answering the research questions, the kegegbs that constitute the topic of this
study need to be defined, using existing literatBagticipation, education policy, and the
policy process have been the subject of many cortaries, with differing views on how
they are defined and applied. This chapter firstvigles key definitions of these terms
that form the basis of the conceptual frameworkitierstudy: policy, policy process, and
civil society organisation and participation. Thésfollowed by a review of literature
concerning CSOs’ patrticipation in policy procesghe education sector, particularly in
Africa and Malawi and includes; CSOs’ representatio policy structures, involvement
in policy formulation, views and perspectives adlas challenges encountered during

the policy process.

2.1 Education Policy Process

Several scholars have defined the term “policy’m8plike (Dye, 2002), define public
policy as ‘whatever governments choose to do or toodo’. This definition is in
agreement with that of (Reimers & McGinn, 1997) vd®dine policy as: “a statement of

actions to be preferred in the pursuit of one oravabjectives of an organisation”. They
9



further define education policy as “the goals foe £ducation system and the actions that

should be taken to achieve them” (Reimers & McGi897, p.29).

For Malawi, the National Education Sector Plan (REQ007) consists of statements
outlining the goals for education and various sgat objectives which education and its
providers are envisaged to accomplish, it is tleeeethe Policy for the education sector.
However, the NESP (2007) adds another spin touhderstanding of policy. It further
outlines various ‘individual policies’ which aretémded to guide the actualisation of the
envisaged goals and strategies. Such a perceptipolioy concurs with that given by
(Haddad & Demsky, 1995, p.17) who defined policy“as explicit or implicit single
decision or group of decisions which may set owgdives for guiding future decisions,
initiate or retard action, or guide implementatioinprevious decisions”. In this sense
policy ‘provides the authoritative and definitivarpmeters for major initiatives’ that help
‘managers align their planning and activities selyumwithin government of Malawi
intentions’ (NESP, 2007, p. 46). This perspectivepolicy is important to the study
because CSOs were involved in development of bd&SM (2007) and the individual

policies.

The term 'policy process' refers to "processes aing policy, of decision-making, and
ways of putting issues on the agenda as mattgyaliic concern, along with often rather
intangible processes of the way issues are thoofgaihd talked about” Keeley (as cited
in Fihrmann, 2006, p. 8). Policy process thereifockides all activities and decisions to

do with bringing into being a particular policy amdnsequently involves gathering
10



relevant information, analysis and decision-makimgplementation of the policy;
monitoring and evaluation of the policy and evehtnadifications to the policy based on

its performance (Karl, as cited inFihrmann, 200®js is summarised by Figure 2.1.

Therefore, education policy process is the prooédssoming up with the goals for the
education system and the actions that should benték achieve them that will guide

delivery of education.

1. Problem Definition/Agend

Setting (awareness of and

priority given to an issue or
problem)

7 ™

2. Constructing the Policy

6. Evaluation (nature of Alternatives/ Policy
M&E of policy need, design, Formulation ( how policy
implementation and impact) options and strategies are

constructed)
3. Choice of
5. Policy Implementation (th Solution./Selection of
forms and nature of policy Preferred Policy Option (th
administration and activities) ways decisions are made
and Monitoring about alternatives)

N o

4. Policy Design

Figure 2.1Policy Cycle adapted from Young and Quinn, 2002 @odrtet al, 2006
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2.2 Education Civil Society Organisation

There are various schools of thought on the megaaid role of CSOs. Some scholars
consider civil society organisations as peoplereehinstitutions whose primary concern
is to address the needs and aspirations of thestesg largely on a voluntary basis.
Mundy, Cherry, Haggerty, MaClure, & Sivasubramani@08, p. 2) refer to CSOs as
"organized groups or associations that 'are sep&@n the state, enjoy some autonomy
in relations with the state, and are formed voltilytddy members of society to protect or
extend their interests, values or identities” if@t Manor, et al.1999, Mercer 2002 and
Edwards (2004). According to a report by United ibla&ga Development Programme,
UNDP (2001, p. 12) CSOs are "non-state actors g/hoss are neither to seek governing
power nor to generate profits” rather CSOs "upéeple to advance shared goals and
interests”. This perspective reflects the dominmerteption of the meaning and role of
education sector civil society in Malawi. As Chaptewill show, this perspective reflects

the nature and work of the CSCQBE.

Another school of thought views CSOs as a politiestity. Howell (as cited
inJames2002, p.4) stated that USAID defined CSO's@s-state organisations that can
act as a catalyst for democratic reform” and th@eeprovide space for people to oppose
autocratic states and facilitate peoples partimpain development activitieiamond
however warned that such a situation was potepti@pable of creating “major tensions
in democratic development” hence the "need foiitdi on autonomy” (1994, p.
14).Tensions between CSOs and government are aiditlue to the assumed role of

CSOs as both watchdog and partner to governmenis, TESOs have to balance
12



carefully their roles as they engage with governseas both apolitical as well as
political entities. While this view of CSOs may lmore relevant for those non-
governmental organisation working on civil and pcdil rights, it is equally applicable
for CSOs working in the education sector. In fawgst relations between governments
and civil society organisations turn sour when @®&0s exercise their role as watchdogs
and touch on what is considered by government assi8ve issues with political

overtones'.

A particularly useful notion of civil society isahprovided by Scholte (2004, p. 214) that
“civil society groups bring citizens together nooercively in deliberate attempts to
mould the formal laws and informal norms that reg¢gilsocial interaction”. In Malawi
the education CSOs coalesced into a network cé&led Society Coalition for Quality
Basic Education (CSCQBE) as a coordinated and difitent to champion quality basic
education and EFA goals. Mundy et @008, p. 2) restricted the use of ‘education civil
society’ to mean only ‘formal civil society actasperating within the national education
policy arena: NGOs, parent’s associations, teacharsns, faith-based organizations,
private provider groups, and networks or coalitiolSOs in this study shall be as
described by Mundy et .42008) and functioning as described by (Scholt®42@SOs
assume this role as they take their seat at then@tpolicy table as representatives of
the masses albeit self-appointed. This is so becasisally CSOs do not hold their office
as a result of the masses electing them into thfises but rather as ‘representatives of

the masses’ in an ‘unelected’ capacity at the gahble. The legitimacy of their assumed
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position as representatives of the masses is ladgived and seen when their voice

truly captures the aspirations and needs of thesesas

Considering that CSOs are taken as partners impdiiey making process, their role
within the policy process can better be explaingdooking at the policy cycle (Figure
2.1).According to (Pollard & Court, 2005)CSOs caartigipate at each stage of the
policy cycle in the policy process in the followingys:
» through meaningfully articulating evidence duringeada setting so that policy
makers adopt issues as policy agenda;
» facilitating incorporation of credible, contextuadd, adequate and high quality
evidence as input into policy documents during falation of policy alternatives;
* enabling implementation of policy by adapting evide to a relevant particular
policy context and;
* enabling consumers of policy to understand whastitutes as evidence as policy
is being implemented hence ultimately facilitate liggo monitoring and

evaluation.

However, the opportunity to bring such evidencebgar on the policy process is
especially facilitated when CSOs are given spacpatticipate within formal political

spaces. Scholars on education policy in Malawi haeted that CSOs have an
unprecedented opportunity to do so through thelusion in the national policy process

(Chimombo, 2007; R. James, 2002; Miller-Grandvaual.e 2002).
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2.3 The nature and types of participation in the plicy process

Literature exists on education policy and the pgoétion of civil society in the policy
process. Some of such literature has examineddheenof participation, its types, and
roles in the policy process. There is ample workienmeaning of participation from the
perspective of development. Gaynor (2008) stated plarticipation as a concept was
borne out of the development discourse, and hakdncourse of time meant several
things to different people. It is consequently ded with ideological, social, political and
methodological meanings, giving rise to a wide mafinterpretations’ (Lawrence, 2006
as cited in Reed, 2008, p.6). For instance Oaklayalsden (1984) defined participation
as "...a voluntary contribution by the people te @r another of the public programs
supposed to contribute to national developmenttheitpeople are not expected to take
part in shaping the program or criticizing its antt( as cited in Samah & Alef, 2011, p.
188). In this sense participation is taken as aaimsé towards achieving project
objectives which have been decided on by ‘poweddérs! and not the participants
themselves. The primary concern for participati@nehis merely its use as a tool to
increase efficiency and effectiveness of projedgardless of whether or not such

projects have any utility at all to those partitipg.

Still other scholars have loosely defined partitigpa as ‘taking part in the process of
formulation, passage, and implementation of pupdticies [through] action by citizens
which is aimed at influencing decisior&inphasis mire which are, in most cases,
ultimately taken by public representatives andcwdfs’ Parry, et al., 1992(as cited in

Litva et al., 2002, p. 1826). Within the contextdagfvelopment, participation of this kind
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as an ‘end’ in itself is not ‘passive’ but ‘activeince people ‘choose, cognitively,
affectively, and physically, to engage in estahbtighimplementing, and evaluating both
the overall direction of a programme and its operat details’(Bernard, 1990, p. 7,
cited in Shaeffer, 1994). As an end in itself, jggvation is a long-term process with an
inherent object of building capacity of the papemts so that they can competently
engage in the participation process (Oakley, 199tited in Gregory 2000, p.182).The

definition given by the World Bank corroborates #imve definition.

The World Bank defines participation as ‘the pracakrough which stakeholders
influence and share control over priority settipglicy-making, resource allocations and
access to public goods and services’ (World Baok12 p. 3). Rose, (2003) referred to
such participation which results in influencing ipglas ‘genuine’ participation. Genuine
participation leads to empowerment of those pgditng to the point where they begin
to influence decisions affecting them and the dgwelent work in which they are
involved. Defining participation in this way is ime with the spirit of Dakar (2000)

declaration regarding inclusion of CSOs as partaérthe policy table which was to:
“Ensure the engagement and participation of ciwlcisty in the formulation,

implementation and monitoring of strategies for aadional development” (Schnuttgen

& Mollard, 2002, p.2).

Among authors that categorise or produce typologias participation, some have
advocated for institutionalised participation sinpaeticipation is a democratic right and

not just a normative goal (Richards, Blackstock,Carter, 2004). The advantage of
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institutionalising participation is that it provisldreedom to the representatives on the
policy table to genuinely desire and negotiate \iligh decision makers. This is based on
the assumption that decision makers will not cooiiné policy table with non-negotiable
positions already taken at higher levels of theaoigation prior to the participation
process (Reed, 2008). Additionally, it is furtheguwed that institutionalised participation
gives decision makers the freedom to implementpaodide resources to the outcome of
the participatory process even when they have aeh liested. Bolivia institutionalised
participation in policy making by enactment of thaw of Popular Participation in
1995(Curran, 2005). This law regularised and broadeparticipation process to local
municipal level hence included more CSOs in théonat budget process. Additionally,
it meant that participation of CSOs could occurset times with due diligence to all
matters and structures and with the full knowledfyall those concerned as was the case
for the poverty reduction strategy papers (PRS&¢qms (Curran, 2005).This implies that
absence of such law means participation of CSOthenpolicy process may be less
regular and restrictive by excluding other sectarthe civil society. In addition, timing
and ‘information sharing’ to do with the processymat be given due attention by those

organising the policy process.

Certain literature has focused on institutionaliqeatticipation as broad based and
inclusive (Eberlei, 2001). According to the Worldrk, use of already socially accepted
structures that are integrated within the social @olitical fabric of society ensures
sustainability of the participation process (WadBdnk, 2001) as cited in Eberlei (2001).

It also assures quality participation by ensurimgf requisite information is available and
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given on time. Further, deliberations are carriadin a language common to all actors
and are deliberately given adequate time (ODI, 200dGee & Norton 2000 as cited in
Eberlei (2001).Similarly (McGee &Norton 2000; & Rextberg 2001) as cited in Eberlei
(2001) further stated that another key featurensfitutionalised participation is that it is
representative, involves known and validated CS@tding those often marginalised
such as youth and women to sit at the policy tabtilitionally, the process ensures that

it is not dominated by the elites.

The questions in this study partly seek to deteemiin participation of CSOs was
institutionalised and if there were formal struewirto facilitate its engagement with
policy actors in the sector. Since institutionaligarticipation is inclusive, the study also
sought to explore if CSOs’ representation at thikcpdable was inclusive. In order to
explore these aspects of participate on, the suseyg Arnsteins’ ladder of participation

as its conceptual framework.

2.3.1 Arnsteins’ ladder of citizen participation

The review of the literature has further providdaststudy with its conceptual

framework, located within Arnstein’s ladder of zén participation (Arnstein’s, 1969).
Arnstein’s ladder of citizen’s participation proesl a hierarchical typology of

participation, ranging from manipulation, througargmership to citizen control. Figure
2.2shows the various forms participation would takeng a ‘participation continuum’

and their ascribed position on the hierarchicatlé&ad This is with respect to how each

form of participation facilitates achievement aifluencing decision’. Arnstein suggests
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that the ultimate objective of participation isitdluence decision-making process. This
study subscribes to Arnstein’s view that partidipatn the policy process should be for
the purpose of influencing both policy and poliapgess to the benefit of participants.
In this case, the participants are the CSOs aglstédters in the policy process and their

constituencies.

According to Arnstein’s ladder of citizen particijwan, each of the eight rungs represents
a particular form of involvement on the ‘particijmat continuum’ and signifies the power
and influence which citizens’ involvement have mdlience policy or decision-making
process. Arnstein’s ladder of participation is adjtool to use to ascertain whether or not
CSOs are meaningfully participating in educatiohgygrocess in the sector, in addition
to confirming the policy structures in which the @Sare involved. This simplicity and
clarity makes the ladder relevant to contemporaiyasons (Cornwall, 2008). What
makes this ladder even more appropriate for thdysisi the fact that policy making is
constitutionally a prerogative of the executive ashgovernment (Malawi Government,

2004).

Despite its strength, other scholars have crititis&rnstein’s (1969) ladder of
participation. They argue that the normative natnfr¢he ladder is misleading because
other factors matter in as far as whether policdexision making will be influenced by
any form of participation (Brinkerhoff & Crosby, @P; Cornwall, 2008). Such factors
include the purpose and context of participationcwithey argue can make forms of

participation such as information-sharing and
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8 Citizen Control A
At the top most rungs of citizens control,
citizens obtain the most of the decision—-making
7 . seats or full managerial power.

Delegated > Citizen Powe Partnerships enable citizens to negotiate and
engage in trade-offs with traditional power
holders

6 Partnership
J
5 . N 4 The ground rules allow the citizens to advise, but
Placation retain for the power holders the continued right to
decide
4 Consultation > Tokenisn < When they are suggested by power holders as thie fot
extent of participation, citizens may indeed hedr®
heard. But under these conditions they lack thegoow
3 ra— to ensure that their views will be heeded by the
nforming v \_ powerful
2 Therapy N The objective is ‘not’ to allow people to
S participate in planning or conducting programs,
> Nonparticipation but to enable power holders to ‘educate’ or’
1 Manipulation J cure’ the participants.

Figure 2.2.Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation (Arnsieil969)

consultation which are lower on her ladder becomenent in the policy process

(Brinkerhoff & Cosby, 2002; Cornwall, 2008).

However, while such observations are correct, tfetision makers share information
and consult, it is also equally true that not esas/who shares information and consults

makes decisions. Further, Arnstein’s ladder is ¢peirticised for insisting that everyone
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who participates wants to be in control and own dkeision-making process because
other participants simply want their concerns tabldressed by the ensuing policies and
not be in control (Cornwall, 2008; Tritter & McCath, 2006). The point of departure to
this criticism is that while such participants nrayt want to mean exercising operational
power, they however want to exercise strategic posice the decisions must satisfy
them and what they want. This is effectively beimgontrol hence the ladder suffices as

an appropriate tool to use for the study.

Brinkerhoff and Crosby(2002), who asserted thatedtalder participation in the policy
process is absolutely essential because of thentayes it confers on the process, have a
typology of stakeholder participation that mirrdhe Arnstein’s ladder of participation
and underlines its utility as a tool for analys&ccording to them, stakeholder
participation can take up several forms which idetuinformation-sharing, consultation,
and collaboration, shared decision making and erepment (Brinkerhoff & Crosby,

2002).

According to Brinkerhoff and Crosby (2002) the coomast and most basic level of
participation is information-sharing where stakeleos are simply given information by
what Arnstein (1969) calls ‘power holders’. Sinbe information given is for a purpose
decided upon by the power holders, not only do t@ytrol the type of information to
share with the stakeholders but also the type ofliasneised to disseminate that
information effectively. The second is consultatiimere stakeholders adequately engage

with the information and are allowed to give infaunfeedback (Brinkerhoff & Crosby,
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2002). When coupled with a genuine desire on thie gfapower holders to utilise the
stakeholders’ feedback, the resultant decisionspaicies developed tend to have
considered feedback from stakeholders. Stakeholteraow truly given an opportunity
to influence decision or policy because they aré merely used for legitimisation
purposes, to ‘rubber stamp’ decisions made by ptwtkters. However, the short side of
consultation is that generally, stakeholders do heote the power to ensure that their

views are adopted in the ensuing decision or policy

This study sought to understand the nature of dtatgn and its effect on the policy
process in Malawi, in particular if it leads to ludncing policy in the sector because
literature presents contradictory views. Schnuttged Khan ( 2004) reported that being
involved in consultations merely meant commenting the flow of a draft and
contributing ideas on a technical issue often lyartfluencing policy. On the other hand
Cherry ( 2007) reported mixed sentiments among C8@sle some CSOs in her study
felt consultation with government had succeedednfluence education policy other
CSOs in the same study felt very strongly that aiagons had not influenced education
policy because their input was not reflected in paljcy made in the sector. In addition,
Cheru (2006) stated that consultations have thargdge that government is not obliged
to incorporate received input into policy it intentb make. In addition, Cheru reports
that governments have tended to restrict their gaga&nt with CSOs to the level of
consultation only and not moved on to making deaisijointly with CSOs policy actors.
Furthermore, according to Arnstein’s (1969) ladoligparticipation, consultation is lower

level form of participation and considered non effifi@l in influencing policy.
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However despite such pessimism on the efficacyoofsaltations between CSOs and
governments to influence policy change in educatieator, experience elsewhere has
proved its effectiveness. Haggerty (2007) repottet TEN/MET influenced national

education policy through consultation with govermmelts success was a result of
providing in many for a such as joint evaluationssimns and PEDP consultations a
credible, independent and alternative voice to tifatjovernment. Further, TEN/MET

performance not only contradicts Schnuttgen andhBa04) but also reflects a positive

advancement in the capacity of CSOs to influendeymm education sector.

The third form of participation is called collabboa (Brinkerhoff & Crosby, 2002). This

is usually utilised where the power holders or argers of ‘participation’ have a
capacity and knowledge gap which the stakeholdars suipply in order for them to
achieve their policy goal (Gray, 1989). The foutype of participation is called shared
decision-making or joint decision-making. Here stadlders and the power holders treat
each other as equals and jointly bear the respiitysibor policy or decision taken. Such
decisions can be mediated through temporary steguch as task forces or permanent
structures such as partnerships. Other structasde workshops, discussions forums
where the objective would be to develop a sensewsfership. Both stakeholders and

organisers own the decision.

Finally Brinkerhoff and Crosby (2002) identify emperment as a fifth form of
participation. In this form of participation, stdda@ders are no longer passive recipients

of information or decisions made by power holdeus tather they can independently
23



originate and pursue decisions and actions to |fulfieir own objectives. In

empowerment, stakeholders are provided requisitacespand capacity building
opportunities to effect their aspirations as anepehdent development agency
empowered with delegated authority. This entaisage equitable sharing of power and
a higher level of political awareness and strendthh disadvantaged groups.
Empowerment includes strengthening the legal amanfiial status of stakeholder
organizations, and supporting initiatives conceiviedependently by stakeholders.
Empowered stakeholders are those that have bdthitat competencies (knowledge) to
effectively engage in the policy dialogue at thdéiqgyotable and also the power to really
influence decision-making (Reed,2008). Since pigditts to policy dialogue may have
different knowledge and perspectives, an empoweguargjcipation process ensures that
it is iterative and two-way learning occurs betwegarticipants, stakeholders and

researchers (Reed, 2008).

Stakeholder participation confers both advantages disadvantages on policy and the
policy process itself. It is advantageous becaysé helps to reduce animosity and
mistrust among policy actors by promoting socialteng, where individuals engaged in
the process begin to learn from each other, apgeethe strengths and weaknesses of
each other and importantly appreciate the trustvimess and legitimacy of each other’s
views (Blackstock, Kelly, & Horsey, 2007), b) impes the quality of policy based on
personal experiences and insight of stakeholdershaielp to frame the problem better,
adds valuable local knowledge to the system arslysind increases the focus on

prevention of adverse consequences (Refsgaard, WYan Sluijs, Hgjberger,
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&Vanrolleghem, 2007). Additionally, participationedds to successful policy
implementation and sustainability resulting fronpnoved quality of policy that captures
the needs and aspirations of the grassroots, es&ednd marginalised Brinkerhoff
&Crosby, 2002 and AGCSE 2007a, 2007b, cited in Muedal (2008).This is possible

where participation by stakeholders is meaningfullggrated in structures within the
political environment of a given country and if his empowered and legitimatised
stakeholders. Thus, Eberlei (2007) asserted thaltelblder participation is only

meaningful if it is ‘rights-based'.

On the other hand, Irvin & Stansbury (2004) highled disadvantages of involving
citizens in government decision making. For inseéancitizens may find it time

consuming and sometimes not interesting, pointiésdecisions taken are ignored
especially where the for a is dominated by the pbwelite. Equally government may
find that citizen participation is also time consng) costly and carries the risk of
citizens becoming more hostile to government. Gndther hand, Hoppers (2009) is of
the view that widespread participation of stakebrddin the policy process and the

strength of their field experience does not negégsnsure democratic outcomes.

The critical disadvantage is that where knowledge power are lacking on the part of
stakeholders, such stakeholder participation gettuaged to what Arnstein (1969)
describes as non-participation since it becomeswane flow of information-sharing
from decision makers to stakeholders (Reed, 2008)The guidelines for

institutionalisation of policy structures in SWARpciude a provision for empowerment of
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stakeholders involved in the SWAps: ‘which inclugle element of capacity building for
effective ownership and leadership aimed at safeljuz the sustainability of all sector
programmes’ (Government of Malawi, 2008). Since GS{Pe recognised formally as
stakeholders in the SWAp, it is envisaged that thewld be empowered as they engage
with government in the policy process. The studyréfore explored if CSOs underwent

any capacity building to empower them.

2.4 Civil society representation in education polig structures

The literature contributes to answering the fins¢stion of the study, about the nature of
civil society participation in education policy sttures. The forum of African heads of
state on Education for All (EFA) goals recogniskd tritical role that NGOs can play in
promoting universal and equitable quality educatod equally accepted and welcomed
the NGOs’ new role as alternative education prergdinnovators, advocates and policy
dialogue partners, (Miller-Grandvaux, et al., 2002pnsequently education sector plans
of many African states ‘routinely recognise an imant role for civil society in the
realisation of national basic educational goalsu(idy et al., 2008, p. 1 citing Kruse,
2003; Lexow, 2003; Ratcliffe & Macrae, 1999). CS&@s therefore being included as
partners in the formulation, implementation and noymg of national educational plans
and policies (Kadzamira & Rose, 2003; Mundy et 2008). However, for many CSOs
nonetheless, accessing the policy table remainblgatic (Chowdhury, Chelsie, &
Ingie, 2006) only reluctantly accepting them astrgens due to pressure from donors
including the World Bank, IMF and Bilateral devetopnt partners (Tomlinson &

Macpherson, 2007)as conditionality for Aid. Thusieation sectors engage CSOs in the
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policy process in different ways (Mundy et,@&008; Cherry, 2007; Haggerty, 2007),

always attempting to keep the CSOs at an arm’shefingm the national policy table.

CSOs are either situated in policy structures aional level, decentralised regional,
district and school levels. Mundy et al.(2008) néed that in Tanzania, government had
expressly given the CSOs a policy seat at natitavall. According to Haggerty (2007)
CSOs in Tanzania, were given seats on both thecBRsiucation Development
Committee (BEDC) as well as its five Technical WngkGroups. Through the BEDC,
CSOs engage with the policy process at national ievissues of teacher education, non-
formal education, and secondary to pre-primary atioc. However, CSOs were not
represented in Management structures of Ministigdiication. Hence CSOs in Tanzania
are not members of the Inter-Ministerial Steerirggrnittee (IMSC) which is the highest
level of government responsible for Management dtidation Sector Development

Programme (ESDP) (Haggerty, 2007).

Similarly, CSOs in Burkina Faso have a seat orptiliey table (Mundy et al2008) but,
unlike in Tanzania, much of their activity is los&ld at decentralised regional level
structures. Their localisation of activity at detahsed policy structures was provided
for in the Education Plan. Interestingly, desplteit strong presence in the education
sector, CSOs were largely excluded from particigptin the development of the
Education Plan. Again the pattern is clear, govemmvas keeping the CSOs away from

spaces where their influence would be felt natignal
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CSOs in Mali were only allowed to operate at thevdst decentralised structure, the
school management committees (Cherry, 2007). Logd@iSOs to school level is due to
the fact that according to the Education Plan faliNreferred to as the PRODEC), it is
the sole prerogative of government to define nafigoolicy, support, supervise and
coordinate policy implementation and evaluate tdecation system (Cherry, 2007).
While locating CSOs far away from national polidyustures restricts their influence
largely to their immediate locales, their unceraiabout what constitutes policy making
structures undermined their influence further. 1©@hg2007, p. 131) found out very
suggestively that CSOs in Mali ‘do not know or agrgon which are the key decision-
making spaces and they do not collectively aspiractess those spaces’. Consequently,
their ability to effectively exploit and influengmlicy dialogue opportunities that avail to
them is undermined. Unlike the examples listed abde situation in Kenya is rather
different (Mundy et al., 2008). Here, CSOs do nanfally have seats on national,
regional or school level structures. Instead thegtioue to engage in policy dialogue
with government and donors informally. They do dwough annual Education
Stakeholders Forum, National Advisory Council (tvige minister of education on a

needs-based basis) and Kenya Education SectoSiRtanng Committee.

However, accessing the policy table by CSOs inc&friat whatever level, has not been
without its problems. Although CSOs are represeatqublicy table, Mundy et £2008)
reported that CSOs are not informed of rules guwertheir selection to the policy
structures and that governments still have thenali# say over who gets invited to the

policy table, and for which purposes. Further, m@80Os have been involved in
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education policy process as invited participantsaiesultative forums on an ad hoc basis
(Miller-Grandvaux, et al., 2002).While such ad lmeolvement avails CSOs opportunity
to interface with government, the mechanism thdugictional is however ephemeral in
nature. (Razon, 2003) contends that the mechanfesm&€SO-government interface
should not only be functional but also durable leetihe need for institutionalised policy
structures. He said that until this is done, ttterim, one-off nature of CSO-government
engagements will continue to limit the possibiltidor effective and meaningful
collaboration on Education for all (EFA). AccorditgRazon (2003) the ‘formulation of
clear, well understood, and accepted criteria iggrwho can and should participate in
the policy process is essential if the latter i®aodd broad support and legitimacy’. On
the other hand, lack of formal structures for emgagnt with government has been cited
as one factor that has led to ineffective and hesaningful interface between CSOs and

government in sub Saharan Africa (Schnuttgen & KR2&94.

The introduction of SWAp structures seems to haldressed this concern because now
CSOs have formal structures which they can utiiseinterface with government.
Probably what is urgent is how these structuresuditesed. Haggerty (2007, p. 94)
summarises the desire of most CSOs in Africa whb statement that "although
governments should be ' in the driver's seat'ngiBuchert), policy structures should be
opened to include civil society voices at the etioogpolicy table”. It is in this context as
passive participants that CSOs in Malawi have Igrgarticipated in the policy process:
as service providers translating policy into pmaetthrough implementing projects or

running institutions of learning. Chimombo (2007pserved that civil society
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organisations in the education sector have traditlp been known to complement
government efforts as implementers of educationcpahrough the various projects
which they implemented in the sector. MOEST did exqpect CSOs to change let alone
make education policy, but only helping ministry tine delivery of the ministry’s

services to the people at grassroots level. Ro€3)2 identified such kind of

participations as ‘passive’ participation. She essethat such participation may not
necessarily be voluntary as it may occur due toesamducement be it coercion or

manipulation.

The picture that emerges from the review of therditure on Africa is threefold. Firstly,
governments while accepting CSOs as partners gbdhey table, the apparent lack of
placement of CSOs at national policy structuresaiaeproblematic. Secondly, although
CSOs have been allowed a seat at national poliogtste, they are nonetheless kept out
of the ‘real echelons of power’ by government. @hjir despite being kept away from
national policy structures, education CSOs arey@mgpan increased policy space created
by their use of very good evidence-based advocaxi,vwhrough advocacy and research,
use of media and engaging international networkd actors to exert pressure on

government to allow some policy changes(Mundy e2&I08).

In Malawi, like in other African countries, CSOsveabeen involvement in education
policy process (James, 2002; Chimombo, 2007). Hewaw academic study has been
undertaken to document policy structures utilised €SOs-government interface.

Further, although involvement of CSOs in policyldgue is now said to be routinised,
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the rules and procedures governing the processcodésa by CSOs to such policy

structures has not been documented.

2.5 Involvement of CSOs in Education Policy makingrocess

This study’s second question is about the involvenoé CSOs in the education policy
process. To accomplish their role as partners, C&€esl not only be represented at
policy table or policy structures, but rather thastual participation at policy table should
be accompanied by some degree of influence impthliey making process. However,
with respect to Malawi ‘government support for CS@wolvement in policy process
especially policy formulation, appears to be tHatreluctant acquiescence” and where it
is occurring, it is more a result of donor pressiln@n government commitment’ James
(2002, p. 16). Consequently in terms of capacityintituence education policy, the
experience for CSOs in many countries is that thaye only been able to really
influence education policy whenever the suggestemhges did not depart drastically
from the established foundations of existing edooasystems (Schnuttgen & Khan,

2004).

The literature further presents a more nuancedi@atith respect to CSOs influencing
policy in the education sector. While some schoferge presented a pessimistic picture,
others have been rather optimistic about the capaxi CSOs to influence policy.
Schnuttgen and Khan (2004) reported that CSO n&sweith requisite competencies for
policy dialogue with the state in the educationt@eovery rarely have taken part in the

agenda-setting or final drafting stages and almostn monitoring and evaluating policy
31



implementation. Their participation in the polipyocess was restricted to that of being
‘contributors’ on a technical issue during condidias and merely that of critiquing

‘flow of ideas’ on a draft.

However, the findings of Haggerty (2007) and Munretyal.(2008) reveal a marked
improvement over what was reported by Schnuttgehkdman (2004). CSOs influence
education policy at national level in Tanzania undEN/MET. In sharp contrast to the
experience of CSOs reported by Schnuttgen and Kk@64) TEN/MET literally co-
authored the national education plan. Thus, TEN/M¥TFe not only given a seat at the
policy table but they also participated in draftieglucation policy document and
consequently ensured that it had captured the C&fs’ of policy, research and the
contentious accountability roles into the natioe@dlication plan (Mundy et al., 2008). As
a result, it was able directly to influence notyotile type of wording but also the content
of what went into the policy. Thus, it ensured thahcluded in the sector plan what it
considered as key roles to be played by the CS@ghese included the advocacy role,
CSOs’ role in policy, research and the contentiagsountability roles (Mundy et
al.,2008). These results of TEN/MET are a starkuttalble to the stance adopted by
Razon (2003) that CSOs cannot make ‘joint-decisiovith an elected government.
Perhaps this is just an isolated case where thel@S®ad that opportunity to experience

equal partnership at the policy table.

In their study, Mundy et al.(2008) found that txperience of CSOs in Mali and Burkina

Faso was rather different from that of Tanzanieae diliference was that the governments
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of Mali and Burkina Faso allowed CSOs to influeremication policy at the level of
decentralised structures. However, for Mali theipact at that level was not significant
due to the confusion among the stakeholders alut &ppropriate role. Additionally,
CSOs in Mali appeared not to have embraced theteoatious role of watchdogs to hold
the government accountable to its electorate (Muetdwl., 2008). For Burkina Faso,
government allowed CSOs to exercise more levenagefluencing education policy at
the level of decentralised structures where CSQO® ween allowed to manage certain
parts of the sector programmes. CSOs were knowsetenjoying very good relations
with government although even here government obetr the rules of engagement
(Mundy et al., 2008). In stark contrast to the CS&®erience in Tanzania, Mali and
Burkina Faso the experience of CSOs in Kenya wasttie government preferred that
they continue to work in their traditional role ssrvice providers more than in their new

role as policy partners (Mundy et al., 2008).

Why did TEN/MET exert such unique influence at fhaicy table? Haggerty (2007)
determined that Tanzania education network (TEN/MESed two key strategies that
emerged critical in terms of facilitating huge degyiof influence on education policy in
the sector. One strategy was relational and therotlas operational. The relational
strategy involved relationships between policy extovhich were government,
development partners and CSOs. The operationdégyranvolved the use of advocacy
or research. Specifically, these strategies indutiieuilding trust among CSOs; working

directly with government; combining research andoadcy initiatives; engaging media;
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collaborating and exchanging information with othetworks and non-education CSOs

in Tanzania and linking to international movemeériksaggerty, 2007, p. 56).

Building trust among the diverse CSOs was essefatiglurposes of building a common
voice for TEN/MET and even more critical if they iggo exert any plausible influence
at all. To this effect, TEN/MET chose educateddiske and committed key individuals
among CSOs with requisite technical and social iesl to work directly with
government. Kingdon (1995) referred to such peapl&olicy champions’ and says such
people are critical to the success of policies. IAHRT found this strategy to be very
useful in leveraging influence with government. Shias corroborated by Hyden (1999)
and Kelsall (2002) cited in Haggerty (2007) whadsthat in the South, “informal
politics are suggested to play a much stronger tld@ in Northern countries” (p.57).
Building trust among policy actors is an essentigfedient in the policy process because
it reduces mistrust and resultant tensions thagnoftharacterise relations between

government and CSOs policy actors.

Apart from use of ‘policy champions’ Haggerty (200@und out that the use of media in
advocacy also proved a useful leveraging tool. THRII'S experience was that

governments apparently listened when credible ewiedased issues came into the
public domain through media in a convincing mankwever, this experience was not
common among CSOs. Despite the call for use oéaret and evidenced-based

information when developing policy, experience ba ground has proved otherwise.
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Two factors have negatively affected this call fesearch based evidence: first credible
evidence being ignored by government policy actord therefore not used to inform
policy formation and second CSOs lacking techniegbertise to carryout credible
research. This study intended to determine if gotimlogue at the policy seat by the

CSOs in Malawi is informed and guided by researabell evidence.

Haggerty (2007) found that the strategy of netwagkivith non-education CSOs proved
useful in leveraging influence on government. TER/Mfound such strategy effective in
influencing government to change its position frrat of rejection to acceptance of the
right to education of pregnant school girls. Thrategy was important not only because
it increased the CSOs’ ‘strength in numbers’ babah enhancing ‘representativeness’ of
CSOs’ voice when negotiating with government. TEWMfound the strategy very
useful when government refused to deal with it #Br@non-education CSOs took up the
same issue with government instead and managedtessfully conclude the matter just
like TEN/MET had desired it to be. While this stgy uses CSOs which are within the
country, TEN/MET would also appeal to networks thet outside the country with the
use of ICT to help resolve an internal issue. T$timtegy called ‘boomerang was
employed by TEN/MET and proved effective in inflgerg government to change its
policy position and accept abolishing user fee®ré&lare several other CSOs networks in
the country. It is however not clear if CSCQBE weik liaison with them in its quest to

influence education policy in the country.
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Participation in policy dialogue by CSOs has alserb met with some institutional
constraints. Gaynor (2008) while referring to thepacity of CSOs involvement in
developing economic policies, said that generathge technocratic solution-driven
discourse has continued to be a constraint andtefédy denied participation by the
wider range of actors. Similarly that ‘argumentatimcked by evidence—based research’
(p.229) prevents many actors from participatingha discourse because this requires
‘articulateness’ and resources not common amongymaciors. Although that
observation by Gaynor (2008) was made about thesG®@lved in the development of
economic policies, the PRSPs, these issues afg tikée true for CSOs participation in
education policy process since PRSPs included éduacpolicies. Mundy et al.(2006)
reported that for Mozambique lack of capacity aodesiveness among the CSOs limited
participation of CSOs in education sector to caomaswly, a little bit of advocacy and
monitoring and evaluation roles. The perceived tlts in capacity on the part of CSOs
as cited by Gaynor (2008) only helped to justify gerception among government policy

actors in their rejection of CSOs as equal partaetle policy table.

With regard to involvement in monitoring and evdioa, Haggerty (2007) stated that
there is evidence that civil society have gone immnitoring and evaluating
implementation of government policy including butlge education sector. Utilisation of
learning from monitoring and evaluation among pplactors to inform policy process
has however been problematic. Riddell (1999b) anelditamura(2009) however, stated
that despite this development, information and Kedge emanating from monitoring

and evaluation of implemented policies are raralgaduin the policy formulation process.
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Mussa ( 2009) corroborated this finding when shmomed that Malawi does not use
inspection reports to inform policy. Since the rofeesearch-based evidence is essential
to policy making, the study sought to find out h@SCQBE uses research-based
evidence as it participates at the policy tablee Experience of TEN/MET provides a
glimmer of hope that research-based evidence wiotddm policy formulation more in

the education sector.

Another constraint experienced by CSOs in the poficocess was the tendency by
governments to withhold key information on poliaydadeny access to it by CSOs or
delaying to give it to stakeholders. This practiseknown to be a strategy used by
government officials to frustrate CSOs’ work inipglprocess (Haggerty, 2007). It is not
clear whether CSOs in Malawi experience such aastn thereby jeopardising their
effective participation at the policy table. Thusnderstanding how civil society
organisations in Malawi deal with such constrawtsuld be a valuable contribution to

the body of knowledge of participation of civil sety in policy process.

In view of the many constraints faced by CSOs, lKanrgig et a{2006) cited in Court,
Mendizababal, Osborne, & Young, (2006) reported thare are several ways in which
CSOs can influence policy and the top 5 were neétingr among organisations,
providing training, commenting on draft policy dogents, organising policy seminars,
publications on policy issues and providing servic&he success of TEN/MET in
influencing policy in Tanzania education sector egp was probably because it met

these conditions. Additionally, by drawing largely the work of its member HakiElimu,
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TEN/MET effectively used learning from researchtadvocacy work both locally and

outside Tanzania (Haggerty, 2007).

What is emerging from the literature reviewed heiisithat civil society can influence
policy at national level but of pivotal importanicethis regard is establishment of good
working relations with government. Further, CSOsstrdevelop requisite technical skills
like doing credible research, evidence based aadyp@nd policy analysis. CSOs have
not embraced monitoring and evaluation of policyhia sector as one of their constituent
cardinal roles in the sector. Other factors mitigattheir influence at national level
include inadequate finances and limited collaboraamong themselves. Consequently,
they continue to largely be allowed minimal inflgenwith spaces away from the

national arena while still being accepted as serproviders.

2.5.1 Participation of CSOs in education policy proess in Malawi

Civil Society Coalition for Quality Basic Educatid SCQBE) which was formed in

2000has been involved in the policy process inosriways. According to James (2002)
and James (2007) CSCQBE has been involved in tiauption of key policy documents

such as NESP. However, the input of CSCQBE intsdltcuments is not clear in terms
of level and form of participation. James (2002§ighat “it is also clear that foreigners

often bring high quality analysis and writing s&ilin fact almost all the three coalitions’
public statements, newsletters, and press reléasesbeen written by foreigners™ (p. 21)
with the consequent negative effects of governnpenteiving the coalitions as foreign

driven. What makes this position intriguing is wlames noted that Malawi government
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at the time would prefer CSOs to work on policy ‘tsmplifying, translating and
disseminating policy” James, (2002, p. 16) and behg intimately involved in policy
formulation process. But this stance of governnanportrayed by James is contrary to
the spirit of the Dakar (2000) declaration. It isteworthy that this position of
government in 2002 with regard to the role of C80the education sector is the same as
one indicated by the national Education Sector ém@ntation Plan (ESIP, 2009-2013).
Again signifying, the government’s wish to keep G3@their service provision role and

not as co-developers of policy in the sector.

When it comes to the focus of CSOs’ activity in gwdicy process, there seems to have
been a shift. James (2002, p. 8) says that fromstag, “CSCQBE was involved in
activities such as research, advocacy, communitgitgation, conducting research on
‘Community sensitisation and Mobilisation’ by CERand Malawi Schools Parents
Association (MASPA), representation on key naticarad international forums, outreach
through meetings with key stakeholders; productiad distribution of briefing papers;
and press releases, and development of CSOs onatitembership On the other hand,
according to Chimombo (2007) education CSOs in Makxe involved in a number of
activities. Starting with the most prevalent, thasgvities include ‘HIV/AIDS activities,
provision of life skills education, activities teea with issues of access and retention,
advocacy, the provision of early childhood develepin activities to achieve universal
primary education, gender and equity and teachecamn as well as adult literacy’.
Looking at the two lists of activities by the CStbseducation between 2002 and 2007,

there is a marked departure in terms of their fobkile in 2002 they focused more on
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advocacy and policy issues it appears that thesfsbifted over the years to less policy
related issues. By 2007 CSOs’ activities leanedentowards their traditional role as

service providers than actors in policy formulation

2.6 Views and perspectives of the civil society aagisations about their

participation in education policy process
The literature suggests that policy actors whidtude, CSO, government and donors, do
not necessarily have the same views and percepdibogt each other’s role and about
the policy process. In a study by Commonwealth Bdon Fund, (Tomlinson &
Macpherson, 2007)which covered 16 commonwealth ftc@sn in Africa and
Asia(Bangladesh, Cameroon, The Gambia, Ghana, ,Ifdemya, Lesotho, Malawi,
Mozambique, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sierra Leone, Srnkaa Tanzania, Uganda and
Zambia), the CSOs perceive their role in educasiector as threefold: 1.)less of service
providers except in specialised areas and in gsectiof society inaccessible to
government, 2.)more of a watchdog to governmerdutlin monitoring of government
expenditure of funds in the education sector, ®usnthat money allocated to education
was indeed spent on education as per relevant needsalso to lobby for increased
funding to the sector, and 3.)as a partner in tieypprocess ‘it is the job of civil society
to ask difficult questions of the government, teagdjree with policy’ Tomlinson and
Macpherson, (2007 p.16) but informed by evidencasel research in a manner that
assures positive impact on education. Further, Q&g juxtaposed between grassroots
and government, they were in a better positioretsgise communities and governments

on EFA goals, and also work with government on pilag requisite policies in the
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sector. However, use of a complementary approadpt@rnment was a must if they
were to yield any impact. Unfortunately, the repadicates that this perception is not
shared by government which largely sees and welso@f®Os in the sector as service
providers, providing the services which governmdoe to lack of resources cannot

provide.

In a study on the quality of civil society partiaipn in national education sector policy
processes in Mali, Cherry (2007) found that CSQ diiEferent views and perspectives
about their involvement in policy process. Althou@tSOs were engaged in the
development of the education sector plan (PRODEGR, set of CSOs felt that they had
participated in the policy process while anotherfek that they had not participated at
all. The group that felt they had participated mme tpolicy process reported that
government had engaged them in a number of aesvitncluding consultations at
national, regional and local levels; field levebassments; consultations in a thematic
group; in direct one-on-one discussions with PROD&EcChitects and even that of the
design team itself. Further it felt it had partaied because its input during the design
process was reflected in the PRODEC. On the othied hCSOs that felt let down by the
policy process of participation reported that thepirality of participation in the policy
process was inferior primarily because the ‘quadityhe process itself undermined their
effective participation, and their contributions revenot reflected in the final policy
choices’ (Cherry, 2007, pp. 96-7). This group htited their ineffectiveness at policy
table to late receipt of invitations and of essdrgovernment documents, which did not

allow them adequate preparation for policy dialogmel discussions. In addition, they
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felt that they were accorded very few seats atpiblicy table and government denied

them other opportunities to engage with it on atonene basis.

According to Cherry (2007) the intriguing and «di difference between these two
groups of CSOs was that the one that felt hadgygatied in the process was inherently in
agreement with the policy position of governmerd #mat of donors and saw their input
reflected in government policy choices. On thkeothand, the set that felt had not
adequately participated was opposed to the polasitions of government and that of
donors, and experienced that their policy positiese not accepted and not reflected in

policy choices in PRODEC.

From the above findings, it can be inferred tharéhwas no common understanding
among the CSOs on what activities or tasks comstttparticipation’ let alone ‘quality
participation’. In addition, the essence of pap@tion is intricately tied to whether or not
your input into the policy process has been adopiéis view concurs with Arnstein
(1969) and World Bank (2001) definition of partiatmn “as ability to influence policy”.
This congruence seems to vindicate the CSO whithhat they had not participated in
the Malian education policy process. These findirggorted by Cherry (2007) seem to
suggest that government appears to have been aelutd involve CSOs that were
opposed to its policy position. So it interferedttwithe policy process by sending
invitations to policy table dialogue and relevaatgrnment documents to CSOs opposed
to them‘late’ (italics for emphasis) so that their participatiasas thus relegated to

merely that of legitimisation. In contrast, Goveemhlike the first set of CSOs felt very
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strongly that CSOs had participated in the desigthe® education plan because various
CSOs took part in many different specific tasksludmg: “analysis of field level
findings through workshops, reporting on the firgdinfrom consultations across the
country, development of policy options and straeghn thematic working groups, and
discussions on policy directions and proposals participation in PRODEC's
implementation” Cherry (2007, pp. 92-3). This stuldgrefore sought to find out if such
dichotomy in perception exists among CSOs whicltsibe policy table and furthermore

if government uses such approach to sideline CE@¢eives as opposed to it.

With respect to funding for the sector, CSOs iniMapressed serious concerns over the
new approach that donors had adopted of fundingéltor through budget support and
not through funding projects within the sector. T8O0s felt government would not be
transparent and by becoming subcontractors to gowemt, they run the risk of
becoming bankrupt. This would only aggravate thapacity challenges in research, data
and policy analysis and role as service providérey also wished that donors were
more transparent regarding the process and howetbaurces were used. Regarding
participation in implementation of the PRODEC, CS@ék that they did not exert as
much influence on how the PRODEC was being aceglduring its implementation in
addressing their needs and interests unlike the dasng its formulation. Cherry(2007)
ascribes this situation to the fact that althoulglh $paces for their participation were
available, CSOs did not know where key decisioneweally being made and how real
power was being exercised hence could not appteptiee process. Thus government

being in charge, exercised ‘compensatory legitiamtWeiler, 1990 cited in Cherry
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(2007) thus controlled where and how the CSOs qppstied so that government was
seen to both allow the CSOs’ voice but at the saime ensure that CSOs do not disrupt

its policy agenda and put it in bad light to itsagtgic partners; the donors.

On the other hand, experience of CSOs in Tanzamiavexd both their success and
challenges. In a study on strategies and succasg#ftuencing education policy change:
a case study of the Tanzanian education networN(VIET), Haggerty (2007) reports
that CSOs viewed their strategies as critical flu@ncing education policy in Tanzania.
Haggerty (2007) stated that the common experieoicenbst CSOs was that they tended
to be more complementary and less confrontationdlcantentious to government. This
resulted in good relations with government, and €3¢l this enabled government to
provide them space to participate in policy streesusuch as BEDC and its Technical
Working Groups. CSOs deemed their placement aetbiesctures very strategic because
it gave them more access and clout to directly ealteo with and lobby government

policy actors and development partners for changes.

Gaynor (2008) found similar results in his studyiomolvement of CSOs in the PRSP
process that CSOs tended to avoid confrontatiotaaices to government for fear of
being dropped from further engagements. In addit@8O0s in Tanzania felt that the
strategy allowed them to actually write parts & Brimary Education Development Plan
(PEDP)'. Besides, TEN/MET secretariat was allowedd-write other documents such
as the Education Sector Review Aide Memoire, arel Ten Year Education Plan.

Furthermore, through use of research and advocdlogr successes included influencing
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the adoption of pregnancy and the right to edunatdich supports the re-entry of
pregnant girls to schools; the adoption of capmtatgrant of $10 per child; improved
living and working conditions of teachers and theldion of user fees. It was reported
that government did not want to abolish user feetsthe decisive moment towards
abolition of user fees occurred when the develogrpartners accepted to provide funds
to facilitate its execution. This is indicative lddw donors use provision of resources for
implementation of proposed policies to leverageteof influence in the sector. On the
other hand, the abolition of user fees revealsrntectuality of CSOs to leverage policy
change in the sector if government is opposedd@iiicy being advocated for by CSOs.
Further, it brings to question the relevance ofaesh in informing and influencing
policy in the face of strong opposition from gouaent who have other concerns to
consider. In this case, government was wary of lafssevenue once the policy was
adopted. This study sought to explore how the quesESOs for policy change was

affected by donors due to resource constraint gigonent.

TEN/MET generally enjoyed good relations with goweent despite the fact that
animosity and mistrust between CSOs and governnastd characterised CSOs’
experience in the policy process in Tanzania. Tesame pronounced particularly on
two occasions. According to Haggerty (2007), thiaswespecially true when CSOs
exploited their role as a watchdog. CSOs felt fflaying watchdog’s contentious role
makes CSOs risk facing the wrath of government siclosing your seat at the policy
table. For HakiElimu, this occurred when it pubédhin the media its analysis using

government’s own documents on how the governmeshtfdided to attain its own targets
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as laid out in the PEDP. Government therefore tfedt HakiElimu had acted in bad faith
— as it had been “invited” to the policy discussiand had used insider information to
discredit the government’ (Haggerty, 2007, p. 8W).reaction to this publication
government ‘placed an interdiction that preventezkiBHlimu from “undertaking and
publishing studies on Tanzanian schools” (Hakie|irR005-2007). The government
prevented HakiElimu publications from being distitdéd to schools, withheld statistical
data and information, and stopped media from brasttoy HakiElimu’s adverts on
PEDP and SEDP’ (Haggerty, 2007, p. 80). Since tl@nnthrust of activities for
HakiElimu was research and advocacy, it can be demn these steps taken by
government that its intention was to seriously auits role in the sector. Government
went further and ‘stopped HakiElimu from represegtiTEN/MET in the BEDC
Technical Working Group (although TEN/MET had edéetHakiElimu for this position)
and tried to prevent the CSO from attending thedatlan Sector Review’ (Haggerty,

2007, p. 81)quoting HakiElimu, 2007.

Expressing its dissatisfaction at government'sateya of HakiElimu, as TEN/MET’s
chosen representative at the Education Sector ReVTIEN/MET representing 96 CSOs
asserted that: ‘We hold to the principle that ceatiety should be able to choose its own
representatives’ and insisting that it felt thatS@s should be able to choose
independently who could best represent their istetdHaggerty (2007, p. 84.) quoting
TEN/MET (2006).This experience reveals both thengtability of CSOs in the face of
hostility from government where government can dt do away with any CSOs it

deems working against its interest. However, at shme time TEN/METS role of
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standing by HakiElimu highlights the importancesofidarity among CSOs in the face of
hostility from government directed against a memblethe CSOs. Since tension and
animosity characterises government and CSOs refatib is not known if Malawian

CSOs in the sector experience the same henceutthe st

CSOs felt that donors exerted a lot of influenceahie sector. This was shown by the
eventual relenting by government which saw Hakiblimnd TEN/MET attending
subsequent national sector review. This followedal®’ expressed dissatisfaction that
TEN/MET decided to boycott the sector review megdim solidarity with HakiElimu.
Donors considered TEN/MET ‘role and input into fhv@cess essential for legitimizing
the event. Haggerty (2007) reported that informantber study and as suggested by
Mercer, 2002 in Mundy et al. (2008)were of the vidvat Tanzania listened more to

donors than the internal policy actors.

Similarly some CSOs in Mali were of the view thaindrs exerted a large influence in
the education sector and that donors had actuaposed their education sector Plan
(PRODEC) on Mali. In their view the PRODEC was dynp replica of ten year
education plans existing in other African countrsegh as Burkina Faso, Senegal and
Niger. This was due to the degree of consistendliersector strategies from one country
to another such as ‘decentralisation, reducingcdrdral government role in education,
introducing double-shifting and multi-grade classns and giving priority to in-service
over pre-service teacher education’ (Samoff, 1988dan Cherry, 2007, p. 104). Such

consistency in strategies across countries lerids @& credence to the view that the ten
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year education plans mentioned are heavily dorfreénced and are less of home grown
policies (Samoff, 1999 as cited in Cherry, 2007ndrs exert such influence through
various ways and for Mali, the World Bank for insta influenced education policy
development through provision or withholding ofaesces alongside provision of advice

(Cherry, 2007).

CSOs in Tanzania were also of the view that goventmesponded better when nudging
from them was accompanied by media or pressure a&mgnfrom the public. Thus
Haggerty (2007) reported that TEN/MET’s use of itinedia or external bodies especially
donor communities to exert pressure on governmenea useful. According to Cherry
(2007) INGOs in Mali felt that the education systess not benefiting from experiences
of local NGOs at grassroots because they do nat hastrong presence at national level
where government decision making processes ocauldCCSCQBE be using similar

strategies to get government adopt its policy posst

2.7 Challenges civil society organisations encoumtas they participate in education
policy process

Being partners with government at the policy tab&s brought with it a number of

challenges for CSOs. Literature establishes that pblicy table has some inbuilt

institutional limitations that tend to constrairetiperformance of CSOs. First, while

comparing participation of CSOs in PRSPs betweeland and Malawi, Gaynor (2008)

asserted two key institutional constraints to parétion. One was that CSOs did not

have equal access to policy table with some CSQsgbgreferred to others. This
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experience was also reported by Lister and Nyanmagé2003) where CSOs who were
known to be disadvantaged by proposed policieshose who were opposed to them
were not invited to the policy formulation procesEhis constraint was further
compounded by the ambiguity regarding the rules pratedures inside the policy

process often leaving CSOs ignorant of the same.

The second challenge is that government is nanisg to CSOs especially the local
grassroots without connections with internationaG®s (INGOs) or development
partners. The experiences of civil societies iniN@herry & Mundy, 2007) and Kenya
(Sivasubramaniam & Mundy, 2007)have shown thatndegranted a seat at the policy
table and participating in the meetings is notsame as having an impact on education
policy. Thus, Evans and Ngalwea, (2001) and Mer803) cited in Haggerty (2007)
reported how government would claim to have reakiged considered the input from
CSOs and yet completely ignore it in its adoptecisiens. Similar results were reported
by Cherry (2007), where a group of CSOs dissatsfigth their involvement in the
policy process asserted that ‘their contributiorsravnot reflected in the final policy
choices’ because the ‘process itself undermineid dffective participation’. Apparently
governments are reluctant to embrace stakeholg@sspectives when deciding on
policy. Motala and Sookrajh, Gopal, & Maharaj (agea inDunne, Akyeampong, &
Humphreys2007, p. 6 ) asserted that the realisafiguolicy intentions was dependent to
some degree on the inclusion of local stakeholdgmsispectives during policy
formulation process, however such perspectives welgom taken into consideration.

Although it is acknowledged that participation a@filcsociety in policy formulation at
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national level is important based on the understandf partnership, equal participation
in decision-making and responsibility, civil sogias however not always taken as an
equal partner. In her study Cherry (2007) found d@Os with strong international ties
exerted large influence on the quality of partitipa unlike grassroots NGOSs.
Government was more willing to listen to NGOs witternational ties than the local and

grassroots NGOs.

Intransigence of government policy actors provetday@ther formidable challenge faced
by CSOs at the policy table. Cherry (2007, pp. 108) found that government comes to
the policy table with pre-existing ideas, influeddsy the PTFs(donors) about where and
how it wants CSOs to participate. Effectively whiasis meant was that despite holding
discussions with the CSOs, government had alreadgeenup its mind on the policy
issues. Often the position adopted by governmerst ovee that was in tandem with the
demand of the donor community and CSOs that wergood books with government.
Thus government would not shift from its policy pim® despite input coming from
CSOs that contradicted policy position of governt&milarly, Jansen (2003) asserted
that having a seat on the policy table was applgremrely for politics of participation,
simply rubber-stamping governments’ own positiontio@ policy issue at hand thereby
legitimating it in the eyes of the donors or depahent partners. Since government was
not keen on having CSOs to influence policy, itdesh to restrict the number of seats
allocated to it at the policy table. Thus Cherr§Q2) reported that there were fewer seats
released for them at the policy table such thaénewvhere they(CSOs) were accorded a

seat at the policy table, their presence at suca Was simply that of legitimation.
50



Kadzamira & Rose (2003) asserted that, using pi®jehich they fund and implement in
the sector, donors continue to exert a lot of erfice on education policy in Malawi.
Ministry of Education is antagonistic towards NG@odlvement in policy making and
does not generally consult its stakeholders whichude NGOs, teachers, parents, local
communities, and local leaders during the policymfiglation process Kadzamira &

Kunje (2002).

The third challenge was recurrent tension thatueadly characterised the relations
between the CSOs and government which consequeatiyto civil society voices being
side-lined from the policy choices being made byegoment (Mundy et al., 2008).
Haggerty(2007) reported of a situation when one NGBS barred from attending policy
table meetings because it published in the mediaareh findings which government
deemed was in bad taste. In another situation, rgavent side-lined key NGOs from
participating in a national education sector reviemd instead invited smaller NGOs.
While side-lining occurred in Tanzania as reporbgdHaggerty (2007), the voice of
TEN/MET was however acknowledged by governmentdariyg credited. To achieve this
TEN/MET used participatory methodology in its demms making process which
facilitated inclusiveness and ensured that eachsC&@ice was heard and represented at

policy table. But this appears not to be the norexglerience of many CSOs.

On the other hand, Kornsweig et al. (2006) citedGourt et al., 2006) reported that
although political factors posed as a challengeG80Os to influence policy, the most

critical factors related to CSOs themselves. Theskided lack of sufficient capacity,
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lack of funds and limited understanding about thkcyg process by members of CSOs.
Tomlinson & Macpherson(2007) corroborated thesdifigs by citing CSOs’ lack of
capacity(information, skills, ability in advocacgdinadequate resources) to advocate for
policy issues. Tomlinson & Macpherson (2007) furtheported that CSOs’ advocacy
role was an imposition on them by donors and dael of coordination among CSOs as
CSOs’ key challenges. The study however is of tieev\that lack of political will by
government is the major challenge. Had governmgensiinely accepted CSOs as policy
partners, they would have provided for capacityding of CSOs to facilitate their work

in the sector.

Similar challenges beset local NGOs in Mali wher@®& lacked capacity in national
level policy design, policy analysis, advocacy asllwas poor collaboration and
communication and weak links to the communitiesytharport to represent (Cherry,
2007). All these challenges impeded the qualitythadir participation in the policy
process and raised doubts over claims of theiesgmtativeness in policy process. It was
also reported that the policy process was not dpe@SOs engagement and policy
makers doubted credibility of CSOs’ evidence brdughpolicy table for discussions

(Kornsweig, et al 2006, cited in Court et al., 2D06

The fourth challenge had to do with operationagisouality participation’ which would
result into influencing policy. Cherry (2007) fourtlat quality participation meant

different things to different actors. Accordingher, quality participation is not only the
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ability of CSOs to influence policy but also thedyvparticipatory processes themselves”

operate.

From the reviewed literature, it can be seen tHaOE involvement in policy process is
beset with a number of challenges. For Malawi,ghedimited literature on the types of
challenges that CSOs in education sector face dinee role shifted from service
providers to partners especially in policy formidat This study therefore intended to
explore and document what challenges if any exisng their participation in the policy

process.

2.8 Conclusion

Reviewed literature has shown that CSOs in a nurmbAfrican countries seem to have
been accepted as partners in the formulation, im@hation and monitoring of
educational plans and policies in response to @9® Dakar declaration. However, there
are still issues with regard to how they accesspttieey table and policy structures in
which they are represented. Reviewed literatureéasaled that CSOs determine neither
rules nor procedures governing their access topibleey table nor level of policy
structure to participate at. While there is no c¢stesicy in type of policy structures
accessed by CSOs, there seems to be a generahpattBat policy structures accessed
are those where policy decision making is not démenost countries in the reviewed
literature, CSOs were mainly represented in strestthat had less influence on the final

decision of the policy. Further, their main formin¥olvement wasonsultationwhose
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outcomes are non-binding on governments and acuprth Arnstein’s ladder of

participationconsultationis not classified as full participation.

The reviewed literature for this study shows thamsultations, however ineffectual in
influencing policy constitute the main form of CS@s/olvement at the policy table.
Literature also indicated that CSOs carry out nedeto inform policy dialogue and use
evidence-based advocacy albeit on a limited scadpitk its effectiveness in influencing
policy. Their limited capacity in policy analysspmmunicating policy issues and failure
to do independent research continues to limit C8fiitacy to influence policy.
Literature has also revealed a number of challerigas continue to beset efforts to
influence policy at a national level. These inclaaemosity and mistrust between CSOs
and government policy actors, poor financial stati€SOs now that DPs have largely
stopped funding projects and have gone to SWAp pooding. Other challenges
included poor relations and lack of collaboratiomoag CSOs that sit at the policy table
which governments exploit to undermine their inflae in the sector. Further, besides
DPs exerting a lot of influence that chokes out @#Os' voice in the sector, limited
understanding of the policy process by CSOs has radgatively impacted their role in

the sector.

Malawi government seem to have embraced the woi®SfDs in the education sector.
The sector has introduced SWAp and both NESP (2@0@) (GoM, 2009) have
provisions for CSOs. However, both these policyuoents have not situated CSOs as a

partner at the policy table in sync with the Dai000) declaration but rather as service
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providers and monitors despite the fact that theApWstitutionalising guidelines have
situated the CSOs in its SWAP structures and aedefitem as partners in the policy
formulation process. Prior to the SWAp, CSOs intd with government and DPs in
the policy process on an ad hoc basis. Currematitee shows that CSOs activities have
shifted from advocacy in 2002 two years after goment’'s signing of the 2000 Dakar
declarations to more of service delivery. In adudifisince 2007 to date, there has been
no study known by the researcher, to document G8®@s are participating through the
SWAp structures as ‘partners’ at the national @oltable as set by the Dakar
Conference. This study purports to document thaeahcctivities that constitute CSOS'
participation at thenational [for emphasis] policy table. As the literature imv has
shown, CSOs have formidable challenge in influegceducation policy in other
countries where such studies have been condudtesl.still not yet clear how much
leverage CSOs in Malawi have in influencing eduratpolicies. The study also
documented what CSOs experience has been as tngdptheir highly contentious role
as watchdog roles, a role that is expressly pravidethem in both NESP and ESIP. One
of the major challenges facing CSOs in the sectomfthe literature reviewed is
animosity and mistrust between the CSOs and govamhmolicy actors. For Malawi,
there is limited literature on the types of chajjes that CSOs in the education sector
face especially in policy formulation. This studgetefore intends to explore and

document what challenges if any exist during tpanticipation in the policy process.

The third chapter describes the research desigthomelogy, data collection, data

analysis and ethical considerations.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.0 Chapter overview

This chapter describes what was done in order tleatothe data for answering the
research questions pursued in the study. Spetyficdhe chapter provides the
methodology, study design, sampling of participartata collection methods, data

analysis and, finally, ethical considerations.

3.1Methodology

This is a qualitative study whose aim was to gaimegper understanding of the
participation of CSOs during policy process in th@ucation sector in Malawi. A
gualitative approach was chosen because the sttelydied to use people’s opinions and
experiences through one to one interviews with ifipekey informants involved in
education policy process to answer the questiofhoiv CSOs were involved in the
policy process”. Hancock (2002) stated that qualgaresearch seeks to answer why,
how and in what way questions and that it is alsecerned with opinions, experiences
and feeling of individuals and seeks informatioonir specific groups or sub groups of

people through interviews. This was achieved bydoeting in-depth interviews with key
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informants from government, civil society organisas and development partners and

also by documents review.

This study chose in-depth interview as a way ofectihg data because policy process as
a political activity is a highly contentious activinvolving expressions of emotions and
that is best explored through use of an interviéw.his defence for choice of an
interview, Denscombe, (2003,p. 165) argued thata“ifesearcher wants to investigate
emotions, experiences and feelings rather than stoght forward factual matters ,then
he or she may be justified in preferring intervietes the use of questionnaires”.
Secondly, as Denscombe (2003, p.165) said, intesvage also best suited for obtaining
data based on sensitive issues that may requirefutahandling and perhaps some
coaxing in order to get the informant to be oped honest’ and also for obtaining data
based on ‘privileged information from key players the field” whose privileged
information is invaluable to the investigation. &n policy process may involve
discussing very sensitive issues in formulatingiqees, this study felt that in-depth
interviews were appropriate because they lend thems naturally suitable for getting

such data from key informants.

Specifically, this study used semi-structured ipitieinterview guide. In this type of
interview, the interviewer has a ‘clear list ofuss to be addressed and questions to be
answered’ (Denscombe, 2003, p.167).However, treniwee is free to originate and
expand his/her own ideas and speak freely and mwately on issues raised by the

researcher in an open- ended and more elaborateltwass the considered view in this
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study as described by Denscombe (2003) that exgl@articipation of actors in a highly
contentious process, it was extremely important tspondents ought not feel curtailed
or bounded by the questions nor the provided atamm issues to speak from rather,
drawing on their own experience of the processllosvad to explore unfettered, those

issues they perceived important and of interetém and in a manner they deemed fit.

This study considered that it was not right foriudual respondents to be hedged in by
group effect hence the choice of the one to one iaterview. Furthermore, this type of
interview had other advantages such as ease wiithwh arrange such interviews and
ease of locating views with specific actors. Howegwecording to Denscombe (2003),
one disadvantage of the one to one semi-structiatedviews is that the quality of the
data may be compromised. This would occur in dinatwhere the interviewee may
wish to ‘fulfil the perceived researcher’'s expeictas” because he/she knows the
researcher. In order to mitigate these effects, rdsearcher took on characteristics
described by Denscombe, (2003), thus, was ‘potite@unctual, receptive and neutral, in
order to encourage the right climate for an inemae to feel comfortable and provide
honest answers’. The researcher also assuredttei@wees that their identities would

be concealed by use of codes when reporting oustistg the results in the thesis.

3.1.2 Research Design
This study is a phenomenological study. Phenomeag lbe a situation, experience or
concept (Hancock, 2002). In this study, the phemaméeing studied was the

participation as experienced by policy actors, teereferred to as key informants, during
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policy process. The study aimed to understand e ikformants’ ‘perception or
meanings, attitudes and beliefs, feelings and emsti(Denscombe, 2003) as they
‘participate’ in the policy process. Arstein’s laddof participation as the conceptual
framework was used to understand or explain CS@gipation based on data collected
through in-depth interviews with key informants wkeere mainly policy actors at
national level within the education sector in Malasccording to (Miles & Huberman,
1994) quoted in Maxwell (2008) a conceptual framdwexplains, either graphically or
in narrative form, the main things to be studiedohican be key factors, concepts, or
variables’. From the ladder of participation thesariables included manipulation,
therapy, informing, consultation, placation, parthg, delegated power and citizen
control. These variables constituted the various$oof engagement stakeholders would

undertake in the course of their involvement ingbécy process in the sector.

3.2 Sampling

The targeted population were persons in organisatioat participate in education sector
policy process at national level particularly thog®t sit in the decision-making
structures such as ESWG and TWG in MOEST. Thessistex of key policy makers in
MOEST, Ministry of Planning, Development and Coapen, Donor and bi-lateral
development partners, local NGOs and INGO, anccivie society coalition for quality
basic education (CSCQBE) because it has a sedieaEEWG and select member
organisations of CSCQBE which are service providansl those that are largely
advocacy organisations. Finally, the Parliament@pmmittee on Education was also

targeted because civil society particularly CSC@BIgages with it annually and it is an
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important organ within legislature that engageshwetlucation bills before they are

passed in Parliament. In total 27 informants weterviewed as summarized in Table

3.1.Purposeful and snowballing sampling techniquese used in this study.

For

instance, the principal secretary was purposeksglgcted because he sits in the ESWG

and MoEST management body while the directorslafiedctorates in MOEST sit in one

or two of the various TWGs and also on the ESW®esE directorates included Basic

Education, Teacher Education and Training, Spebiaeds Education, Policy and

Planning in the MOEST and Monitoring and Evaluatidie key policy maker in

Directorate of Planning in Ministry of Planning, @opment and Cooperation was also

purposefully targeted.

Table 3.1 Summary of number of Key Informants, Catgory and their Institutions

Informants | Categor Institutions/Informar
No.
1 Principal Secretar| MOEST
(Ministry of Education,
Science and
Technology(MoEST))
5 Directors (MoEST Directorate of Special Needs Education; Directo
of Basic Education; Directorate of Teacher
Education and Development; Directorate |of
Monitoring and Evaluation
2 Officers Directorate of Policy and Planning (MOEST
Ministry of Planning, Development and
Cooperatioh
6 Development Partne DfiD, UNICEF, USAID, JICA,GTZ and CID/
1 Chairperso Parliamentary Committee on Educa
10 Civil society Organisatior | CSCQBE,
ACEM,TUM,CARE,LINK,ISAMA,PLAN Mw,
Action Aid, FAWEMA,CRECCOM( piloting)
1 International No- | OXFAM
Governmental
Organisation
1 Others(Former Directol Policy and Planning (MoEST) (pilotin
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Other key institutions purposefully selected inélddDevelopment Partners including
Department for International Development (DFID), s@kschaftfir Technische
Zusammenarbeit(GTZ), Canadian International Develp Agency(CIDA), Japan
International Cooperation Agency(JICA), United a8 International Children’s Fund
(UNICEF) and United States Agency for Internatiobsvelopment(USAID) because
these do not only sit at the ESWG and TWG but sareee also instrumental in the
formulation of the CSCQBE and activities of somember organizations of CSCQBE.
Other organisations such as CARE, Forum for Advarece of Women Educators in
Malawi (FAWEMA), OXFAM and Action Aid were purposdgfy sampled because they
were involved in the formulation of girls’ readmms policy. Others included
organizations that currently sit in any of the pyplstructures in the MOEST including
members of CSCQBE such as Association of Chridddacators of Malawi (ACEM)
and Teachers’ Union of Malawi (TUM) and PLAN Malawnowball sampling was used
to get names of CSOs who the selected intervieedeshould also be interviewed to
gain further insights into the policy process. Th&SOs included Independent Schools
Association of Malawi (ISAMA) and LINK for CommurnitDevelopment which were

suggested by MOEST and USAID respectively.

3.4 Data Collection

The qualitative data for this study was collectbrbtigh in-depth interviews with key
informants and through document review of natidbdiication Sector Plan and related
implementation documents such as ESIP(2009-20&8garch study reports and articles

in newspapers. Such literature was mainly educailan (NESP, 2009); research report
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by LINK on direct support to schools and anothetWICEF on access to education by
girls. Key informants in this case were managenegin in NGOs, INGOs, management
staff in all the sampled Directorates of variousnistries, and the chairperson of

parliamentary committee on education listed Table 3

3.4.1 Interviews with Key Informants

All interviews except one were conducted in Lilorggwhe Capital City because most
policy actors involved in national policy procesere located in the capital city. This
made it easy to access the informants. Only orenrdnt was interviewed in Zomba.
Initially, the researcher had purported to stathv@SOs, then development partners and
finally ministry policy actors to triangulate thesults but this plan changed. The change
occurred because appointments for interviews caatdneatly fit in the plan and so the
researcher conducted interviews with all informaorisan ‘is available’ basis since their
availability would not be guaranteed. Informantsnir Ministry of Finance could not be
reached because they were busy with preparatianshé national budget sitting of

Parliament.

Each interview lasted an average of two hours. ififtemants were given all freedom to
talk about the issues raised by the research guestiHowever, their descriptions
attracted the need for more probing hence intervievere characterised by a lot of
probing by the researcher to get to the bottonssdies raised by the informants. In one
case only was the interview shortened to abouthmng because the informant had to

attend to other scheduled affairs. All other infants were benevolent and accorded the
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interviewer all the time, in some cases breakingnicutes in between the interview to
attend to office telephone calls but these werg ¥&w. Only one interview with a key
informant from donor community failed even afteplaysical follow up on an earlier

request made in writing.

Additionally, for purposes of triangulation of datthe study used three types of
informants: government (ministry policy actors)yvd®pment partners and civil society
policy actors. The data obtained from civil societas checked against information
obtained from government and development partn&ss was possible because
according to the protocols, informants from botlveyoment and development partners
were answering the same questions while as thos¢h@nCSOs had very similar
guestions to those answered by government and aj@weht partners. For instance a
qguestion of civil society protocol would be askiftgow do you?’ while that on

development partners and government would be asKkmagv do civil society?’

According to Creswell (2009) data triangulation aa important way to establish
convergence of information and perspectives of rménts. This was particularly

imperative since data was obtained through orahigws.

In some cases knowledge lapses were obvious bedhaspersons involved in the
process had either moved on or were deceased. G&0@8, p. 173), commenting on
the ease with which to find actors in the policggass involved in the PRSP stated that it
is very difficult to find such actors because themposition and level of involvement of

participants varied significantly’ and that ‘accdesstate actors proved very difficult’.
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Fortunately, in the present study the suggestedoperas informants from two CSOs

were found and interviewed.

3.4.2 Institutional documents

Other forms of data to augment primary sourcesuged information from documents, a
rich source of information and perceived as authtive since they are written by
professionals’ therefore credible, objective andtufal (Denscombe, 2003).Documents
have several advantages as source of informatimy ahe researcher to access the
language and words of participants; representsttatas assumed to be thoughtful; is an
unobtrusive form of data collection and can be itgaaccessed by the researcher and
finally it saves the researcher time and expensetrafscribing data (Creswell,
2009).However, Creswell (2009) warns the researcimebeing naive to assume that
documents may be as objective or credible as esgdutnce the need to be wary and

critical when reviewing documents for research pegs.

This study used the following documents NESP (20B®IP (2009-2013), PIF, MGDS
Report (2009), The Country Status Report (2009)abse these are key policy
documents that define the course of action in egwtasector. The MGDS and the
Constitution for the country were also consultedawse they define broader policy
issues that have a bearing on education. For iostdahe republican constitution
prescribes who should make policy. Other documerdsided study reports by LINK
community development, ACEM and UNICEF on spediésearch that they conducted

and informed some education policy such as diregpasrt to schools and girls’
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readmission policy from MoEST. Additionally, twokéheses one by Cherry (2007) and
another by Haggerty (2007) plus others referreid lderature review were consulted for

the study.

The study found it very difficult to access recomfsproceedings of the ESWG, TWG
and one to one meetings between DPs chair, ACEMKLa&nd MoEST that had a
bearing on some policy issues for instance the IRdaadship Allowance, and Direct
Support to Schools. These were confidential mdtana not for public consumption.
These documents would have helped to ascertaininpat from CSOs had indeed
informed policy. However, in the absence of suclcutieentation, triangulation of
statements among the three types of informantsdvgivke credence to claims by CSOs

to have informed respective policy.

3.5 Data Management Procedures

Data from interviews with key informants were authped. The audio-taped interviews
were transcribed. Once transcribed, data was chetck&lentify emerging gaps or lack

of clarity. Data from documents, in the form of ghootes, comments, and summaries
were also typed, indicating source, to have antreleic copy and again stored as

transcribed audio-taped data.

Interview short notes were made in a hard copy hogkrevent loss of loose sheets and
typed to have an electronic copy of the same. alhdvas stored according to date, place

of interview, interviewee (coded) and type of orgation (government, NGOs or
65



Development partner or Parliament). Data from inewees was accordingly labelled

primary and that from documents as secondary (Gigs2009).

3.6 Data Analysis

Data was arranged according to type of organisatdrl society, government, and
INGO and DPs. All informants were coded thus: MoESfbrmants (M1, M2...), civil
society organisations as (C1, C2 ...) and developrmparthers as (DP1, DP2....) where
the number represents the chronological order tefviewing the informant among that
category. The coding process facilitated the &g which is the generation of themes
for analysis Creswell (2009). The task involved megting sentences or indeed
paragraphs into categories and labelling thesegoags according to emergent issues
and themes with a term following the language usethe respondents in the transcribed
data. In order to get a gist of the informatiore transcribed data was read and re-read
and thoughts, questions and underlying meaningse waitten down to create sub

themes.

This study used research questions to form the ii@mes. Thus all responses to the
same research question were under one theme ftanags participation in policy
formulation. However, these responses were fuhédivided according to category of
informant whether the responses were from civiliedgc government or development
partners. Under each category of informant foransé under the theme preparation to
attend policy table meetings, emergent issues léke invitations, delayed or lack of

access to key documentation relevant to dialoguee weted and coded. Most cited
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issues were noted as major concerns among theypdtors from the three categories
and constituted sub themes to be subjected toefudhalysis. Less recurring issues

among the informants were just noted.

These themes and subthemes eventually constitieedhgjor headings in the findings
sections of the research. According to Creswel0@0these should display multiple
perspectives from individuals and be supported bserde quotations and specific
evidence as portrayed by the data. Subsequendgtadled discussion of the themes and
sub themes using the available data and literataseprovided. In this regard, an attempt
was made to describe the nuances of policy pranesgucation sector in Malawi based
on the available information as a qualitative narea Finally, the data was interpreted by
asking questions like “what were the lessons lai##hi¢lincoln & Guba, 1985 cited in
Creswell, 2009).Such interpretation was derivednfi@ comparison of the findings with
information gleaned from the literature or theoaesl documents. According to Creswell
(2009) study findings either confirm past findingsdiverge from it. These are reflected

in the conclusions and recommendations sectiottg®study.

3.7 Trustworthiness of the study and ethical Issues

Trustworthiness is about ensuring that others densihe findings of the research or
decisions arising from the same worth taking acta@finThis can only be achieved by
ensuring that the findings are neutral. Accordind.incoln and Guba cited in Babbie &
Mouton (2006), trustworthiness in qualitative resba based on the notions of

objectivity is the key criterion or principle of gd qualitative research.
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To make sure that the study is trustworthy the ystadapted some of the issues and
aspects of a similar study by Cherry (2007) during development of the protocols.
Cherry (2007) studied participation of CSOs in ediom policy formulation and
implementation in Mali. Some issues and aspectpasficipation raised in related
literature on participation of CSOs in educatiotiggowere used to enrich the protocols.
For instance inclusion in the protocols issues mfoivement of CSOs in policy
formulation, implementation and monitoring and ewadilon and role of development
partners in capacity building CSOs. Further, tregriiments used for the semi-structured
interviews were first piloted on two types of infeants: ministry policy actor and one of
the active CSOs in the education sector. The expesi from both informants helped to
confirm that the protocols were able to generagitiiormation required for the study

and were adjusted accordingly.

Ethics is about what is right or wrong and thisasitext dependent (Babbie & Mouton,
2006). Hence a social researcher must adhere to iwhmoral in the course of doing
research. For this study, the researcher did notide the participants of research by
explaining fully to them the objectives and purpo$¢he study and sought their consent
to participate in the study before involving them interviews. The researcher also
ensured that the questions in the study were framedch a way as to respect the views
of the participants and not to harm them psychaokatyi, emotionally and physically. The
participants were assured that all the informatioren by them would be treated with
strict confidentially and that no source of anyomfation given would be disclosed

without their consent and in this regard to enamenymity, no names of respondents
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were used. The participants were also informedtti@information collected from them
would be used solely for academic purposes. Peionissas also sought from the
participants to tape record the interviews aftgpl@xing why it is necessary to do so.
The interviews were conducted at a time and magtlyin their premises of work except
for one informant from MoEST whose interview todlage in another town away from

their place of work but of their own choice.

3.8 Chapter summary

This is a qualitative study. It used a phenomeriolgstudy design. Key informants
were selected through purposeful sampling and sabivwl. A semi-structured interview
guide was used to obtain data. Data was analysadaiively to identify sub themes and

triangulation and document review helped to esthldonvergence of issues.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

4.0 Chapter Overview

The chapter presents the findings according tordsearch questions. The first part
presents findings on what documents state aboustthetures and secondly it presents
informants’ views on policy structures that exisidaheir functions. The second part
aims at exploring how CSOs are involved in the atlon policy making process. Thus
the section describes education policy making i sector and how the CSOs are
involved in the process. It also provides the viefishe policy actors about the policy
making process. The third part of the chapter plesianswers to the third research
guestion; about the views of the CSOs on theirigpdtion in the whole education
policy process. This section describes their viealsout policy formulation,
implementation and monitoring and evaluation. Finghe chapter presents answers to
the fourth research question, which was about ehgéls faced by CSOs in the policy

process.
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4.1 Representation of CSOs in the Policy Structures

The first research question was: How is the cidtisty represented in the policy
structure of the Ministry of Education, Science ded¢hnology? To answer this question,
the study turned first to key informants to mentibe policy structures and then how

CSOs are represented in the mentioned structures.

4.1.1 Policy structures in the sector
Some informants requested for an explanation oftwas meant by policy structures
while others did not. For instance typical respsnseuld be as follows:

(...) what do you mean by policy structures? (M4, D€39)

(...)You should explain, | just want to make surettharovide...the correct
answer to your questigqiMoEST Key informant, M1)

In contrast, other policy actors mentioned the gyoBtructures without difficulty. For
instance:

I think first and foremost, it is important to repoze the establishment of
education policy and planning department which Hags overall
responsibility of looking into issues to do withligg formulation, and
implementation. (...) there is what is called seetorking group (SWG),
which provides overall policy guidance. Under ittt are Technical
working groups (TWGSs) looking into specific aspeofstheir expertise
(...). (Key informant, civil sociefyC5)

We have, what we call technical committees, tedinworking groups

(TWGs) which comprise people from the government/gbe sector and
the civil society,...national steering committees pose government,

private sector and the civil society, ...sector wogkgroups (SWGs) where
all stakeholders meet which focuses more on pdicg then we have a
joint sector review which comes once every yearenhdonors and the
government and the civil society come togetheretaemw the progress in
education, that is also a policy foryiey informant, civil sociefyC1)
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Table 4.1 gives a summary of the policy struct@eseported by the various informants
categorised from commonly to least reported strestuThe table shows that many CSOs
are aware of the SWAp structures (ESWG, TWG and) $#le DPs appear to have had
knowledge of most of the structures reflected i tible. Not all key informants in the
ministry knew most of the policy structures besides SWAp structures. However,
according to the guidelines for the institutionatisn of the Sector Working Groups
(SWGSs), policy structures only include SWG, TWGsJ] &TFs(Malawi, 2008). Further,
according to the Terms of Reference (ToRs) develdygethe MOEST based on the same
guidelines and NESP (2009), the education sec®phly one ESWG, eight (TWGs, and
four STFs (see Annex 1). These findings show thatet are other additional policy

structures that were not in the initial guidelines.

Table 4.1: Summary of Policy structures mentioned yvarious informants

Policy structure Informants

Main

Education Sector Working Groud®P1, DP2, DP3, DP4, DP5, DP6, L1,
(ESWG), M1,M2,M3,M4,M7, C1,C2,C5,C7, C8 and

Technical Working Groups (TWGS), C1o0.

Systems Task Forces (STF)

Commonly mentioned

Management at Ministerial level M2,M6,C7and L1
Inter-ministerial committee M1,DP4,DP5 and DP6
Cabinet Committee on Education M1,DP5 and C8,
Development Partners DP2,DP3and C5

Parliamentary Committee on Education C5,C7and L1

Least mentioned

Education Sector Technical WorkingVl and C5

Committee

Management at Directorate level DP4 and C6
Directorate of Planning C5 and DP5
Office of the President and Cabinet M7
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What came out of the results was that informantsewavare of the SWAp policy
structures. However, there was a discrepancy onn#tare of STFs and number of
TWGs. While informants reported that STFs were daindriven and therefore not
permanent, the Annex shows these to be permanenttuses. Further, informants
reported nine TWGs and yet the Annex shows eighbtier finding was that not all
structures involved in policy making were reporteg each informant, with some
reporting more or much fewer than others. Of evesreminterest is the fact that
development partners were reported as a policyctsirei by some civil society and

government informants.

4.1.2 Representation of civil society on EWSG
Thus having established the policy structures theaist in the education sector,
informants answered the question: How is the atiety represented in the policy
structure of the MoOEST? All informants reportedresgntation of civil society operating
in the education sector in either, ESWG, TWG or §THor instance, two informants
reported that:

In all these structures from the technical workgn@up to the sector

working group, there is high participation of cisibciety organisations. In
all these [a representative of CSCQBE] sit in theta working group.

(CY)

The education sector working group which include thovernment,
development partners, the civil society even thizape sector,.....the
technical working groups are one level lower tHas $WG, ....and below
the technical working groups, we have what theysyatems task forces.(
DP6)
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Informants also reported that the ESWG replacedPtiiey and Planning Committee and
was now broad and varied, comprising of most kayels in the sector such as Secretary
for Education Science and Technology (SEST),ther afathe development partners,
principal secretaries and directors; developmentnpes such as UNESCO, DFID,
CIDA, GIlZ, UNICEF, and JICA, principal secretaries directors from other ministries
that have a stake in education such as MinistryFofance; Sports and Youth
Development; Gender, Child and Community Developimemd Economic Planning and
Development. The ESWG is chaired by the SEST ancheaed by the coordinator of

the development partners (M1, M2, M4, C5 and DPs).

According to the SWG's institutionalisation guideds, CSOs must be represented in the
ESWG: ‘participants in the ESWG should include eenrepresentatives from
Government, DPs, NGOs, and the private sector’ #alGovernment, 2008, p.6). The
guidelines outline that the SWG for education sestmuld comprise MOEST, University
of Malawi, Malawi Institute of Education, Nationklbrary services, Malawi National
Examinations Board, Scholarship Fund, Malawi Calesf Health Services, Mzuzu
University, National Resources College Trust, Umsitg Student Trust Fund and
University of Science and Technology. The develapniartners include ADB, CIDA,
DFID, GTZ/KfW, JICA, Dutch, UNICEF, USAID, World B&. The civil society
membership includes MACOHA, ACEM, ECM, Evangeligassociation of Malawi,

ISAMA, PRISAM, FAWEMA and Teachers Union of Malaamd CSCQBE.
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The results show that civil society is representedthe ESWG. Additionally, the
composition of the ESWG as reported by the informa@oncurs with that stipulated by

the guidelines since most organisations reportecdsaiprescribed by the guidelines.

4.1.2.1 Informants’ knowledge of roles of ESWG
As a follow-up question to the representation goastinformants were asked what they
do when they sit at the ESWG. In response to tlestipn, informants reported that the
ESWG was an overall committee responsible for @ftenrs and activities of the MOEST
and was thus responsible for policymaking, to mviend critique policy options
submitted to it by the TWGs and make recommendsatiorMOEST senior management.
It deals with issues from a technical point of viamd not from management point of
view and was therefore not supposed to be the &ntlority on policy in the sector. It
only recommends to senior management which ultimatakes the decision (M1, DP4,
and DP6). Informants also reported that the ESW@itows performance of the sector
through reviewing reports of implementation of Reogme of Works (PoW) submitted
to it by TWGs and through the annual Joint Educati®ector Review where
representatives of all policy actors including ksociety participate:

(... ) we have a Joint Sector Review which comes avesy year, where

donors and the government and the civil societyetogether to review

the progress in education..that is also a policy forum.@5)
According to the SWG’s institutionalisation guideds, the ESWG is the sector’s
management structure and a “forum for negotiatpmiicy dialogue, and agreement of

plans and undertakings among stakeholders at sétdoel” expressly for “harmonising
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sector policy development, planning, budgeting, caken, and monitoring and
evaluation” (Government of Malawi, 2008, p. 2 andlp Some of the specific activities
for the ESWG include:
> ‘guiding the effective coordination and implemeidatof sector strategies and
policies and ‘consolidate a medium term Sector t&gia Plan and annual
Programme of Work and budget’ which are ‘developea fully participatory
fashion, integrating NGOs, and other relevant dtalders in all sector planning
and budgeting efforts’(Government of Malawi, 20p87).
> ‘oversee the implementation of the sector’'s resu#nted M and E , and
reporting mechanisms to promote results orientezjramme implementation
across Government(Government of Malawi, 2008,p. 8).
» ‘enhance mutual accountability by initiating andj@mising Joint Sector Reviews

(JSRs) and managing all sectoral aspects of the $1G&nual Review'.

The Malawi NESP (2009, p. 8) has recognised thd faethe inclusion of civil society
as partners in education and ascribes among others following roles and
responsibilities to them: ‘assist in articulatingvgrnment policy to masses, monitor
government performance in provision of primary edion services, support the
provision of high quality primary education througbnstruction of buildings, provision
of services and adherence to standards set by mgjoeet and as watchdog of
government expenditure’. It is intriguing how psetsint the perception of civil society
organisations as service providers is in the raggibed to the CSOs in NESP (2009)

and in a sense contradicts some roles provide@&s in the SWAp institutionalisation
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guidelines (Government of Malawi, 2008, p. 2 and)p Restricting CSOs largely to that
of ‘users’ of policy and not ‘partners and co-deygrs’ of policy says a lot about their
positioning in the sector. This starkly contrastshwthe experience of TEN/MET in

Tanzania.

The results indicate that there is some degreemdistency in informants’ knowledge of
functions of the ESWG and its ToRs with respegbabicy formulation, monitoring and
evaluation even of the Programme of Works (PoWg, dmint sector review. However,
while the guidelines indicate that the ESWG is arerall management structure;
informants have relegated this function to senioanagement of ministry hence

restricting their role to that of being advisoryyon

4.1.3 Representation of civil society organisationsn TWGs
Similarly, the informants were asked: How is theilcsociety represented on TWGs in
the policy structure of the Ministry of Educatiddcience and Technology? In answer to
the question, informants reported that civil sociest represented on TWGs in that the
composition of the TWG on Teacher Education conegris
Development Assistance from People to People, Aaoe of Christian
Educators in Malawi, Teachers Union of Malawi amivgde universities
such as the Catholic Universiij4)
Informants also reported that the TWGs are of vayysizes and level of organisation
with some better organised and more active thaarsth

TWG on basic education is the biggest and most repllesented by civil

society (DP4).
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Informants also reported that there were 9 Techmicaking groups (TWG) and that
each TWG is chaired by a director in the respedtivectorate. The TWGs mentioned
included:
Basic education, Cross cutting issues such as GamdeHIV and AIDS,
Governance and management, Higher education, Fenalkc and E,
Communication, Teacher Education, and infrastrectaevelopment
(M2,M4)
Technical Working Groups are the main locus for ¢haél society organisations in the
sector. According to their ToRs, civil society madso be represented in TWGs and
STFs where together with government policy actol®yelopment partners and the
private sector ought to conduct technical consolat ‘to support the Education sector
and MoOEST. MoEST is the key implementing instituti in planning and
implementation of different sub sector policiesfattgies and are answerable to the
ESWG (Appendix E.). Table 4.2 gives a quick snamptsbhf the civil society
representation in the TWGs focussing on the CS@swilere interviewed in the present
study. From Table 4.2we can see that CSOs areepaesented in each of the 8 TWG as
stipulated by the guidelines. The CSOs are comletesent from TWG 7 and 8 on
infrastructure and management and governance r@sggc This may be due to CSOs
being allocated according to their specialisedvéygtin the sector as reflected by TUM
and ACEM. Some CSOs are represented in two TWGE wltiers are only represented
in one TWG. On the other hand ministry policy astquarticularly from the planning
directorate are represented in all the TWGs perh&gause policy making falls under

their jurisdiction. Development partners are gigesent in all the TWGs with some

appearing in more than four or five TWGs.

78



Table 4.2

Representation of CSOs, MoEST and developmentgrartn TWGs

No. | Policy Structure | Civil Society actor | Other MOEST actor Development partner
(TWG) , other actor

1 Basic Educatiol | CSCQBE, ISAM/ | Department of Teach: | USAID,

(DBE) Education and UNICEF,JICA,CIDA
[DfiD, co-chair] Development (DTED),

Directorate of Educatior

Planning (DEP)

2 Secondan ACEM,LEG,PRI¢ | Directorate of Educatio | USAID
Education AM Planning (DEP)

[JICA,co-chair]

3 Department o TUM, Directorate of Educatio | DfiD, USAID, JICA,
Teacher Development Aid | Planning (DEP) Glz
Education from People to
[CIDA,co-chair] | People(DAPP)

4 Tertiary Society of Directorate of Educatio | NORAD,WB
Education(DHE) | Accountants, Planning (DEP)

[AfDB,co-chair] | Nurses and
Midwives Council
of Malawi

5 Cross Cutting Montfort Collegt Directorate of Educatio | USAID,UNICEF,GIZ
Issues Planning(DEP) ,

[WfP,co-chair] Directorate of Special
Needs
Education(DSNE)

6 Quiality and CSCQBE, Privatt | DBE,DSNE,DTED,DEI| | USAID,CIDA,GIZ,
Standard Universities, LINK, | ,DHE UNICEF
[UNICEF,co- ISAMA, CERT
chair]

7 Infrastructur: - Directorate of Educatio | DfiD, WB, AfDB,
[GlZ,co-chair] Planning (DEP) JICA

8 Management an| - Directorate of Educatio | DfiD, WB,JICA

Governance
[USAID,co-
chair]

Planning (DEP)

Source: Adapted from Appendix E
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4.1.3.1 Informants’ knowledge of roles of TWG

As a follow-up question to the representation goastinformants were asked what they
do when they sit at the TWG. In response to thestipre, informants reported that TWGs
are spaces where stakeholders including CSOs amat @gencies participate and affect
the content and implementation of education pddicie

TWGs deliberate on the content and implementatibrthe education

policies and serve as advisory committees to thee@onent. Additionally,

TWGs also monitor policy implementation during dedy meetings

through reports presented by respective directarat®versee the
implementation of the PoW in the directorate, inmfoeducation policy
through evidence based decision making by promotipgortunity for

research and therefore annually come up with rebeagenda as part of
TWG implementation agenda, review policy text (iladk and white)

against policy in practice and resolve the gap)(

The responsibility of the technical working group ot really to make
decision, but to advise, to provide alternativeusohs and have adequate
discussion on an issue and then recommend to tMé@E®hich is the
highest level.( DP6)

Informants also reported that each TWG has funstigpecific to its subsector (DP4,
DP6, M1, M2, M3, and M4). For instance, TWG of Tieac Education is mandated to
conduct training for teachers, discusses policydssof student intake into teacher
training colleges such as 50:50 student intake TGs, mode of training for teachers
like Open and Distance Learning (ODL), recruitmerit supervisors for the ODL

programme and issues of access such as constrettmmary school teachers training
colleges (TTCs), and construction of ladies hosielsTTCs. Periodically it also

commissions research and receives research refoortastance the study on teacher

education and deployment by ACEM (M4,DPs).
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In contrast to the TWG on teacher education, soayarformants reported that the ToRs
for TWG on basic education include: discuss issueh as adult literacy, repetition and
teacher pupil ratios in primary school, primary aahpupil attainment levels e.g. on
Southern and Eastern Africa Consortium for Monitgri Educational Quality
(SACMEQ), discuss, review and critique concept papma prospective policies in the
sector e.g. repetition policy, operations of theecli support to schools for instance
whether or not primary schools should open schaoikbaccounts under the direct
support to schools policy(M2,C1). Despite such repon activity in the TWG, some
development partners lamented that deliberationghen TWG largely bordered on
reporting progress and not much on TWG being used &hink tank’ for the sector

(DP4).

According to ToRs of TWGs and STFs (Appendix D), &% contribute to
comprehensive subsector ‘Political, Economic, Tebtbgical and Social’ (PETS) and
‘strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and thré&8/OT) analysis of the subsectors.
They also ‘provide professional advice on developthereview of sub sector
policies/strategies and sub sector budgeting, ibané& to the monitoring and evaluation
of the sub sectors in key priority areas and esfablwith approval from SWAp
Technical committee, sub technical working groupgask forces on priority areas as
need may be’. Since these ToRs are generic, eacB T¥d to develop its own ToRs
specific to its directorate and this is reflectedtihe examples of the ToRs for basic

education and Teacher education and development.
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These findings show that the ToRs of the reporf&t5E on basic education and teacher
development are specific to their respective dmates. This is in compliance with the
specification in the guidelines that each TWG sHodevelop ToRs specific to its
directorate. Secondly, the activities also broadiynform to prescribed ToRs in
guidelines with respect to TWGs providing professicadvice to the ESWG on policy in

the sector through evaluation of the PoW, budgdtaaralysis of policy issues.

4.1.4 Representation of civil society organisatiorsn STFs

Similarly just like for the other policy structutebe informants were asked: How is the
civil society represented on STFs? In answer toqimestion, informants reported that
Systems Task Forces are made up of experts irethasite area, persons with practical
experience in the area but within education seatanay include technical persons from
other sectors. These structures have various catignssdepending on the need and
function they would be required to perform:

As it is always the case, taskforces will be neetteéddress specific
tasks, and to bring in their recommendations to Tteehnical Working
Groups. You can even enlist members from othepse¢M1)

These findings reveal a stark difference between ghidelines and what informants
reported with respect to existence of the STFs. |&/heporters indicated that such

structures were brought into being by demand, theéefjnes show standing structures.
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4.1.4.1 Informants’ knowledge of the roles of systéask forces

As a follow-up question to the representation goastinformants were asked what they
do when they sit at the STFs. In answer to the tqpressome informant revealed that
they were aware of some of the tasks forces. Rtatte:

..... because in the technical working groups iterswbscribed, and then,
there are several opinions to an issue, so you teeslystems task force to
dig around it, or maybe to develop papers and @oatmalysis and then
present the major outcomes to TWG.(DP6)

For example, a task force from TWG on teacher dtlutavas once created with the due
purpose of:

....... looking into the disparity between male dachale student teacher
intake into TTCs where the number of female stuslevds not equal to
that of male students in teacher training colledgspite several efforts by
the Ministry (M4).

According to the ToRs, the specific tasks of thd&=§include ‘synergise the work of all
key actors in the domain, contribute to the analgsispecific agreed issues and develop
roadmap leading to establishment of the domastesy and contribute to the monitoring

and evaluation of the domain system'.

From the findings, there seems to be consistentyganroRs as per guidelines and what

the STFs actually do particularly in conducting Igsia of issues and providing

recommendations to the TWG.
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4.2 Involvement of civil society in education poliz making process.

The second research question was: How is civilespdnvolved in Education Policy

making process? Informants responded that civiesporganisations are involved in the
policy making process through a number of ways Wwimclude generating policy issues,
agenda-setting, generating evidence to inform pptontributing towards development
of policy implementation guidelines, analysis ofippissues and development of policy
drafts, advocate for policy change, and contribiatepolicy dialogue during policy

making process in ESWG and TWG.

4.2.1 Generating policy issues/agenda setting
Informants reported that civil society generatedicgoissues to inform policy
development process from their everyday experieaoeslearning as they implement
projects in the education sector:
Those of us in the civil society may initiate soheg like a pilot initiative.
Through the benefits of that pilot initiative whicgovernment sees,

government may turn that into a poli¢1)

Some of these projects are under the auspiceseoMEST or development
partners:

You know, you could have a project out in Nsanjg G&Z or USAID, or

(...) and you know that out of that experiment catdedhe out a policy, like

the Direct Support to Schools is the World Bankiglesd intervention.

(M1)
Informants also reported that alternatively, csdiciety contributes to identification of

policy issues as they review education policy impated in the sector during annual

Joint Sector Reviews (DP3, DP4, DP5, M1, M2 and:M7)
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Annually, we always have a joint sector review inuny all the
stakeholders and in those cases issues come uprahdbly those are
some of the issues that are tasked to the technming group to do the
technical refining of them and then we form a pp(ioP4).
4.2.2 Generating evidence to inform development gilicy
Apart from generating policy issues, civil societlso generates evidence to inform
policy development. Informants reported that csdiciety generates evidence through
implementing demonstrative projects under the aespiof development partners
expressly to generate evidence to inform developrokanvisaged policy. In this regard
the funding agency worked very closely, throughtet project cycle, with the CSO that

was generating the evidence (DP4 and DP5):

We provide evidence that goes into the draft polasyadvisors we make
sure that all the issues are captured in the psliatement such that in the
drafting stage we facilitate it; we don’t write bwe read the draft each
time they [CSOs implementing donor funded interignjtwrite because
we are financing the projeCDP5)

Informants also reported that civil societies cayny research that provides evidence to
justify for development of a particular policy:

(...) we also have research as a strong programndethase of us that do
advocacy cannot do without research because résgares us evidence
from which we will be backing our proposals in pglishaping, policy
reviews.C1)

Apart from generating policy issues, civil societganisations also develop policy briefs
in collaboration with DPs from evidence generateainf demonstrative projects and

present it to respective TWGs or ESWG to informgyodiialogue (DP4 and DP5).

85



4.2.3 Contribute towards development of policy im@mentation guidelines

Once in a while policy in education sector comes akrective. When such a directive
occurs, the ministry would simply be required tovelep ‘policy’ implementation
guidelines (M1, M2, M3, M6, C1 and DP4):

Sometimes government simply imposes a policy on gbetor due to
donor pressure. For instance the conversion ofdist&ance education
centres offering education through the distanceariotb community day
secondary schools (CDSS) which was done againstdaice because a
donor was willing to bank roll the proces€1)

....the development of higher education was a geasial directive that
he[ President] wants five new universities builicB policies therefore do
not originate from TWGs or ESWG and therefore Mnyistarts working

from that end.DP4)

Other consultative forums may be organised by rrinishere civil society organisations
get involved outside the sector policy structurest @eeks input from its stakeholders on

how to implement the directive (M1, M2).

4.2.4 Analysis of policy issues and development@dlicy drafts
Informants reported that civil society also sitsSiiFs where they contribute towards
analysis of policy issues and come up with recondagons to TWGSs:

As it is always the case, taskforces will be neadeatidress specific tasks,

and (...) to bring in their recommendations to theG¥Yso its where you

can even go to outsiders (other sectors) to etinahpiece of work, so that
when it comes to the TWG level it's well cooked (.(M1)
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4.2.5 Advocate for policy change

CSOs are also involved in policy making by advawafior policy change. For instance,
at the time of writing the thesis civil society waslvocating for the adoption of
compulsory primary education (C5, M2). It does lsmtigh various forums such as the
Global Campaign for Education Week or through thedim (M2). Additionally, civil
society can advocate for policy change through nisetings as CSCQBE with
Parliamentary Committee on Education for instanceldbby for more budgetary
allocation to education (C5, M2, L). Besides, caakiety reported that it also lobbies for
more funding to education sector using evidenceaiobt from the annual budgetary

tracking conducted by the civil society coalitiar fjuality basic education.

4.2.6 Contribution to policy dialogue during policymaking process within TWGs
and ESWG

As members of the ESWG and TWGs, civil society gisaticipates in deliberating

concept papers brought to the policy table by timscfrom respective directorates.
Informants reported that once a policy issue han leliberated and adopted by the
TWG, the next phase of policy making is developnmad concept paper to inform the
development of requisite policy. Informants repdrteat the directorate is charged with
the mandate to develop the concept paper. The porpaper would be developed
singularly by a director or by such a person asgited by the director or else be
developed through consultations with colleague$iwitheir directorate in which case

civil society are not involved(M1,M2). Once devetal the concept paper is presented to
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middle management at directorate level for disamssind adoption. Once adopted, the

director presents the concept paper to the TW@Eigmussion and its input (M2).

Once satisfied with the extent of consultations gudlity of the resulting concept paper,
the TWG presents the concept paper back to managendirectorate level where it is
thoroughly scrutinised. Usually the director oregglted member of the directorate makes
the presentation to management meetings whichrezieed by principal secretaries (M1
and M2). All three principal secretaries in the sliry are sometimes in attendance
during such meetings. The concept paper is thaotighly scrutinised and if need be the
directorate is advised on necessary changes to due rto the concept paper. It is
afterwards submitted to the ESWG for its input. ©tite ESWG has adopted the concept
paper, it is recommended to senior management &3Vo After this point, civil society
organisations are institutionally excluded from thaicymaking process because the
structures involved do not have civil society agmhers but exclusively ministry policy

actors as will be described in the next subsection.

4.3 Policy making process using ministry managemestructures

The final stages of the policy making process lgrgeecur within education senior
management structures. This has been summarisedrigare 4.1 on p. 83. Although
this description does not dwell on the role of 880s in policy making, it is an
important phase in the policy making process andatestrates how institutionally the

CSOs are left out of the process.

88



Thus upon receipt of the concept paper as recomatiendfrom ESWG, the senior
management discusses it, making changes wheresagge®©nce approved by senior
management at MoEST, the concept paper is subntitteétie Minister of Education,
Science and Technology with clear explanationshaf ministry’s intention: that of
seeking the minister’s approval for the developmeiht new policy. If the minister
determines that the concept paper requires inpuat fsither government ministries, he or
she would request the responsible directorate nsudbother relevant ministries for their
input. After such consultations and the concepepdias been approved by the minister
it is then presented to the inter-ministerial comb@e comprising principal secretaries
from various ministries for approval. Once this coittee approves the concept paper it
is sent back to the originating directorate forelepment into a draft cabinet paper. This
cabinet paper is drafted by the concerned direteidracause it is believed that it is more
intimate with the issues and can therefore be naotieulate. At this point, the draft
cabinet paper is called ‘zero draft’. Accordingstume informants, due to its confidential
nature, the ‘zero draft’ is developed by one penssumally the director, deputy director or
indeed such person as delegated by the directisrthe ‘zero draft’ that is then passed on

to the Policy and Planning Directorate within MoESr ‘fine tuning'.
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Once the principal secretary signs off the zerdtditais submitted to a committee made
up of principal secretaries from all government istimes in the Office of the President
and Cabinet for further scrutiny to ensure comméaand avoid conflict with existing
policies in their respective various ministries.c®rhe principal secretaries are satisfied,
the ‘zero draft’ is passed on to the minister whespnts it to the cabinet committee on
education where it is again critiqued and recefuether input. The cabinet committee on
education then decides if the ‘cabinet paper’ sth@d on to the full cabinet for final
discussions and subsequent decision making andiadags policy. Depending on the
nature of the proposed policy, informants repotieat cabinet would decide that the
‘policy’ should go to parliament for deliberatiomda subsequent adoption as an Act of
parliament. While the described process was egdeidt be the normal one of policy
development, a senior policy maker in MoOoEST wasckjub admit that for various
reasons the process was not always adhered to:

But | must admit that there are times when some¢hefe stages are
skipped just for one reason or another just to nthkeys done quickly
(M1).

The foregoing description of policy making usingnietry management structures
reveals how the process institutionally ostracteesCSOs from patrticipating in the final
stages of the policy making process having involtresin at the start of the process. As
can be seen, the drafting of the policy does nailire CSOs and hence poses a danger of
including 'constructs' that CSOs have no knowledépput nor consented to their
inclusion. Section 4.4 describes the policy makimacess that does not include the CSOs

from the beginning to the end of the process.
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4.4 Policy making without any involvement of CSOs

Alternatively, policy can be development using MdEanagement structures alone
once an issue has been identified. The brief sumireow is given by a director and is a
typical example of such a path:

Then you do a concept paper through consultationt \wistrict
education managers, division education managers \aitdin the
directorate, and then afterwards once it is dooa,[gs directorate] table
it before management team to get input from semianagement; then it
(concept paper) goes to the Minister's office faput from all the
principal secretaries (PSs) in government [MoEST].;..and if it is
necessary that it goes to the cabinet, it has §s plarough the cabinet
committee on education which is a committee madefugp few cabinet
ministers that will discuss and agree if it is resagy for the concept
paper to go to full cabinet. The full cabinet caoless the paper and if it
agrees to it, the concept paper becomes polichovever, what was
required were just policy guidelines for implemagtia policy then the
final decision is taken by the honourable minigténere are no issues of
a legal nature to consider (...), otherwise she/hiergfer the paper to the
Ministry of Justice for vetting and their advicehd directorate then sends
the policy or guidelines to the people on the gtbtmimplement.12)

Another senior policy actor in the ministry reparthat the urgency of the matter usually
dictated ministry’s use of this route for policy kiray that effectively excludes CSOs.
Only structures within the ministry are consultedept when legal advice is sought that
another ministry is consulted before policy is madd implemented. Since civil society
come into the policy fray through the sector suoes, they are obviously left out. This
may have negative implications on the quality of policy made and also affect its

implementation.
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4.5  Views and perspectives of the civil society aagisations about their
participation in education policy process

To get the views and perspectives about the paaticin of CSOs in education policy

process, all informants were asked the followingsions: How do CSOs get to the

policy seat (both TWGs and ESWG)?; How do CSOs geeffor participation on the

policy seat and ensure that their contributions aredible?; How do informants

perceive the effectiveness of CSOs in the poligycess?; and finally How can CSOs

improve their participation in the policy process?

45.1 How CSOs get to the policy seat on ESWG aitvVG

When asked how the CSOs get to the policy seat, TAMG ESWG, all informants
reported that they have to get a formal invitatioreither a TWG or ESWG meeting.
Thus each member besides having a schedule for megtings has to get a formal

invitation (DP4, DP6, C1, C5, DP1, M2, M1, M4, M&)d C7)

The SWAP secretariat invites members to the ESWB4(DP6, and DP3) while the
directorates invite members to the TWG meetingdenalf of ministry. Generally all

informants reported that the invitation lettersalguinclude quarterly reports when they
are ready (DP4, M4) plus an agenda for the meelihg.informants reported four types
of criteria used for a CSO to be invited to membigref and participation in the ESWG
and the TWG, namely directors’ discretion, magreted work being implemented in the
sector, nature of work being implemented and relegaof CSO’s work in the sector to

the envisaged policy.
93



45.1.1 Directors’ discretion

All CSOs reported that the sanction to invite th&many of the policy structures was
solely that of the inviting agency be it the SWAgzetariat or indeed the director of any
respective directorate. This was confirmed by #sponse by one director in the MOEST:

This decision to involve in TWG other big NGOs tlaa¢ working on big
projects that we [as directorate], are implementiag part of our
programme of works was my own as director. Thidégsause in the
TWG, we are also looking at progress of impleméomatof our
programmes and other policy issues that come upa assult of
implementation. So you need people who are on thangl to tell you
what is happening, what is working and what is wotking. You can
only confirm when you go to the field. But if yoedve those people out
and you rely on CSCQBE, it may not be adequate... .e. rEpresentation
of these other CSOs on TWGs is not a formal onéhat of CSCQBE
although the intention is that at each and evergtmg you want to have
consistency in terms of representation, so these@nsistently appear as
part of the inviteegM2)

4.5.1.2 Magnitude of work being implemented inaec
Both government and civil society informants repdrthat the magnitude of work being
implemented by particular CSOs in the sector wiir for the invitation of CSOs. For
instance, although ACEM is a member of the CSCOBEEM still gets invited as a
separate entity because it runs a lot of schodlsarcountry (M2, DP1, and C7).
There are other meetings where we also invite ACBktause they are
responsible for so many schooals....... We have invitezin separate from the

CSCQBE because | personally felt if we said we h@®&CQBE it may not at
times represent the best interests of the othgeptaon the ground. (M2)
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4.5.1.3 Relevance to envisaged policy

The relevance of a CSO’s work to the envisagedcpolas another criterion for
invitation. For instance NGOs working in the ardéaligability in the sector were invited
to the policy table during development of the splecieeds education policy. Even
students of special needs from universities wevedd as potential beneficiaries of the
policy (M3). Again discretionary powers of a directre being brought to bear on the
choice of who among CSOs sits at the policy sémitatlependent on the ‘suitability * of
the respective NGOs in this case whether their waak deemed invaluable resource in
the policy process. It can be construed from hbeg tifferent CSOs sit at different

TWGs depending on the nature of policy being dgwedo

4.5.1.4 Nature of CSOs’ work in the sector

Another key criterion, as per informants’ repohattis used to invite CSOs to the policy
table was the nature of their work. Thus CSOs whiehe largely in advocacy work and
not implementing any projects were usually not tedito sit at the policy table. In the
words of one key policy maker at MOEST, such NGQ@seasimply noise makers and
critical of government without offering possibldwwimons (M2):

The CSOs are in two categories: one we would callenmakers and one
would not even listen to them and other very goodsowho help us
implement our programmes on the ground.(M2)

4.5.2 Constraints with getting to the policy seat
Informants reported two main issues in relatiogetting to the policy table, which were

agenda and the invitation:
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4.5.2.1 Agenda

While invitation letters for the scheduled poliapte meetings usually included quarterly
reports plus an agenda, it was generally agreedhgnmformants that agenda would not
be provided. Occasionally the agenda for a meetimgid be provided at the time of the
meeting (C11, C7) and new agenda items would atsesdhicited from members and
added at the start of a meeting (C11, C10). Furiharmants reported that one source
of agenda for such scheduled policy table meetiveys the weekly closed meetings held
between the chair of the DPs and SEST in the MoESVil society is not involved in

these meetings hence does not have the privilegmmitipating in setting the agenda
prior to such meetings at the policy table. This maplications on the quality and the

relevance of civil society contributions at theipplseat.

4.5.2.2 Constraints to being invited to the poBet

CSOs plus a few DPs reported some constraintsibg biavited’ to be able to sit at the
policy table. The first one was simply that of ‘no¢ing invited’ at all. A couple of
reasons were attributed to this failure. Informaefsorted that this would happen due to
poor record keeping at MOEST or due to high staffidver at MOEST. Consequently,
the incumbents charged with the task of invitingnmmers would not have the
information pertaining to which CSOs to invite. dther instances, it was due to loss of
email addresses of CSOs to be invited or simplabge the person charged with the task
to invite policy actors forgot to invite them due pressure of work (C1, M1, C5, and

DP3):
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.... the SWAP secretariat would forget to invite tBSOs to the TWG or ESWG
meetings. (DP3).

Some respondents further reported that sometim8§sGwvould be left out whenever
persons inviting the actors to the policy table hastakenly bunched them together with
CSCQBE (C1). When this happened, it was assumeddBE&Cvould represent the left
out CSOs. The other constraint was that of beinged at short notice or the invitation
coming after the meeting. Informants lamented lgigérs inviting CSOs and other policy
actors do not always arrive in good time. Sometifioessome TWG meetings, invited
members would be given very short notice may b&hast as just hours to the meeting as
reported below:

...... some of the key documents were sent a dayke.on the afternoon

for the meeting in the morning, so like for me Hhzhallenges to be able

to go through them and conceptualise and so on. ..because it was a

paper on the proposed policy on the reducing repetrates and then

there was the paper on the something on teachedg of conduct.......

umm yeah so those were like the major, like for td@chers’ code of
conduct we didn’t really go into the details ‘causest people hadn’t read

it and for the other one it was more less goingugh it and then
there was program of works for the yeah, Hies, tprobably for the
‘cause we're already which had not b&enlated.... (C7)

There was general agreement between DPs and C&0Oscttasionally notice for such
meetings would be as short as two to three dagyem a matter of few hours (C7, DP3,
C1, C10, and C5). This resulted in some CSOs tailon attend these meetings (C11).
Besides, such short notice also meant that CSO®tued policy actors would not have
adequate time to prepare for the meetings becapadg &om having the agenda,

invitation letters would also have quarterly orastheports attached (DP4).
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Informants reported that once a CSO had been ohvitevas left to their institution to
decide the person to represent them at the me@d@g M1, C5, DP3, DP4, and M7).
This resulted in different people from the samdituson sitting at the policy table. From
the coalition however, one key person always agdn(C5, M1, and M3). While this
would be good in terms of capacity building amorgmmbers within an institution, it was
however felt by informants that it had its own dbages. Particularly this challenge
emanated from the fact that there was very littlarisig of proceedings from the policy
table among persons from the CSOs that attendedpdfiey meetings with other
members from their respective institutions or irll&#em the coalition. Informants hence
reported lack of continuity of participation in nes of following through on issues
discussed at any particular meeting in the pagpeifsons sitting at the table keep
changing and do not share with others the procgedirom the meetings. Further,
informants also reported that this occurrence sairibts over true representativeness of
the members that attend the policy dialogue froenctbalition (C7, M2 and DP6):

| have my doubts with only one person from CSO esenting the CSO,
because they don't often meet and do not have &aném for sharing
whatever goes on here from the TWG...Because youwgetlto know that
they are sharing when you also get comments frdrargilayers from the
coalition (CSCQBE). But if you don’t get those coemts, it tells you

something...... | think currently there is not much consultatiostveeen

the members of the coalition and those who conteedWG. (M2)

4.5.3 How CSOs prepare to participate on the polictable
All informants were asked how CSOs prepared fortinge at the policy table. Several
ways were reported by the informants. These incductnsultation and preparation of

written submissions or notes for presentation alGTo¥ ESWG
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4.5.3.1 Consultation

Informants reported that once the agenda and sefmrthe next policy table discussions
had been received, they consulted members from dlagi institutions or those from the
coalition, (CSCQBE, C10). However, CSCQBE repottet holding such consultations
with its membership proved problematic due to theepat which government proceeds
with policy issues and lack of resources by the QBE secretariat. This was
corroborated by some DPs who reported that sincgt @80s were located outside the
capital city, Lilongwe, they could not meet fregtignto abreast each other of
proceedings from the two policy structures, develoypfied policy positions among
themselves but also to engage DPs due to inadeqestmurces (DP3).However,
informants reported that where meeting was notiplesghey solicited information from
each other through e-mails (C5). Where any forntarsultation failed, some CSOs
reported going to the policy table relying solely what they already knew at the time

(C11, C10, and C7).

4.5.3.2 Preparation of written submissions/notesofal contributions

Occasionally, when required to make submissiontheatpolicy table, some informants
reported preparing their submissions based on tepbevaluations of projects that they
had implemented (DP5) or research conducted. Oottier hand, organisations such as
CSCQBE that are not necessarily implementers ofepi® reported making their
submissions at each policy table discussion basedput from membership solicited via

emails, internal consultations within the secretiaaind from desk reviews (C5).
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CSOs that implemented projects but not requirednéke written submissions would
usually simply align lessons learned from theirjgets to the proposed agenda (C2, C3,
and C1). Other CSOs involved in research work f@irtadvocacy programs reported
that they drew on their research findings to deteemvhat could be valuable input into
the discussions according to the provided agendg (7). Besides making written
submissions, other CSOs like C7, reported that thayld go a step further and actually
bring persons involved in implementing a proje@tthad some bearing on the agenda to
the meeting. These persons would give first-haforamation on what was happening on

the ground (C7).

Although CSOs reported that they prepared fomgjton the policy table, policy makers
in the MOEST plus a few DPs reported some dissatigin with the quality of their
preparation. Some development partners even doubt€&0Os ever used research to
inform their positions on the policy table (DP3)hilé MOEST policy makers agreed that
some CSOs prepared along the agenda providedwiiseed such preparation provided
possible solutions to the issues raised in thedggéM1, M4, and M3). One key policy
maker wished CSOs consulted their constituencieste wnore thorough in their
preparation and desisted from looking at issuem fan individualistic and narrow-
minded way:

So if objectivity plays a greater role, perhapg’thaot the nature of the
work of civil societies, perhaps. Objectivity, loakit from all angles and
not only from personal individual angle, it's betiéhen there is an issue
to be discussed..... this person who is an expédrisimwn right consults,
you know like the CSCQBE we expect that they cdnsille
constituencies, the seventy or so ....... to say, isea@ issue what should
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be our stand, but if all other bodies simply saf tbe secretariat dealt
with that issue” and they make no opinion, not mypecbgress can be
made, that's the way | see ({M1)

Commenting on quality of their contribution on B8 WG, one DP also lamented:

Ah, | don't think they are very much prepared ahattmay be a problem
in that they come for the sector working group nmggst but they have not
been attending the technical working group meetiggsthey may not be
well prepared for what is actually being preserdad discussed and that
is in my opinion their fault aaahDP6)

In contrast, other DPs acknowledged that CSOs resshrch to inform their positions at
the policy table. To ensure credibility of submiss to the policy table, some DPs
reported that NGOs that implemented demonstratregegts supported both financially
and technically by them could only make submissetrihie policy table once they (DPs)
had adequately reviewed and were satisfied thatsth®missions were credible for
sharing at the policy table (DP5):

...... they can’t just come blablabla and done...... also look at what
should be the evidence in terms of implementinghis issue, ...... we
review, review and review ...we support 100% ...doingldy control
also. ..........So, our role is to empower them to beeatd voice
reasonably the issue that the government can tak@®@5)

There was general agreement among DPs and MoES$iTregpect to lack of capacity
among CSOs to make credible contributions at tHeypdable and that as DPs and
MOEST policy makers they had not taken any sigaificdeliberate steps to help the
CSOs build their capacity in this regard (M1, M37 MM4, DP4, DP6, DP3, and DP2).

However they reported that they provided supporC80s not directed at improving
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performance at the policy table but by holding amass meetings for CSOs to
understand how MoEST functions, and engaging Ca@emmissioned research (DP4,
DP3, and DP1).Perhaps there is need for an expanabm both MOEST and DPs why
this apathy towards the need to improve the criyitnf CSOs' contributions at the

policy table.

4.5.4. CSOs effectiveness in policy formulation

In response to how they viewed their effectiveniesefluencing policy formulation,
CSOs reported that they viewed their participatisirelatively successful because some
policy had been developed due to their influenckedCexamples included girls’ re-
admission Policy championed by FAWEMA,; Direct Sagpto Schools piloted by
LINK; and Primary School Teacher Deployment, Woddoand Utilisation policy
manual by ACEM. Additionally, some informants amo8&§Os reported programmes
that MOEST has adopted resulting from the work 808 such as the implementation of
Child Friendly Schools Programme in response toeisf violence in schools (C1, C3,
C5), the Re-admission Policy, Community Participatin School Management (C3) and
the creation of TILIPO, an organisation by teachHsiag with HIV and AIDS (C2 and
M2) all as examples of CSOs’ effectiveness in golarmulation in the sector.

This position of the civil society was corroborategl some MoEST policy makers who
reported that:

.(..) whenever the CSOs carried out credible retetirat yielded reliable
evidence, policy makers would use it in formulatihgir policies(M3)
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The contribution of CSOs implementing projects toligy formulation has been
acknowledged by some MoEST policy makers:

They bring to the policy table useful informatiomdaexperiences from the
grassroots which policy makers find valuable inirtlieliberations. 11,
M2, M3 and M7).

Despite such optimism among the CSOs, CSCQBE esgulegaution, citing the
immense influence that DPs have on education policy

the DPs have a bigger say when it comes to polegndlation, ....in
terms of decision because these are policies tlost wf the times will
need resources to operationalise......... whethéne policy that we have
really represents our interests is something that lwe debated, because
for sure they can influence what policies to ha¥egood example is the
Child friendly Schools concept which was heavilpmoted by UNICEF
and supported by UNICEF. (C5)

In fact DPs also alluded to the same by statingttiey do bring to a policy process huge
experience from which a country would learn evenugh demonstrative projects:

Bringing in a well of experience from many, manygties, you know,

something good in different country that would l®@ted and adapted,

you know,.....for Malawian context, uuh,....... but wee arot going to

force the government to just, you know, do it, b, are going to go step

by step. (DP5)
However, when asked whether CSOs were effectivafinencing policy formulation,
both development partners and MoEST agreed thaalyetCSOs were not as effective
in policy formulation as they claimed to be. Appdhg, the CSOs are not very active
participants during deliberations at the policyiéal®ne DP lamented thus:

In terms of policy formulation, CSOs are not adeglyainvolved in

policy making.... (...) they need to pursue it themeshand should not

expect MOEST to wake them up since DPs can onlypwage more
participation of the CSOsDP3).
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Another DP had this to say:

CSOs should understand that policy formulationviglence-based hence
should use evidence to back their demands on winagrgment should

prioritise based on their understanding of communKurther, CSOs

should proactively demonstrate that the issuesttigt bring at the policy
table are national issues coming from implemematd their projects

among the grassrootOP2)

Other development partners reported that CSOs n@reffective partners at the policy

dialogue partly because they failed to presentitedivoice during policy discussions at

the ESWG or TWG meetings (DP6 and DP4):

CSOs have their own interests different from thadmother CSO..... If
there was a way, that as they come to the poliogtimgs, they have their
own [meeting] having already discussed and hasiagle agenda, maybe
they would have a stronger voice than each onehemt suggesting
separate things. In the end they just make noist @mobably no
conclusion is reached. (DP4)

Although this response referred to the CSOs’ cohdutside the policy table, one senior

government policy maker reported that CSOs werdhadteffective in policymaking:

455

...they are not very approachable....... less consteucind lack that
touch of diplomacy which would otherwise have hdipthem gain
mileage in their quest to influencing policy in théucation sector. (M1).

Implementation of policies and sector plansyblCSOs

Informants were asked the question: how do youigygate in the implementation of

policy and sector plans? In answer to the quesiiioymants gave a more nuanced

response depending on the nature of their workensector. First, CSOs that are largely

complementary service providers felt they impleradrnthe NESP through provision of
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early childhood education, primary, secondary amrdary education in their respective

institutions.

However, the general feeling of the coalition wdmttit has not been good at
implementation of policies because it failed tosdmminate policy to the relevant
stakeholders who remain ignorant of many policiegetbped in the sector. For instance,
the coalition gave an example of the policy on camity participation in school
management which it felt many stakeholders do notkabout:

Generally, when it comes to policy implementatioy experience has
been that as a country we haven't done well. Digsation has been a
problem ....we have so many policies which are kephé offices and are
not shared with relevant stakeholders and very & known in the
communities especially. For instance, communitytip@ation in school
management.... a strategy which is purely targetimgmmunity
stakeholders, communities don’t even have accedstteey don't even
know what the policy is all about, what the strgtéggall about and what
we are talking about(p)

On the other hand, implementation of some spepiiies was reported to be going on
albeit not on a country level scale. For instape®ately owned institutions claimed that
they implemented the girls’ readmission policy Ireit learning institutions better than
those of government. These schools were more rigedptgirls who had left school due
to pregnancy than government and faith based owdedols (C10) who even influenced
government to have such girls sent to other schtwlsontinue their education (C1).
CSCQBE reported that through NGOs like ACEM, CREGL@nd FAWEMA with

both financial and technical support from UNICERey were implementing the

readmission policy through a network of over 1,%00ther groups countrywide whose
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aim was to encourage girls who had dropped outlwda to go back to school. Mother
groups comprised largely women who themselves hagpegd out of school due to
pregnancy and having seen the consequences wolliéenother girls to experience the
same hardship. These mother groups had been traised the difficulty case
methodology, which contrasts the challenges enevedtbetween a girl who has never
been pregnant and one who had been pregnant tainksl@nrol and stay in school. The
mother groups act as advisory bodies and providenoanity sensitisation, counselling
and other support to the readmitted girls, thenrepts, and school teachers on how to

handle and provide support to them.

4.5.6 Monitoring and evaluation of policies by CSOs

The study also wanted to know how CSOs participatechonitoring and evaluation
(M&E) of education policies including those thaet6SOs may have contributed to their
development. The results from the study indicatest £SOs were weak in terms of
monitoring and evaluation of individual policiestivimost expressing that their M&E
frameworks did not target specific policies they ymhave contributed to their
development. Instead, M&E of policies was mainstred in respective projects or
programmes that they implemented. For instance, <C8@d monitoring of the girls’
readmission policy which they reported was mondoterough projects like mother
groups under the auspices of UNICEF. Besides, adfihat is done on a one-off basis, the
coalition sometimes conducts research, to deternhio@ a particular policy was
performing. For instance, the coalition conductedational survey called Education

Delivery Secondary School Survey (EDSSS) to deteenthe extent the Community
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stakeholders get satisfied with the Education $esvi This survey patrticularly targeted
the Community Participation School Management 8gwt This survey helped to
identify some of the gaps which are there, in teohgolicy implementation, policy
formulation, issues of budgeting and so forth, #tirdugh that they were able to monitor
the extent to which these policies were being imaeted. The most outstanding M&E
activity carried by the coalition secretariat, feddby DfiD on behalf of the CSOs was
the annual budget monitoring exercise. For insteemsording to the CSOs, they see
budget monitoring exercise as having been vericatlito influencing if not policy per se
but also policy direction. CSOs reported thus:

Budget analysis is very, very important in shapoigective debate on
issues among legislators especially Parliamentargmi@ittee on
Education during parliamentary budget sessionst.has also been used
to further engage Development Partners to reviesir inancing to the
sector ... it has also influenced Government to dpam infrastructure
..... it has influenced MoEST to establish the Projanagement Unit to
oversee infrastructure development and to fasktpaogress for instance
of construction of school blocks.... It has alsoueficed government to
focus on sanitary facilities in primary schools.and it has influenced
DPs to increase resource allocation towards sgrfdailities.(C5)

Education budget monitoring exercise is an annyatase carried out by the coalition
(CSCQBE) secretariat. It is one of the evidencthefinvolvement of CSOs in the policy
implementation process, monitoring and evaluatibims work on budget tracking has
reportedly resulted in government increasing itsigaiary allocation to education to
about 23% (C3, C5 and DP6). Acknowledging the &fédrthe coalition in this regard,
some DPs reported that CSCQBE campaigned relelytiesthe past three to four years
to have budgetary allocation to education incregdB&d and DP6).
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Generally policy implementation would be monitotbadough technical working group
meetings where:

we discuss whether we have achieved somethingwe .Write quarterly

reports, monthly reports and we discuss them dutimg meetings

........ and you are quizzed why you haven’t done this that, | think that

is the best monitoring tool. (M3).
4.6 Challenges faced by CSOs while participating ipolicy process
The fourth research question was: What are thdestgds that civil society organisations
encounter as they participate in education polioycess? In answer to this question,

informants reported a number of challenges encoesht@ the course of participating in

the policy process.

4.6.1 Animosity and mistrust among policy actors

Animosity and mistrust among policy actors was reggbas a big challenge that CSOs
faced in the policy process. A number of actororel that this was the case especially
between CSOs and government (DP1, C5, C1, C10,ak3,M2).0ne MoEST director
reported that:

There are two groups policy makers fear to intexsith regularly and
these are the civil society and the medié3)

There was almost a universal agreement among goesrtnand DPs that the CSOs were
confrontational when it came to dialoguing with gownent at the policy table or
through the media (M7, M3, DP6, M2, DP4, DP3, U2,and M4):

CSOs do not engage in technical discussions wgbidt of oneness or

togetherness with other actors intent on improuimg education sector
instead they tend to be “accusatory” in their statacgovernment. (DP6).
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Policy makers from government side complained tgaherally CSOs criticised
government without offering any solutions. MoESTigomakers complained that CSOs
always reported on failures of the ministry andoigrd completely any successes
registered and attributed this fact to the pocatie@hs between ministry and CSOs (M7).
It was further reported by MoEST policy makers t6&0s usually shunned negotiating
and dialoguing with the government but instead edsto media houses before getting
proper information (DP4, M2, M7, M1, M4 and M3) ajust said things in a negative
manner (M6):

They will wait for a certain meeting that we wiliganize and then they find a
chance to bite you with criticisms..... they are vgopd at criticizing rather than
supporting you. (M3)

Further, it was reported that CSOs would still neim their confrontational stance
around an issue even after they have had an awdwiitb relevant MoEST policy
makers a thing which irked ministry policy makek42().However, the CSOs explained
that they did this in the interest of accountapitid the people and in their capacity as
watchdogs. It was reported however that those G&tsh specialized only in advocacy
tended to be more critical of government than C&@ieh were both implementers and
doing some advocacy work (M2). Not every membethef CSOs however approved of
the all out confrontational approach (C2, C11 ar®) freferring a more reconciliatory
approach which they reported bore more dividends tihhe confrontational one. It was
also reported that while CSOs are still confrootadi, they have toned down a bit as one

key policy maker in the ministry reported:
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Unlike in the past when they would go flat out balshsh- bash without

being constructive.( M2)
Perhaps as a consequence of the animosity andustibtween them CSOs reported that
MOEST was not listening to them because it wouldidadly go ahead with policies
which may not be in the interest of the countrye lgovernment however says that it
considers many things before accepting calls fréd®€ but informants reported that the
government does this in order to get donor monel/deliberately ignore all advice to
the contrary from stakeholders using its positibpaver and influence(C1 and C2).For
instance government refuses to adopt the compulsanyary education policy despite
many calls from CSOs citing lack of resources tplament such a policy (M2). While
such calls for introduction of compulsory primaryglueation are good, however,
experience from free primary education shows thaplémentation may prove
problematic. In fact government claims that itdiss to CSOs for instance that it has
increased its budgetary allocation to 23% due toymaalls made by CSOs to
government through various forums such as EFA Glalsek of Action, and ESWG
(M2):

Financing of education now gets a lion’s sharehef budget.....this year

23% as a result of a lot of advocacy from CSOs athér players on the
ground. M2)

However, it may not be apparent whether governmased its budgetary allocation to
education as a result of calls by CSOs becausergment was at the time also

considering doing the same in line with SWAP FTiding as part of the EFA goals:
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Last time the CSOs were talking about increasing percentage of
financing the education sector, to 20%.Governmeas \&lso working
towards the same goal as part of education SWAPfl#Iding towards
EFA goals. (M2)
CSOs and some DPs also felt that it was not rigat the DPs should co-chair ESWG
meetings as this was indicative of the huge infbégeBPs have on policy formulation in
Malawi due to the huge financial resources theyrognowards implementation of the

policies. The coalition also felt that it brouglat the fore the question of whether the

policies developed are really home-grown policies.

4.6.2 Representation of CSOs in sectoral policy sictures
Another challenge reported by CSOs, developmeninga and government policy
actors was lack of representativeness of the C&@xssit at the policy table that take
decisions on adoption the policy. These actorstfelt they did not truly represent their
constituencies (DP3, C5 and DP4). It was felt Hiate the official seat is given to only
one or two CSOs actors, it is not possible for@s$Os who sit at the policy table to truly
represent the rest. One development partner phisitvay:

The CSOs sitting on the TWG and ESWG may not g tepresentative

of all the CSOs since they are so many and infergifit fields which may

not be captured and this may contribute to thew Iquality of

participation at the policy table (DP3).
This challenge led to reduced representativenesheofCSOs’ “voice” during ESWG

meetings (C5, DP3, DP4, DP1 and C11) exacerbatefiirttyer reports that CSCQBE

which is the official CSOs body mandated to sithat policy table did not share with its
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membership proceedings of the deliberations sueah its membership was not kept
informed of outcomes of such meetings (C11, C7agjt M
CSCQBE needs to be reorganised in terms of foaws: ihgets informed
on what the members are doing and how that infoomdits into policy,
and how whatever is discussed in the TWG goes baxckthe
members...... that at the moment, is not workin@7)
This was compounded by some NGOs which were into@aty and not implementing
any projects in the sector. Such NGOs that did ew&n belong to the coalition and
actually did not even have any constituency ayetlithey sit at the policy table (C5):
I will give an example of (....name withheld..)it's an organisation that
used to have structures, initially when it was legthed, currently it
doesn’'t have these structures (...) but it is stdemtional. It will still
represent and participate and claim that it havesitimency but we know
that it doesn’t have (...), so if (...name withheld.)) speaks it speaks for
who? Is it an individual on behalf of the commugstor what? @5).
4.6.3 Funding mechanism within SWAP
One CSOs actor reported that lack of funding prieska formidable obstacle to their
relevance during such meetings which unfortunatedye infested with mistrust and
animosity:
...lack of human capacity and financial resourcescarry out good
research to generate credible evidence that govarhoan accept is a big
problem. (C2)
Consequently, according to C2, CSOs relied heaoilycrude and raw information
obtained from their widespread presence at grasseow how widespread the issue was
across the country to give credence to their opsduring policy dialogue. According to

some development partners, lack of funds had bespounded further by pool funding

mechanism within the SWAP (DP2). With this mechani€SOs would be funded either
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from the pool funds or project funds. Project fungsre earmarked for projects within
the programme of works [PoW] in the sector butriiced by a development partner. The
statement below was the funding mechanism as respost a key MOEST policy maker:

The working mechanism is: we [MoOEST] agree on wdua called the
Programme of Works that are going to work on. WeoH8T] also
determine which works will be financed from the poé finances and
from projects resources. We have so many activiiggag implemented
on the ground that we agreed as government to moigh NGOs. So as
government we would advertise and those NGOs wher@dible will bid
and winners will provide the service. Let the bgasy do the job on merit.
So some people say thamukutimana maesources’ (you are denying us
resources) (M2).

The challenge with the mechanism however as repdayeCSOs, was how CSOs would
be identified and authorised to access funds. C8&sg of the view that the process
would not be free and fair as government would tev&ome CSOs and prevent others
from accessing the funds through its bidding prec#sd so CSOs questioned how
MOEST would ensure that within SWAP, CSOs woulddfgerfrom the resources that

would fall into this basket (M2).

No! You know it's the same problems that we're gragp with education
SWAp, because all these donors are pooling togéfiear funding which
means that the civil society is already losing dite expectation is that
the civil society will benefit from the pool fundinhow realistic are we?
Would government really give funding to its criti(5)

These fears of CSOs were also concurred by soneapeaent partner who argued that
for the process to work out effectively there waad for reforms in the sector with
respect to dealing with the NGOs with regard to itbey work and get their funding

because CSOs did not usually bid for funding (DP3).
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For CSOs the pool funding mechanism, whereby gewem would

subcontract an NGO to do some works on the PoW moaywork very

well because CSOs may be at the mercy of the gmesthwhich CSOs

claim may not be as objective as DPs in the wayirds the contracts.

(DP3)
4.7 Chapter summary
The policy formulation structures identified in ghstudy are classified into sectoral
SWAp structures (ESWG, TWG and STFs)and ministrywaig@ment structures (senior
management and directorate management). The resols that CSOs are represented at
each level of the SWAp structures but are abseoin ftwo of the eight TWGs:
management and governance, and infrastructure TW@&sever the study shows that

CSOs are given the space they need to engage withrignent in their effort to

influence policy in the sector.

Policy making takes two different pathways: thisotgh sectoral structures or
exclusively through ministry management structur€&SOs are institutionallincluded
in the policy making process when sector structliees. ESWG, TWG and STFs] are
chosen for purposes of policy making. However, C&f@sinstitutionallyexcludedif the
policy making pathway is one that exclusively inxeg ministry management structures.
Policy making process in education sector is speatbd by respective directorates

within the ministry under the leadership of the $ES

The study has shown that civil society is involwegbolicymaking through generation of

policy issues, generating evidence to support potibange, development of policy
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briefs, developing policy drafts and doing advocagyk on specific policy. However,
despite their involvement in the policy processoading to Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of
participation, it can be concluded that CSOs attefulty participating in policy making
process. Two reasons account for this discrepalficgt, often where they have been
involved in generating evidence to inform policy,has been under the auspices of a
development partner where CSOs have not had a woittee process. Second, despite
involvement in other preliminary stages, the CS@sret part of the policy structures
where policy decisions are made. According to Aemm$ ladder of participation,

participation occurs when stakeholderéuencepolicy.

Results also showed that policy actors have dif(eniews and perspectives towards
CSOs vis-a-vis participation on policy table andgass as a whole. While CSOs feel
they have been successful in influencing policythe sector, for instance in the
development of policies such as girls’ readmisgohcy, direct support to schools, and
hardship allowance for rural teachers, ministryodfs and DPs had an opposite opinion.
The study has shown that the influence of CSOéensector is severely curtailed by a
number of challenges. These challenges include asiiynand mistrust between them
and MoEST, inadequate use of independent researahfdrm their policy positions,

inadequate collaboration amongst CSOs, lack of @ggpaand the funding mechanism
within SWAp. Policy actors especially among minigtolicy actors and DPs were of the
view that CSOs need to become less confrontatimméldevelop good working relations
with government for them to genuingbarticipate in the policy process otherwise their

influence in the sector would continue to be maathyneffectual.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.0 Chapter overview

This chapter discusses the key findings on reptagen of CSOs in the existing policy
structures and their participation in the policggess with a view of understanding their
role as “partners” and stakeholders (citizen) repnéing the voiceless on the policy table
using Arnstein’s ladder of participation. It alssalsses CSOs and other policy actors’
views and perception in relation to their partitipa in policy process and the challenges
CSOs face during their involvement in the educapoficy process. Finally the chapter

presents the conclusions, implications derived ftbenfindings and recommendations.

5.1 Representation of civil society in policy strucires of MOEST

The overall purpose of the study was to determim& £SOs in Malawi participate in
education policy process (policy formulation, impkentation, monitoring and
evaluation). The research posited a number of mumsstFirstly, the research sought to
find out how the civil society is represented ire tholicy structures of the MoOEST.
According to the findings of the study, civil sagi@rganisations are represented only in
the SWAp policy structures. One CSO informant iatkd that the CSCQBE sits in the

ESWG but that ‘in all these structures[SWAp stroesll from the technical working
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group to the sector working group, there is highrtip@ation of civil society
organisations." According to the findings of tiedy CSOs are represented at each level
of sector policy structure, which are both instdoalised and regularised (Government
of Malawi, 2008). This situation is a big departén@m what was the case as reported by
Miller-Grandvaux, et al. (2002) where CSOs’ pagation in policy process was on an
ad hoc basis using various consultative forums. dreation of SWAp structures and the
involvement of CSOs in SWAp is an expansion of ititerface between government
policy actors and non-state actors (CSOs and tlnatpr sector) moving from a
mechanism of ad hoc consultative forums to onenefitutionalised and regularised
structures. However, inclusion of CSOs in SWAp dtites appears to be largely in
response to two urgent needs. First the need fib dohditions imposed by donors and
development partners reflected in Paris Declargi2®®5) and Accra Agenda for Action
(2008) as quoted in (Government of Malawi, 2008} &lso secondly the desire by
government to use SWAp as a way to facilitate disatzon of the MGDS (Government

of Malawi, 2008).

The placement of CSOs in SWAp policy structures maethat in one sense there is
participation of CSOs in the policy process. On titleer hand, according to Arnstein
(1969), placement of CSOs in the SWAP structuresias participation but merely
tokenism. These research findings confirm the #sseby Bowen (2008, p.66) that
‘citizen participation activities typically take gde through two types of structures:
citizen-initiated groups and government-initiatedvigory or policy-setting bodies’.

Therefore since CSOs are represented in the SWAlRttes, it can be inferred that
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there is participation of CSOs in the policy pracdsurther, the placement of CSOs in
SWAp structures fulfils the Dakar (2000) declaratad treating CSOs ggartnersJitalics

for emphasis] at the policy table. However, thereuoir practice is inconsistent with
assertions by Arnstein (1969) who has argued thdicgpation is not juspartnerssitting

in policy structures. Rather participation is swdoccur where stakeholders @artners
have the capacity to influence policy and not using part of the process. According to
Arnstein (1969), this is regardless of whether $paces used are self- created by the
citizens or created by government. The findingthefstudy are that the SWAp structures
are functionally effectively operating in an advigsgapacity to government. This means
that these structures do not have poweretsure [italics for emphasis] that their
‘recommendations’ to senior management of the rmiare adopted and eventually
inform policy. Therefore according to Arnstein (Byarticipation of CSOs in these

structures is merelpkenism

The second key finding with respect to CSOs’ regméstion in policy structures is that
CSOs are not treated as egpaitnersto MOEST policy actors and the DPs with respect
to access to and representation on the policy .t&geinstance, CSOs are not in control
of both ensuring that they ‘get to the policy taldad to 'what policy table'. They are
picked and dropped at will by the inviting agencyl @re therefore effectively powerless
in ensuring their participation in these policyustures. Thus the coalition membership is
ignorant of the rules and procedures governing gedection to the policy table although

the coalition secretariat and ministry are awardhese rules and procedures. In this
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regard, the coalition secretariat has chosen te with government and not share this

information with the CSOs interviewed in this study

Similarly, the research found that CSOs were exaduidlom the policy spaces/structures
where issues of power, influence, management amdraioand decision making
regarding policy and huge sums of money form thre toisiness. Such SWAp structures
include TWC; Management and Governance TWG and TWg6 Infrastructure.
However, this is not surprising since Governmeiicgonakers view public policy as the
purview of only the public sector actors and dondinat are likely to finance
implementation of the policies once they are effidctHoppers (2009, p.258) asserted
that what is very decisive in determining the ceuasspolicy takes during policy making
is actually ‘where critical decisions regarding thechoring of the policy within the
wider framework of education are made’ and not sgaely having influence over the
policy where policy proposals are being made. Tihufie framework of SWAp, CSOs
are located where policy is crafted technicallyhis case from STF to ESWG, but kept
away from structures where policy decisions are enadhich include management
structures in the ministry@ince SWAp structures effectively serve in advisoapacity

to government, what can be seen is that the posigioof CSOs in the SWAP structures
is merelyplacation where CSOs are given some limited influence quaicy. This
occurs when occasionally ministry has approvedlgythat has incorporate@s is’the
technical aspects of a policy recommended by th&/&SOtherwise, according to the

ladder of participation, their function in theseustures is below that of ‘partner and
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consequently their involvement in the policy praceannot be called ‘participation’ per

se but rather ‘tokenism’.

Literature shows that representation of CSOs ircation sector policy structures is not
unique to Malawi but has also been reported inrotbentries albeit in varying degrees
and formats (Mundy et al.,2008; Cherry, 2007; Hayg2007). TENMET in Tanzania is
given a seat at national level (Haggerty,2007). elsv, the general trend is that
governments prefer to locate civil society awaynfréhe national policy seats. For
instance in Burkina Faso CSOs are located at dedised regional level (Mundy et al.,
2008). In Mali according to the education Plan Ktali (PRODEC) CSOs are allowed
seats not even at regional level but at the lowlesentralised structure which is the
school level through the school management comesitt@fCGS) Cherry (2007). In
contrast to the above, Kenya CSOs actually do awe lseats on national, regional nor
school level structures. However, the CSOs in Kestijaengage in policy dialogue with
government and donors through various organs amses For instance they use annual
Education Stakeholders Forum, National Advisory @mlu(to advise the minister of
education on a needs-based basis) and Kenya Eolu&sctor Plan Steering Committee.

These engagements however are less formalised.

The third key finding was that CSOs in this stuagkied congruence in understanding of
what constitutes the ‘policy structures’ and thEaRs in the sector. For instance, many
of the respondents did not identify the structunesquivocally, with varying perceptions

of what constituted the policy structures as réfldcin Table 4.1 This lack of
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congruence could be due to the fact that at the bfrthe study, the SWAp structures in
education had not yet become fully functional. Hegre most of the informants from the
ministry were very senior officers at both direetier and above and should have been
very clear of what constituted policy structureset Yhe variability of responses as
evidenced by responses can be symptomatic of imfotsnnot being well informed of
existing policy structures and the policy makinggass in the sector. Lack of adequate
knowledge of policy space limits how much policyaxs can exploit the opportunities to

influence policy as they take their place withingh spaces.

Further, CSOs did not have a common understandamticplarly on whether ESWG

especially or indeed even the TWGs had power jkstdenior management structures to
make policy for the sector. This confusion was emitdeven among DPs though to a
lesser degree. For instance, while some DPs ®itHBWG were policy structures vested
with the authority to make policy binding on goverent other DPs reported that these
structures were only advisory in nature. This ceitfu is probably due to the fact that
SWAp structures are seen as functionally paratielhe management structures of the
ministry. This confirms Eberlei (2001) assertiomttivhen spaces for policy dialogue
between government, DPs and civil society are [ghral those of government, then they
cease to be of any significant effect on shapirgjyiafluencing education policy. The fact

that in one sense recommendations from ESWG anéifig’ on government and shapes
policy yet in another sense the same are not byndm government may contribute to
this lack of congruence. For Malawi, the confusi®mexacerbated by the simple fact that

the ESWG is chaired by both the same top most neriaghe sector, the SEST and a
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DP as vice chair. Since stakeholders seem to méitieev nor understand the boundaries
of their participation, the representation of CS®dikely not fully institutionalised.
Therefore CSOs come to such policy table as a naftt®utine. Commenting on similar
confusion among CSOs regarding policy structureslati, Cherry (2007) asserted that
such uncertainty critically undermines the quatifyparticipation in the policy dialogue

in the sector.

5.2 Involvement of civil society organisations inducation national policy making
process
The second research question sought to find out bieWw society organisations are
involved in education policy making process. Actogdto the findings of this study the
involvement of civil society organisations in pglimaking process is largetpkenism
and only partially participation. Firstly, it isrigely tokenismbecause what constitutes the
nature of CSOs' involvement in policy making praces largelyconsultationsand
simply information sharing According to Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of partiaijon, these
forms of involvement are tokenism. This is printlpdecause, as stakeholders CSOs do
not have the power to ensure that their input (tgho information sharing and
consultations) is reflected in policy. It is essanthat consultations need not just be for
purposes ofplacation or even more so just for ‘power holders’ to ‘heteir
(stakeholders) side’, on the contrary consultatimoust reflect a genuine desire of ‘power
holders’ to incorporate views from stakeholdersthis case CSOs. The complaints
among CSOs that generally ministry was not listgrtm them may be indicative that

their views were not necessarily being reflectededucation policy. These findings
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confirm Cheru’s, 2006, assertion that governmendéwehtended to restrict their
engagement with CSOs to the level of consultatioeh @ot moved on to joint decision-
making. According to him governments do this beeatisey are not obliged to
incorporate received input into policy it intendsmake however constructive such input
may be. It is for this reason that consultations &ken agokenismand considered

effectively non-effectual in influencing policy amcling to Arnstein (1969).

Secondly, their involvement in policy making can Ilobaracterised as partial
participation of CSOs. This occurs when occasionally CSOs hafleeinced policy

making through shared decision-making or joint sieci-making. This has happened
when policy recommendations generated from demaingtr interventions have

eventually informed ensuing policy. For instance irect Support to Schools Policy
was informed by such recommendations vetted asieally feasible by the ESWG.

Whenever CSOs co-jointly make policy decision vgtdvernment, then the cardinal tenet
that defines participation according to Arnsteir®dQ) is fulfilled. This contradicts

Eberlei, 2006who asserted that “a ‘joint-decisionaking’ between a government and
civil society actors is —constitutionally speakirgot possible”( as cited in Fihrmann
2006, p. 10).He contends that civil society do hate the powers which are legally
conferred on elected officers such as parliameartarand sitting government that gives
them the right and powers to make policies. Howewethis case, adopted policy
recommendations, which were deemed technicallylfeaby ESWG, in which CSOs are
party, were binding on ministry and went on to kéflected in the Direct Support to

Schools Policy. This is what Arnstein (1969) degragicipation and it agrees with the
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essence of involving CSOs as partners at the ptdicle as per the spirit of the Dakar
(2000) conference. The caveat here however is gmternment can still reject
technically sound policy proposals as recommendatihue to political reasons which are

overriding.

A couple of reasons may account for this limitatafnCSOs to influence policy. First,
contrary to the institutionalisation guidelines,et®ESWG functions primarily in an
advisory capacity to the Ministry. Therefore, itncanly recommend ‘policy’ to the
Ministry. CSOs in ESWG are therefore not in an hauitative’ position with full powers
to negotiate and jointly reach decisions with goweent. This position seems to concur
with that of Eberlei(2006) that joint decision magiwith government as Arnstein (1969)
advocates for is technically not feasible becatise anly an elected government that is
mandated to make policy. The constitution of Malawainfers this prerogative on
executive arm of Government. It is therefore madikely that ministry officials would
willingly share this right or privilege with CSOgihce the relegation of ESWG to that of
advisory capacity and effectively limiting CSOsthe position of the ‘consulted’. The

process of taking a decision on policy is therefefein the hands of government.

Secondly, CSOs are institutionally not membersefdtructures (or stages) where policy
decisions are taken by ministry. Thus as the pali@king process continues past the
ESWG, CSOs get ‘institutionally excluded’ from thebsequent stage$hus since the

civil society organisations do not have the poveemmfluence the adoption of suggested

policy, their involvement is restricted to merebkénism.
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Thirdly, civil society organisations involvement demonstrative projects or research
with the express purpose of generating evidencénfiam policy is again largely
placation. This is because CSOs seem not to havivdlice’ even in the evidence they
generate:

We [ DPs] provide evidence that goes into the draficy; as advisors we
make sure that all the issues are captured indheypstatement such that
in the drafting stage we facilitate it; we don'titerbut we read the draft
each time they [CSOs implementing donor fundedrwetation] write
because we are financing the projebt5)

Thus evidence generated by the civil society oggiins which are implementing the
demonstrative project or carrying out the reseanely not be the authentic voice of the
‘constituencies’ targeted by the policy since oftach evidence is for purposes of
‘domesticating’ imported policy. Miller-Grandvaugt al. (2002) asserted that one way
development partners influence policy is througplementation of projects in the sector
which they use expressly as evidence generatasreoince government of the efficacy

of the envisaged policy.

Walker (2001) cautions that the process of gemggasuch requisite evidence can be
flawed. ‘The evidence-based policy and practicer@gqgh is only as good as the quality
of the underpinning evidence. The effectivenesshaf approach is also based on the
integrity of the processes of: sourcing the evigenoterpreting the information and

knowledge utilization and the capacity to underdtand adopt the evidence, evaluate
and adapt it, and apply and act on it'(Bertin, .mpd2 ). Masch (2003) as quoted by

Bertin (n.d.)contends that for advocates and latibyiTheir goal is not the open-minded
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promotion of knowledge or truth. Their goal is tacsessfully secure fixed,
predetermined outcomes'. So while the CSOs maysvied in the whole process, the
evidence generated may neither necessarily reftedat ‘voice’ as CSOs nor that of the
constituencies they purport to represent. Accordm@GCSE (2007a, 2007b) cited in
Mundyet al.(2008), participation of CSOs that geely represent their constituencies
results in having more democratic outcomes, makihgcational services more attractive
and enabling citizens especially the less prividegad marginalised to make educational
claims. Therefore, if such evidence does not infansuing policy, it can be safely
concluded according to Arnstein (1969) that CSOsheot ‘influenced’ policy making
and their involvement is just placation and nottipgration. Their contribution in
‘domesticating’ the policy is largely useful in poyl implementation as evidenced by the
perception of both DPs and ministry policy actdrattCSOs do not influence policy

making in the sector at all but rather are goodémenters of policy.

Other studies have shown that CSOs have similaggnbinvolved in policy process
largely through consultations but also demonstegtirojects, research agenda setting and
policy drafting. The experience of CSOs to influermolicy through consultations is
nuanced. Some have succeeded while others haed.f&br instance while Schnuttgen
and Khan, 2004 asserted that consultations wegeliameffectual in influencing policy
despite CSOs having requisite expertise, Hagg@®{) found contrary results. The
difference could be that TEN/MET did not just hathe expertise but that it had also
acquired the necessary trust and respect amongtmgimiolicy actors. Developing trust

and respect among government policy actors is aingyortant ingredient if CSOs are to
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exert any influence on policy in the sector at @&iSOs which did not enjoy the
confidence of and acceptance by ministry policpectailed to influence policy through
consultations (Cherry, 2007). Further, TEN/MET perfiance not only contradicts
Schnuttgen and Khan (2004) but also reflects atipesadvancement in the capacity of
CSOs to influence policy in education sector. Canytto the experience of Schnuttgen
and Khan (2004), TEN/MET not only participated mafting education policy document
but it had also consequently ensured that it hgutucad the CSOs’ role of policy,
research and the contentious accountability raiesthe national education plan (Mundy

et al., 2008).

The study has established that CSOs engage inypolaking occasionally through
generating research—based evidence which may elgninform policy. It has also been
established that CSOs are largely involved in gohtaking through consultations in
STFs, TWGs and ESWG. So according to Brinkerhoff &rosby’s (2002) criteria,
CSOs’ involvement in policy making in Malawi is wibrcalling participation. However
what is true is that even when CSOs’ policy recomta¢éions have been adopted and
gone to inform policy, CSOs do not have the poweehsure’ that their input into policy
is ‘adopted’. In other words, CSOs do not have gbaver to ensure that their policy
recommendations once adopted by ESWG must alsddead by ministry. That power
does not belong to them, it subsists in governm8ot.their participation in policy

making up to this level is tokenism.
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5.3 Views and perspectives of the civil society agisations about their participation

in education policy process

The study also sought to find out the views of Ca8@sut their participation in the policy
process: policy formulation, implementation and itemng and evaluation. The study

found that the perceptions were varied.

5.3.1 Participation in policy formulation

Civil society organisations perceived their invahant in policy making agarticipation
According to the CSOs, despite meeting with somallehges they had nonetheless
succeeded to influence some policies in the sdotoinstance the girls’ re-admission
policy and the Direct Support to Schools. Howevlrey also felt that lack of
transparency about the rules and procedures goxgetheir selection to the policy table
inevitably reduced their involvement tokenism Not knowing well in advance if they
would be invited for policy dialogue, and receivimyitations letters late when invited
meant also accessing the agenda and other relevaniation late. Confirming this
scenario one CSOs informant said that ‘some ok#hedocuments were sent a day ...
like on the afternoon for the meeting in the mogpiso like for me | had challenges to be
able to go through them and conceptualise and sa.on.. because it was a paper on the
proposed policy on the reducing repetition rated #ren there was the paper on the

something on teachers’ code of conduct....... umm’.difdnally, CSOs also felt that
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consequently they could not consult their constities’ adequately in preparation for
such policy dialogue and led to lack of having gaie at the policy table.

Thus CSOs felt that since they would not adequagtedpare for policy dialogue, they
were prevented from engaging in meaningful poliatatjue because their contributions
were not credible. Inevitably their contributionsutd not inform policy for lack of
credibility. One DP reported that ‘Ah, | don't ttkinthey are very much prepared and that
may be a problem in that they come for the sectwking group meetings but they have
not been attending the technical working group mgst So they may not be well
prepared for what is actually being presented asdudsed and that is in my opinion
their fault aaah’. Thus DPs and ministry policyaastconcurred that effectively, CSOs
were not effective in influencing policy makingtime sector. This means that the input of
CSOs into the policy making process does not gégeiafluence policy. DPs and
ministry policy actors know where the main influenand power to influence policy
subsists hence their contrary perception to thaE®0s view of success in influencing
policy making. However, their marginal success nfluencing policy has been

acknowledged by both the DPs and ministry polidpiacas reflected by the results.

However, this experience is not peculiar to MalaSimilar design process constraints
with respect to how CSOs access the policy tablee weported by (Gaynor, 2008a;
Haggerty, 2007; Lexow, 2003; Mundy et al., 2008)isTchallenge is common among
SWAps (Lexow, 2003) such that while political spdoe participation of CSOs in the

policy process may have opened up, governmentsiatreeally keen on sharing the
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policy table with CSOs particularly at national é\(Manion, 2007). Perhaps because
involvement of CSOs as partners at the policy tablan imposition by donors, their
role(CSOs) as providers of research-based evidenoet yet sufficient to buy them

unfettered access.

These design process problems reveal that patimpaf CSOs at the policy table is not
genuine. Brinkerhoff and Crosby (2002) assertest tpenuine participation entails
shared decision making among stakeholders on whticipates. Further, since
governments authoritatively pick and drop CSOQat thit at the policy table on the basis
of how the chosen CSOs is perceived to enhanceSNIzEcause, CSOs’ participation is
therefore ‘extractive’ hence is pseudo-particgrat(Rose,2003). Gaynor, (2008) also
reported governments’ lack of openness or clanitycioteria used for selecting CSOs to
attend policy table meetings. This affected CS@sinkness during deliberations for fear
of being dropped or not invited to subsequent mgst(Gaynor, 2008). Since according
to Arnstein,(1969) ‘participation’” meant stakafeis having capacity to influence
decisions regarding their involvement, resultsto$ t study suggest that CSOs are not
‘participating’ in the process leading to their @ss to the policy table. Finally, the
results further suggest that participation of CSi@sthe policy process though
institutionalised is not established. This is beeaaccording to Eberlei (2001), all parties
to a policy process should have access to infoonatinat governs the participation

process and this study revealed that such wahedaase.
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Cherry (2007) asserted that the quality of paréitgn at the policy table by a
coordinating body that does not consult its mentbpradequately is undermined. It was
noted that CSOs attending subsequent ESWG areemdtdbreast of proceedings and
‘ethos’ of ESWG deliberations. This was revealedthwy ‘disconnect’ of substance in
contributions being offered at policy table by so@®®80s from the substance of policy
dialogue during some sittings of the ESWG. Thu®rmation sharing among all
stakeholders to the policy dialogue is criticahtving a meaningful dialogue. Results of
this study have shown that this is a big problend dras often dogged CSOs’
participation at the policy table. This may imphat CSOs’ presence at the policy table is
merely placation by: 1) satisfying CSOs’ quest égpart of the policy process at national
level, 2) for political expediency where ministryamts to fulfil the requirement of
involving civil society and other stakeholders imetSWAp and 3) for government to
fulfil the Dakar declarations with regard to engaplCSOs as partners in policy making.
According to Arnstein’s ladder of participation,chuinvolvement is not participation but

rather mere tokenism since CSOs are reduced tdynisteners.

CSOs perceived that another factor that affectegir tparticipation was lack of
appropriate capacity among CSOs. Land & Hauck (208PRorted that capacity gap
among CSOs resulted from the demands placed on 6@ new SWAps. According
to them involvement of CSOs within SWAps at natiolexel requires certain skills,
aptitudes which need to be capacity built. However,Malawi despite noting the

capacity gap among CSOs in policy analysis andyiceyrout independent research to
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inform their position, both MOEST and DPs did netigusly undertake adequate and
deliberate steps to address this problem. Thdreviever some ad hoc effort being made
by ministry or DPs through occasional commissioresgtarch given to CSOs to capacity
build them in policy analysis and development. Hegve by not addressing this capacity
gap among CSOs as partners in ESWG is contrahet8WAp guidelines which provide

for the need to capacity build stakeholders toléhel that makes them more meaningful
partners at the policy table. It is possible that ministry has not taken the responsibility
to capacity build the CSO because of the animasity mistrust existing between it and
CSOs. On the other hand, the DPs have not emba&&dl capacity building because

they do not view this as their obligation. Considgithe good relationships between DPs
and the CSOs, one would assume that DPs wouldaamdtess this capacity gap among

CSOs and improve the quality of their participation

5.3.2 Participation in policy implementation

Generally the view of CSOs in the study was thatde$pondency. One key CSOs
informant reflected this position thus:' generalifyen it comes to policy implementation

my experience has been that as a country we hadend well. Dissemination has been a
problem ....we have so many policies which are kapthe offices and are not shared
with relevant stakeholders and very few are knowthe communities especially’. CSOs
have failed to facilitate successful implementatainpolicies because due to resource
constraints, they have not as actively participateablicy formulation, and initial policy

dissemination as in its implementation. Hencehassame CSO lamented regarding lack
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of dissemination: '(...)...communities don’t even éaccess and they don’t even know
what the policy is all about, what the strateggllsabout and what we are talking about'.
Thus patrticipation of civil society organisations policy implementation is again

tokenism.

According to Brinkerhoff and Cosby (2002), poliaggsemination is critical to successful
policy implementation. Further, by not implementgicy, the participation of CSOs is
tokenistic precisely because they fail to changemadify policy due to inadequate
appropriation of policy. Moulton et al., 2001 (aked by Cherry , 2007) found that policy
formulation continued during policy implementatiemce it is very rare that policy as
designed during formulation is executed ‘as isinyiimplementation. Rather ‘many key
actors in a reform-ministry staff, teachers, paseamd funding agencies-tended to express
their priorities during the implementation rathleam policy-formation phase of a reform’

Moulton (2001,p. 5 as quoted by Cherry, 2007).

Further, CSOs in the study seemed not to understaatdtheir monthly TWGs and
quarterly ESWG meetings provided them policy spagksre they could participate in
policy implementation. Unlike in Mali, Malawi hasegularised review of policy
implementation through reviews of reports by theectiors in TWGs and ESWG on the
progress of Programme of Works, where CSOs arg fejpresented. This means that
CSOs in Malawi are accorded a rare opportunity ddigipate in implementation of

policy in the sector and by consequence in fornmrabf policy. Yet generally, most
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policy actors even CSOs in the study did not sesr timvolvement in these policy
structures as providing them ‘regular, influenf@ia for civil society and government to
discuss broader education sector directions” Ch@097, p. 134). This means that CSOs
in Malawi are accorded rare opportunity to paratgin implementation of policy in the

sector and by consequence in formulation of policy.

The presence of CSOs in TWGs and ESWG policy strast that are critical in policy
formulation process, presents a rare opportunityfiem to not only improve policies but
also avail to policy dialogue their ‘personal expeces’ of policy outworking at
grassroots level to counterbalance reports giverlil®ctors. However, this study has
shown that CSOs who sit at these policy structaresnot always representative of the
coalition membership, hence their input in the pescis not necessarily representative of
their constituencies. Consequently they may hatle kffect in terms of reflecting the
needs of those targeted by the policies. In additicmal decisions on policy reside
outside these sector policy structures. What thistp to is that it is not having CSOs in
the same policy structure that is of substancégratvhat power they wield to decide or
influence final policy that is critical or essemtiAccording to the findings of this study
such power is not availed to CSOs or the coalitibms scenario of powerlessness by
CSOs is aptly described by the questions asked H®rr¢, (2007, p. 140) who asked
‘what kind of spaces would permit civil society #&xercise influence during policy
implementation; how are the key decisions reallydepaand how is the real power

exercised?’ Politics is of essence here and therdiow CSOs manage such political
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power is critical to how much leverage they havenftuence policy during review of

policy implementation (Tandon, 2003 in Cherry, 2007

5.3.3 Participation in policy monitoring and evaludion

Just like their experience in policy formation, ieqpentation, civil society organisations
participation in monitoring and evaluation of ediima policy is tokenistic. While M&E
does not necessarily inform policy making in thetse development partners (DP1 and
DP6) have acknowledged civil society (C3 and Cajnet that budget tracking by the
coalition secretariat has influenced an increaséudgetary allocation to education:
'Financing of education now gets a lion’s sharéhefbudget.....this year 23% as a result
of a lot of advocacy from CSOs and other playersheground’. However, their efficacy
to continue influencing education policy throughstsined advocacy based on budget
tracking is not guaranteed due to doubts over titieeaticity of figures used and how the
analysis is done by both DPs and MoEST policy actdhis development is worrisome
considering that CSOs cannot achieve any measunafloénce over education policy
unless development partners and especially minigwe a buy in their work. However,
just like in Tanzania (Haggerty, 2007) CSOs in Malare usually denied timely access
to credible fiscal information by ministry officelbecause it is considered confidential

material.
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The officials are wary to release such informatibat can potentially be used against
them by the CSOs. What this means is that CSOstodamlance their watchdog role and
their ‘partnership’ role very carefully otherwisénat the study sees happening is ministry
officials denying them access to credible inforratfor use in their M&E exercise and
in turn ministry officials turning around and sayce the data is questionable, their
conclusions and lessons learnt cannot inform poliéye ministry would thus effectively
keep CSOs in a weakened position and reduce theirah budget tracking exercise to
merely placation since they are ineffectual in infing the policy process. This is
already happening now where ministry policy act@sd DPs are reluctant to
wholesomely embrace the reports from such budgekitng by CSCQBE. The exercise
is thus used for legitimisation purposes where C&f@sseen to have participated in the

policy process.

Apart from budget tracking, CSOs do not have aietiM&E system targeting policies
in the sector in a concerted way. Administration'sifilar’ projects that use different
M&E systems and which don't ‘talk’ to each otheeatly reduces their credibility of the
‘evidence’ generated in the eyes of the ministrg BI®s leverage on policy. This reduces
their claims to legitimacy of their voice duringligy dialogue and lead to rejection of
their input into the policy to be adopted. Whasthieans is that their participation in the
policy dialogue becomes mere placation where siiety organisations are allowed to

say things and be heard but their views are nasidered for informing ensuing policy.
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Sadly, the MOEST monitoring and evaluation systemat robust and probably does not
exploit what information is derived from the exigliM&E to inform the policy making
process. For instance although school inspectiporte have provided a very rich and
ready source of information to inform policy prosesm many other countries in
education sector, this has not been the case fdawilgMussa, 2009). Therefore
indigenous knowledge of how policy is performingschools and school communities is

of no consequence to making of subsequent policy.

5.4 Challenges faced by CSOs while participating ipolicy process

Finally the last research question was: What aee d¢hallenges that civil society
organisations encounter as they participate in &ttt policy process? In answer to this
guestion three key challenges emerged which indiastemosity and mistrust especially
between government policy actors and civil sociedyganisations, inadequate
representation of civil society organisations inctseal policy structures and the
envisaged difficulty to access funds using currBkVAp funding mechanism. The
cumulative effect of these challenges on CSOs'lwaroent in the policy process has
been that of limiting the efficacy of their influem on education policy to merely

tokenism.

The routine involvement of the CSOs in SWAp polgtguctures has not yet helped to
reduce the adversarial relationship between C3@sgyavernment policy actors. This is

contrary to what is espoused by Blackstock e8Q7 and Stringer et al., 2006( as cited
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in Reed, 2008) that it would lead to congenial penship between the policy actors.
Apparently this could be because both governmelitypactors and CSOs are not keen
on developing genuine partnership between them.efhpovent fears the CSOs and
continues to shun them. This was confirmed by oeg KOEST informant who
commented that: 'There are two groups policy mafeasto interact with regularly and
these are the civil society and the media'. Sityil@SOs have continued to advance their
'watch dog' role regardless of its 'negative’ ¢ftat their relationship with government
policy actors. Thus the routine involvement of CS@sthe policy structures is not
because government honestly believes CSOs have tectwhical value that they bring to
the policy process as advanced by (Pollard & C&005). Rather it merely fulfils their
obligation to donors of including CSOs in the pgligrocess. The government policy
actors are merely using CSOs for 'legitimating'gbkcy dialogue. This is tantamount to
‘'extractive participation' (Rose, 2003) and accuydito Arnstein (1969) is non-

participation.

Not focussing on building good relationship withvganment policy actors denies CSOs
an opportunity to influence policy in the sect@ood relationship between government
and CSOs policy actors enhances partnership (HbBgget007)and therefore
'participation’ (Arnstein, 1969). It is importanbwever to note that during the time of
data collection, the researcher was made to uratetghat the coalition (CSCQBE) had
reduced its confrontational stance and become mecenciliatory. This change of

approach would presumably yield results as wasdlse for TEN/MET(Haggerty, 2007).
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While it cannot be guaranteed, efforts to build gjgelationships among CSOs and
government policy actors would help to increasetifieacy of CSOs to influence policy
because in one sense it enhances possibility afrgowvent giving them a 'listening ear"'.
Otherwise since animosity and mistrust makes fificdit for government to listen to

CSOs, their efficacy to influence policy will contie to be limited (Mundyet al.,2008;

Cherry, 2007).

Representation at the policy table must take ictmant relevance and inclusiveness of
the stakeholders. However, in Malawi the sectoesdaot yet have the complete picture
of all CSOs that are playing a role in the sechurst, consequently only a select few
CSOs which are visible to the inviting agency gefited to the policy table as shown in
Table 4.2. Marginalisation of a larger section of stakeholdiemsn the policy process
robs the CSOs' voice of its legitimacy. That is wdontrary to their own perception,
government and DPs reject CSOs’ claim of influeggoolicy in the sector because it
guestions the legitimacy of their 'voice'. Che29@7) explained that irrelevant and non-
inclusive participation of stakeholders in the aa#l policy processes reduces the quality

of policies made since they do not address thesektthe marginalized and voiceless.

The efforts at ensuring relevance and inclusiverm@seng CSOs that sit at the policy
table by the coalition secretariat have not yieldedired results because among other
reasons of the limited pool of CSOs from which takenthe selection. At the time of the

study, there were efforts to compile a comprehenbst of all CSOs and their niche in
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the education sector. This exercise when duly cetadl may help to address this
challenge of lack of representativeness. For thanmtirae, the coalition secretariat may
need to go into serious discussions with the doalimembership to review the rules and
procedures regarding selection of CSOs to the ypdhble. So again it can be safely
concluded that despite their input into the politglogue, the key policy players which
are government and development partners are as paimclude the CSOs' voice into

policy decisions because in their view, the CSO&e/lacks legitimacy.

The CSOs have great trepidation over the envis&y#dp funding mechanism because
it places them in a subcontractor position to gowent. In their view the CSOs most
critical of government will stand to lose the mbs&cause government would make it
very difficult for them to access the pool fundscarding to Mundy et al. (2007) CSOs
in Mali, Kenya, Tanzania and Burkina Faso found thdt being in a subcontractor
position led to failure to get timely funding inetfevent that government failed to meet
the donor requirements. Additionally, it would alswan failure to get funding due to
corruption within government sector systems. Furt@SOs in Mali expressed fears of
losing their financial viability and independencéhérry, 2007).The findings of this

study only add to the growing voice of concern agh@$0s in the new SWAp funding

mechanism and how it would limit CSOs influencetlie sector. Limited funds will

adversely affect CSOs' capacity to carry out soatde research and advocacy.

Unfortunately, lack of very good evidence-basedoadey work reduces CSOs' efficacy
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in the policy process (Mundy et al., 2008). Thisréfore calls for re-examination of the
funding mechanisms if CSOs’ role as partners aptiiey table is to be meaningful.

Thus in effect animosity and mistrust, lack of tegacy of their voice, lack of credible
policy positions informed by research-based evidehee to lack of financial and human

capacity in effect limit the influence of CSOs Iretpolicy process to that of tokenism.

5.5 Conclusions

In conclusion, CSOs have been accorded enviabiécablspace to interface with key
policy actors in the ministry including developmepdrtners to effect policy change.
However, although civil society is well representat each level of SWAp policy
structures, it is nonetheless underrepresentestimstof number of CSOs that actually sit
at each level. In addition, it is not represented echnical management committee and
TWGs where issues of finances and power are treatad-inally, CSOs are not
represented in the MOEST management structure wéfiigctively has final authority

and decision making power to determine and effelity

Furthermore, CSO'’s capacity to influence policyrdmduring policy making is limited

by its failure to use research-based evidenceftwrmthe policy process hence, limiting
their influence on policies formed. The annual edion budget monitoring exercise and
especially donor funded demonstrative projects seebe the viable routes for them to

exert influence on policy. Secondly, the existiman@osity and mistrust between them
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and ministry prevents them from commanding a lisigrear from government policy
actors which would have allowed them to exercisaesteverage at the policy table.

Additionally, issues like not being treated as ‘@qpartners’, not having the power to
ensure that their voice is adopted in policies madd being perceived as largely
complementary service providers by MoEST and DPthén reduce CSOs' efficacy of

influencing policy at the policy table.

Finally, performance of policy at grassroots hasornnately generally not informed
CSOs' policy positions during sittings at the pplteable because their monitoring and
evaluation systems do not expressly target perfocenaf policy in the sector. However,
the annual education budgetary monitoring is kntavhave influenced education policy
through influencing increasing funding to implemedESP. As long as the cited
challenges remain, CSOs' participation in sectdicpgrocess will at best only be
placation and legitimation. Consequently, educapoficy will ultimately cease to be
relevant to the needs of people at the grassroaksreke participation of CSOs in policy
process redundant. The only glimmer of hope isethdsaged change of approach by
CSCQBE from confrontational to reconciliatory agyhdeal with government policy
actors. This is a positive step since it will addréhe major concern that of building the
most needed trust between CSOs and governmenly diors as partners. Such trust
will eventually enhance their participation at ghalicy table and greatly improve their

efficacy to influence policy.
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5.6 Implications

The existence of poor relations between ministriicgoactors and CSOs means that
CSOs will continue to be an insignificant playeraim far as influencing education policy
is concerned. Donors and development partners gpesitioning their focus onto
government as the driver of development in develmiountries. Therefore, CSOs must
aim to partner with government in their quest tdkenpolicies that address the needs and
aspirations of their constituencies. Earning tlusttand respect of government policy
actors is therefore critical to gaining entry itib@ policy making milieu which at the end
of the day is simply a political elite. CSOs mustdensitive to the prevailing democratic
culture to ensure that their involvement is not prssured but that their voice is given its

due recognition in policies made in the sector.

Since their policy positions during policy dialogaee not usually informed by research-
based evidence, it is unlikely that the needs apirations of their constituencies are
being advanced by their presence at the policyetaltheir presence at the policy table
will therefore continue to be of less benefit teitlconstituencies. Although it cannot be
guaranteed, but evidence-based policies tend toessldhe needs of the people. A
transparent and accountable funds-disbursemenugiightion mechanism is a must if

CSOs are to provide the necessary alternative vimicthat of government in policy

development.
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The legitimacy of voice is critical if governmentlmbe obliged to listen to it. It is most

probable that government fails to listen to the €S the policy table because it is
understood that their voice is ‘strange’, it is tiwt of the indigenous Malawian let alone
representative of the rest of the coalition memb&mspresentativeness of the voice
contributes to that legitimacy therefore, it is wnfant that CSOs that sit in the policy
structures are representative of all CSOs workiniipé sector irrespective of their stature
and geographical location. This will also improwa pnly the quality of policies made

but also their implementation.

5.7 Recommendations

In view of the nature of participation and the ¢dadjes encountered by the CSOs, the
study makes the following recommendations:

In order to improve the efficacy of the influenc&@s exert on the national policy
process, it is essential that they have a credibiee. There is therefore need for further
research to explore ways of enhancing the cretiloli their voice both at the national
policy table. Such research would look at a nundfassues. For instance both CSOs’
legitimacy and representativeness (number and gipe national policy table; capacity
to do research, policy analysis and advocacy asukgsurrounding capacity building by
SWAp; and how to strengthen consultation and colation within and among the
coalition’s membership and their various respectis@nstituencies. The funding
mechanism for CSOs within MOEST is another areairgyy further research to explore

how the funding mechanism has evolved, how it feciiihg their participation in the
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policy process and the coping strategies employetidd CSOs. This would help develop

and consolidate independent research to inforwoitse.

In terms of participation, MOEST should accept nmgiple the new role of CSOs as
‘equal’ partners in education policy process. Whoastitutionally the CSOs are not
mandated to jointly make policy with government, B&T should in pursuit of openness
and transparency make known to the CSOs the ruldspeocedures that govern the
participation of CSOs in the policy process. Thisuld contribute towards more

meaningful participation by CSOs at the policy &ablwith respect to CSOs'

representation at the policy table, the numberfbial seats given to the civil society

should be increased to include the various majpesyof CSOs in the sector according to
their specialisation such as research, provisioacafdemic, technical and professional
education, advocacy based institutions, coalitiangl networks that are national in
coverage and international NGOs and CSOs (whichcareently excluded). This will

ensure that the voices of the marginalized are watety captured and considered during
policy process through in part more consultatioroagnits membership especially that
which attends policy dialogue with MoOEST. Furthirese should be included in all the
SWAp policy structures to facilitate a holistic @nstanding of the policy issues within

the sector among the CSOs.

On their part, CSOs should adopt a policy of congéand dialogue with MOEST policy

actors especially directors to enhance a more diyeapproach to government policy
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actors and allow for trust building. This should dmne both on formal and non-formal
basis to develop a more personal knowledge andottee of each other as a way of
furthering common understanding and appreciatiosh r@tluce animosity and mistrust

among them.

The NESP has provided CSOs space to carry out ororgtand evaluation of policy in
the sector. The study has also revealed that theygmrocess does not use much input
from monitoring and evaluation of policy in the s®c However, apart from the annual
budget monitoring exercise conducted by the coalisecretariat, CSOs have not fully
embraced this very important role. By taking monitg and evaluation as one of their
key roles in the sector, it is envisaged that theice at the policy table will become
more credible and their advocacy would probablyob®e more impactful. Monitoring
and evaluation can also be used as a springboafdrfber development of their capacity
in independent research to inform their policy poss. This would probably also

facilitate their access to funds from the pool fsiathd enhance their independent voice.
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10.

11.

12.
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14.

15.
16.

Appendix A

Interview Protocol for Civil Society Organisations

Describe the policy structures at the Ministry afuEation Science and Technology and
their composition which have a lot of influencepilicy formulation?

Describe how the Ministry of Education Science &edhnology (MoEST) formulates its
education policies?

How do CSOs get to the policy table to participatthe policy process?

How do CSOs prepare for participation at the pdiatyle?

How do you ensure that your contribution at thegydiable is relevant and credible?
Describe how CSOs influenced the formulation of ¢iits’ readmission policy and/or
the special needs education policy.

How have you participated in the formulation of ealion policies in particular the girls’
readmission policy and or the special needs edcablicy? Why?

What factors have aided your participation?

What challenges have you encountered in partiapati education policy formulation?
How did you overcome them?

Would you describe how you participate in the impdatation of the girl's readmission
policy?

Are there any specific programmes or activitie&dith to this policy that you participate
in?

How do you participate in monitoring and evaluatidrihis policy?

What are the specific activities that you do tousaghat this policy is implemented as
planned?

How would you regard the effectiveness of your ipgration (in achieving your goals)?
Why?

What do you think are the main factors that infleeeeducation policy?

What recommendations would you make to improve ftmeulation of the education

policies in education?
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Appendix B
Interview Protocol for Government and Donors

Describe the most influential policy structuredta Ministry of Education Science and
Technology and their composition

Describe how the MOEST formulates its educatioficps?

How do CSOs get to the policy table to participatthe policy process?

How would you like the CSOs to prepare for partitipn at the policy table?

What assistance do you offer the CSOs to ensutehbia contribution at the policy table
is relevant and credible?

How did CSOs influence the formulation of the dinlsadmission policy and/or the
special needs education policy?

How did the CSOs participate in the formulationediucation policies in particular the
girls’ re-admission policy and or the special needgcation policy? Why?

What factors have aided CSOs participation in &y process in the education sector?

9. What challenges have you encountered resulting f&80s participation in education

10.

11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

policy formulation? How did you overcome them?

Would you describe how you participate in the impdatation of education policies in
particular girls’ readmission policy and or the cipéneeds education policy?

Would you describe any specific programmes or &igsylinked to this policy that you
participate in?

How do you participate in monitoring and evaluatidrihis policy?

How would you regard the effectiveness of CSOsigipétion in achieving your goals as
a Ministry (official/donor) in the education sec@dhy?

What do you think are the main factors that infleeerthe development of education
policy?

What recommendations would you make to the CSOmpoove the formulation of the

education policies in the education sector?
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Appendix C

SWAp MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

SECTOR WORKING GROUP

SWAp TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

SWAp SECRETARIAT

TECHNICAL
WORKING
GROUP 1

TECHNICAL
WORKING
GROUP 2

TECHNICAL
WORKING
GROUP 3

TECHNICAL
WORKING
GROUP 4

TECHNICAL TECHNICAL TECHNICAL TECHNICAL
WORKING WORKING WORKING WORKING
GROUP 5 GROUP 6 GROUP 7 GROUP 8
SYSTEMS SYSTEMS SYSTEMS SYSTEMS
TASK FORCE TASK FORCE TASK FORCE TASK FORCE
1 2 3 4




SWAp MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

TWG 1

SWG
SWAp TC
SWAp SEC
TWG 2 TWG 3 TWG 4 TWG § TWG € TWG 7 TWG 8
STF STF STF

161

STF




KEY

SWG

SWAp TC

Sector Working Group

SWAp Technical Committee

SWAp SEC SWAp Secretariat

Technical Working Groups

TWG 1

TWG 2

TWG 3

Education)

TWG 4

TWG 5

TWG 6

TWG 7

TWG 8

Technical Working Group 1: Basic Education

Technical Working Group 2: Secondary Edwrati

Technical Working Group 3: Tertiary Educati¢TecVoc and Higher

Technical Working Group 4: Teacher Developtrend Management

Technical Working Group 5: Infrastructure

Technical Working Group 6: Crosscutting BsSchool Health, Special

Education and Gender)

Technical Working Group 7: Quality Assurance

Technical Working Group 8: Management andésoance

System Task Forces

STF1

STF 2

STF 3

STF 4

System Task Force 1:
System Task Force 2:
System Task Force 3:

System Task Force 4:

Finance and Procurement
Communication and mmédion Management
Research, Planningjtdtorg and Evaluation

Capacity Building
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Appendix D

Terms of Reference (ToR) for
Technical Working Groups (TWGs) and
Systems Task Forces (STFs)

1. Background

The Technical Working Groups (TWGSs) for education sector are established in line whik t
Guidelines for the Institutionalisation of the S®ctWorking Groups (SWGs) produced by
Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Economic Plangiand Development in November, 2008
but also takes into consideration the complexityhef tasks as the Education sector implements
the MGDS through National Education Sector Plan$RE The TWGs shall be answerable to
the Education Sector Working Group (ESWG) which heglaced the former Policy and
Planning Committee. The education sector recognisemin key systems which need to be
developed/strengthened for effective and efficiemlementation of National Education Sector
Plan (NESP) and Education Sector Implementatiom RPESIP) and has established specific
Systems Task Forces(STFs).

2. General task for TWGs and STFs

The TWGs and STFs listed below provide a forumtéahnical consultations. Their general task
is to support the Education sector and Ministry of Education Science and Technology (Mo
EST) as the key implementing institution in planning and implementation of different sub
sector policied strategies. The actual sub sector policies/strategies devetmpmand
implementation role remains the responsibility obBST departments/units/institutions in line
with ESWG guidance.

3. Specific tasks for TWGs
a) Contribute to comprehensive subsecRulitical, Economic, Technological and Social
(PETS) and strengths Weakness, Opportunities and Thig@g/OT) analysis of the
subsectors.
b) Provide professional advice on development/ revdéwub sector policies/strategies and

sub sector budgeting
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c) Contribute to the monitoring and evaluation of $hid sectors in key priority areas
d) Establish, with approval from SWAp Technical contagt sub technical working groups

or Task forces on priority areas as need may be.

e) Deliverables for TWGs
i) Annual Work Plans(AWPSs)
ii) Quarterly reports on the AWPs
iii) Status reports on special assignments.
4. Specific Tasks for STFs
a) Synergise the work of all key actors in thendn.
b) Contribute to the analysis of specific agressiies and develop roadmap leading
establishment of the domain system
c¢) Contribute to the monitoring and evaluatiorttef domain system
d) Deliverables for STFs
i) Roadmap for establishment of the domain system
i) Annual Work Plans (AWPSs) that feed into s@cter work plans
ii) Quarterly reports (QRs) on the AWPs that citmtie to Sub sector quarterly reports
5. TheTWGs
In reference to the recommendations of the Poliog #@lanning Committee of
18/02/2010 and the revised ToR above and in coraida of maintaining good working
performance especially for Teacher Education arab£Cutting current TWGs and the
importance to improve the link in key areas of gyassurance between all levels from
primary to higher education, the new TWGs are:
i. Basic education
ii. Secondary education
iii. Tertiary education (TEVET and Higher education)
iv. Teacher development and management
v. Infrastructure
vi. Cross cutting | ssues (School health, Special education and Girls education)
vii. Quality assurance

vii. Management and Governance
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6. The STFs
i. Finance and Procurement;
ii .Communication and | information management;
iii. Planning Monitoring and Evaluation; and

iv. Capacity Building

Note: The TWGs and STFs can carry out any additionalvagtiwith approval from the SWAp Technical
committee to avoid duplications or overlaps
The TWGs and the STFs shall meet at lease a month
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Appendix E

1. BASIC EDUCATION TWG

a) Membership: The following are the members of the Technical VWaygkGroup
on Basic Education:

©CoNOOGOAWNE

Director of Basic Education
Education Advisor (DfID)

Officer (DBE)

Representative
Representative
Representative
Representative
Representative
Representative

. Representative
. Representative
. Representative
. Representative
. Representative

. Schools Inspector
. Planning Officer

. DP Representative
. DP Representative
. DP Representative
. DP Representative

CIDA
CPEA
CSCQBE
DBE
DEM
DEP
DfID
DP
DTED
EMAS
ISAMA
JICA
MANEB
MoGCD
MoLG

Chairperson
Co-chairperson
Secretary

National Library Service

MANEB
MZUNI
Montford College

DTED/Lilongwe TTC

ISAMA
CSCQBE
MoLG
MoGCD
ODPP
DEM/CPEA
EMAS
DEP
USAID
UNICEF
JICA
CIDA

Canadian International Development Agency
Coordinating Primary Education Advisor

Civil Society Coalition for Quality Basid&cation
Directorate of Basic Education

District Education Manager

Directorate of Education Planning
Department for International Development
Development Partner

Department of Teacher Education and Develogme
Education Methods Advisory Services
Independent Schools Association in Malawi
Japan International Cooperation Agency
Malawi National Examinations Board

Ministry of Gender and Child Development
Ministry of Local Government
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e« MZUNI Mzuzu University

« ODPP Office of the Director of Public Procurement
« UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund
« USAID United States Agency for International Deyghent

2. SECONDARY EDUCATION TWG

a) Membership: The following are the members of the Technical Mifay Group
on Secondary Education:

1. Director of Secondary Education Chairperson
2. Education Advisor (JICA) Co-chairperson
3. Officer (DSE) Secretary
4. Representative UNIMA
5. Representative DCE
6. Representative MCDE
7. Representative MANEB
8. Representative MIE
9. Representative ACEM
10. Representative PRISAM
11. Representative LEG
12. Representative EDM
13. Schools Inspector EMAS
14. Planning Officer DEP
15. DP Representative EU
16. DP Representative USAID
17. DP Representative AfDB

« ACEM Association of Christian Educators in Malawi

+ AfDB African Development Bank

- DCE Domasi College of Education

« DEP Directorate of Education Planning

- DSE Directorate of Secondary Education

« EDM Education Division Manager

« EMAS Education Methods Advisory Services

« EU European Union

« JICA Japan International Cooperation Agency

e LEG Link for Education Governance

« MANEB Malawi National Examinations Board

« MCDE Malawi College of Distance Education

« MIE Malawi Institute of Education

 PRISAM Private Schools Association in Malawi

« UNIMA University of Malawi
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e USAID United States Agency for International Dexhent

3. TEACHER EDUCATION TWG

a) Membership: Members of the Teacher Education Technical Work@mpup

include:
1. Acting Director DTED Chairperson
2. Education Advisor (CIDA) Co-chairperson
3. Officer (DTED Secretary
4. Representative UNIMA
5. Representative DCE
6. Representative MANEB
7. Representative MIE
8. Representative MoLG
9. Representative TUM
10. Representative DAPP
11. Schools Inspector EMAS
12. Planning Officer (MandE) DEP
13. DP Representative USAID
14. DP Representative GTZ
15. DP Representative JICA
16. DP Representative DfID
« CIDA Canadian International Development Agency
« DAPP Development Aid from People to People
- DCE Domasi College of Education
« DfID Department for International Development
- DTED Department of Teacher Education and Developmen
« EMAS Education Methods Advisory Services
« EP Directorate of Education Planning
e GTZ German GesellschaftfiirTechnischeZusammenarbeit
« JICA Japan International Cooperation Agency
« MANEB Malawi National Examinations Board
« MIE Malawi Institute of Education
« MolLG Ministry of Local Government
« TUM Teachers Union of Malawi
* UNIMA University of Malawi
e USAID United States Agency for International Deysteent
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4. TERTIARY and HIGHER EDUCATION TWG

a) Membership: The following are the members of the Technical VWaykGroup
on Tertiary and Higher Education:

1. Acting Director for Higher Education ~ Chairperson
2. Education Advisor (AfDB) Co-chairperson
3. Officer DTVT Secretary
4. Representative UNIMA
5. Representative MZUNI
6. Representative Private Universities
7. Representative TEVETA
8. Representative NMCM
9. Representative SOCAM
10. Representative DHRMD
11. Schools Inspector EMAS
12. Planning Officer DEP
13. DP Representative WB
14. DP Representative NORAD
« AfDB African Development Bank
« DEP Directorate of Education Planning
« DHRMD Department of Human Resource Management angDpment
« DTVT Directorate of Technical and Vocational Traigi
« EMAS Education Methods Advisory Services
e« MZUNI Mzuzu University
* NMCM Nurses and Midwives Council of Malawi
e NORAD Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation
e SOCAM Society of Accountants in Malawi
e TEVETA Technical, Entrepreneurial and Vocational uation and Training
Authority
UNIMA University of Malawi
« WB World Bank
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5. CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES TWG

a) Membership: Members of the Technical Working Group on Croshog Issues

are:
1. Deputy Director HIV/AIDS Chairperson

2. Education Advisor (WFP) Co-chairperson
3. Officer DSNESecretary

4. Representative DTED

5. Representative NAC

6. Representative Montfort College
7. Representative MoH

8. Representative MoGCD

9. Representative MoLG

10. Representative MoD

11. Representative CHRMD

12. Schools Inspector EMAS

13. HIV/AIDS Officer DEP

14. DP Representative UNFPA

15. DP Representative UNAIDS

16. DP Representative WHO

17. DP Representative GTZ

18. DP Representative UNICEF

19. DP Representative USAID

e CHRMD Controller of Human Resource Management aadelbpment
- DEP Directorate of Education Planning

« DP Development Partner

« DSNE Directorate of Special Needs Education

« DTED Department of Teacher Education and Developmen
« EMAS Education Methods Advisory Services

« GTZ German GesellschaftfurTechnischeZusammenarbeit
e MoD Ministry of Disabilities

e MoGCD Ministry of Gender and Child Development

« MoH Ministry of Health

e MolLG Ministry of Local Government

« NAC National AIDS Commission

« UNAIDS Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS

« UNFPA United Nations Population Fund

* UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund

e USAID United States Agency for International Deysteent

e WFP World Food Programme

« WHO World Health Organisation
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6. QUALITY AND STANDARDS
a) Membership: The following are the members of the Technical Mifay Group
on Quality and Standards of Education:

Director EMAS

Chairperson

Education Advisor (UNICEF) Co-chairperson
Officer EMAS Secretary
Representative MIE
Representative DCE
Representative CSCQBE
Representative Private Universities
Representative DBE
Representative DSE

. Representative DHE/DTVT

. Representative DTED

. Representative EDM

. Representative DEM

. Representative DSNE

. Planning Officer DEP

. DP Representative CIDA

. DP Representative USAID

CIDA
CSCQBE
DBE
DCE
DEM
DEP
DHE
DP
DSE
DSNE
DTED
DTVT
EDM
EMAS
MIE
USAID

Canadian International Development Agency
Civil Society Coalition for Quality Basid&cation
Directorate of Basic Education

Domasi College of Education

District Education Manager

Directorate of Education Planning

Directorate of Higher Education

Development Partner

Directorate of Secondary Education

Directorate of Special Needs Education
Department of Teacher Education and Develaogtme

Directorate of Technical and Vocational Triaig
Education Division Manager

Education Methods Advisory Services

Malawi Institute of Education

United States Agency for International Deyghent
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7.

INFRASTRUCTURE TWG

a) Membership: Members of the Technical Working Group on Infrastare are:

1. Principal Secretary Chairperson
2. Education Advisor (GTZ) Co-chairperson
3. Officer EIMU Secretary
4. Representative LCA
5. Representative MoLG
6. Representative MoWandT (Building Dept.)
7. Representative ODPP
8. Representative EDMU
9. Representative SPU
10. Planning Officer DEP
11. DP Representative DfID
12. DP Representative WB
13. DP Representative AfDB
14. DP Representative JICA
« AfDB African Development Bank
« DEP Directorate of Education Planning
- DfID Department for International Development
« EDMU Education Development Management Unit
- EIMU Education Infrastructure Management Unit
e GTZ German GesellschaftfiirTechnischeZusammenarbeit
« JICA Japan International Cooperation Agency
« LCA Lilongwe City Assembly
e MoLG Ministry of Local Government
« MoWandT Ministry of Works and Transport
« ODPP Office of the Director of Public Procurement
« SPU Specialised Procurement Unit
« UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund
« WB World Bank
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8. MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE TWG

a) Membership: Members of the Technical Working Group ON Manageirand
Governance are:

1. Senior Deputy Secretary Chairperson
2. Education Advisor (USAID) Co-chairperson
3. Officer (Administration) Secretary
4. Representative MoLG
5. Representative EDM
6. Representative DEM
7. Representative CHRMD
8. Representative CA
9. Planning Officer DEP
10. Representative MoEST (DEPIP Prog.)
11. DP Representative WB
12. DP Representative DfID
13. DP Representative JICA
« CA Chief Accountant
e CHRMD Controller of Human Resource Management aadelbpment
« DEM District Education Manager
« DEP Directorate of Education Planning
« DEPIP District Education Plan InstitutionalisatiBrogramme
- DfID Department for International Development
« EDM Education Division Manager
« EU European Union
« JICA Japan International Cooperation Agency
« JICA Japan International Cooperation Agency
e MolLG Ministry of Local Government
« USAID United States Agency for International Devyeteent
« WB World Bank
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