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Abstract

This paper examines how autonomy and accountability under School-Based Management (SBM) are implemented in Indonesia at the national level and how they are associated with intermediary and student outcomes. The results of the study suggest that although schools perceived that they had autonomy to make independent decisions; they were limited in the extent to which they were able to make independent and significant instructional and operational changes in their schools. The study also found that the transparency of information and accountability by the districts, parents and the local community were minimal. Factors such as principal and teacher leadership and preparedness were associated with levels of autonomy and accountability.  There were also regional differences in implementation.  The impact of school autonomy and accountability on achievement was weak due to levels of implementation.
Introduction
Over the past two decades, many countries have been implementing accountability-based, school decentralization reforms such as School–Based Management (SBM) as a way to improve student and school performance. Today, more than 800 SBM programs have been implemented in two dozen countries ranging from Australia, the United States, Spain, Mexico, Cambodia, Mozambique, and most notably for this paper, Indonesia (World Bank, 2007). In this paper we examine how Indonesia implemented a SBM reform that focused on two central components: autonomy and accountability
. We begin the paper by putting the Indonesia SBM reform in context, providing background on SBM, and highlighting the importance for studying the Indonesian SBM reform. This is followed by description of the reform, the research questions we investigate, the theoretical model that frames the research, and the study’s methodology. Finally, we offer the results of analysis and some concluding remarks regarding policy implications. 

Background and Context

SBM is a form of educational governance that grants responsibilities and authority over  school operations to principals, teachers, parents, and other local community-based members. It is based on a belief that local and often shared decision-making will lead to more efficient and effective decisions aligned with local priorities. Although SBM can take different forms - varying in the scope of autonomy given to the school, and the level participation of various stakeholders in the school decision-making process - the impetus is primarily to improve educational quality. In SBM, the focus on the increased autonomy of schools is paired with increased accountability. Giving schools, principals and teachers greater autonomy means that their actions should be answerable to parents, the community, as well as central governments.  Such oversight by various stakeholders is argued to improve school quality and student learning (De Grauwe, 2005). 

In spite of the large number of SBM programs, evaluations on their effects on student achievements are few. Further, a recent review of 20 of the most rigorous evaluations of SBM programs found mixed results regarding their effects on student outcomes such as student retention, grade repetition, and dropout rate (Bruns et al., 2011). A main reason for the lack of agreement in the literature on the effects of SBM is that many of these programs did not include systematic evaluations of the implementation of the SBM reform, and did not control for variation in implementation when assessing performance. Previous research on the implementation of educational reforms, like SBM, have documented that the level and quality of implementation determines the extent to which the desired outcomes may be realized (Fullan,1991; Glennan et al., 2004; Karam et al., 2009). 
In this paper, we address this deficiency by examining how autonomy and accountability have been implemented within Indonesia’s SBM reform. For a number of reasons, Indonesia provides an excellent context for examining the implementation of SBM and its association with school and student outcomes. First, the reform incorporates features - discussed in the following section - which scholars view as central to effective SBM. Second, unlike many SBM reforms, in Indonesia SBM is implemented nation-wide. Examining a scaled-up SBM will help to inform countries that are expanding or seeking to adopt SBM regarding how to improve implementation and to ensure success in achieving intended outcomes.

The Indonesia SBM Project
Indonesia’s SBM design incorporates some features that are considered as essential to effective SBM (Barrera- Osorio et al., 2009). First, the Indonesian reform is designed to provide a high level of autonomy to schools and encourage broad participation of the local community in school affairs. School principals and teachers are provided with increased autonomy to make decisions across key school areas related to school operations, budget, and education. However, the central government maintains authority over the hiring, assignment, and firing of civil service (pegawai negeri sipil or PNS) teachers. Second, SBM in Indonesia provides schools with the autonomy to exercise power in resource allocation over a block of discretionary funds, called BOS (Bantuan perasional Sekolah). These BOS block grants allow schools to cover operational costs based on an annual, per-student basis. BOS grants also are administered with few restrictions, thereby facilitating autonomous SBM resource allocation regarding the disbursement of funds according to school priorities across almost all school activities (except paying bonuses to teachers, rehabilitation of facilities, and building new rooms or buildings). Third and through central government directives, the SBM reform calls for the creation of school committees (SC), BOS teams and teaching boards - that are made up of  teachers, parents and community leaders. These groups serve to assist and advise the school and provide recommendation on the design and implementation of educational programs, policies, and the management of funds. Finally, the reform encourages schools to engage in self-evaluation and monitoring of their processes. Under this SBM model, schools are expected to inform stakeholders of their decisions, and to be held accountable for their decisions through oversight and monitoring by education districts, school committees, parents, and the immediate community.
Research Questions


       This study examines the implementation of autonomy and accountability practices within the nation-wise SBM reform and their associated outcomes. This paper investigates the following

questions:

1) How are autonomy and accountability exercised under SBM in Indonesia? 
2) What factors influence the implementation of autonomy and accountability? 

3) How are autonomy and accountability associated with allocation of funds?

4) How are autonomy and accountability associated with student achievement?

Theoretical Model
To examine the Indonesian SBM reform, we developed a theoretical framework to investigate the implementation of autonomy and accountability under SBM and their association with student performance (Figure 1). At the center of the theoretical framework (the top shaded box) is the level of autonomy schools have achieved and the extent to which accountability is practiced under the Indonesian SBM reform. Central to the model are two mechanisms: the establishment of managerial structures (e.g., formation of committees, teams and boards); and involvement of teachers, parents and the community in school decisions to increase stakeholder involvement and oversight in decision-making. In this model, school committees become an important vehicle through which the voices of various educational stakeholders are heard. This framework assumes that increased school autonomy and accountability practices will lead to changes in school in the allocation of school resources. These changes, in turn, will lead to improved student achievement. Our theoretical framework also shows that the implementation of SBM is moderated by school capacity and the district support provided to schools; an association that previous research has suggested is important in successful SBM implementation (Bifulco, 2002; Glennan et al., 1998 & 2004; Datnow et al., 2000&2005).  


Figure 1. Framework for Analysis of School-Based Management Practices

Study Setting and Sample
To conduct this study, four hundred elementary public schools were selected nationwide from among the 54 districts in Indonesia. We used stratified random procedures to ensure the representativeness of the sample. We first identified the sampling frame of all districts and schools in the 2008 census of schools administered by the Indonesian Ministry of Education in all seven regions of Indonesia
. Within each region the number of districts to select was based on the region’s share of Indonesia’s total number of elementary schools, adjusted to ensure that in more sparsely populated regions at least three districts were selected. The number of schools in each region was chosen as the criterion for district selection because the primary unit of observation for the study was the school. Prior to random selection of the sample districts, the number of districts to be selected within each region was divided between regencies (kabupaten or rural) and cities (kota or urban), proportionately to the number of schools in each of these two types of districts, and subject to the constraint that at least one district of each type be selected in each region. The appropriate number of districts of each type was then randomly selected using the Indonesia Ministry of Education 2008 census of schools data file provided to us by the World Bank. After districts were selected, we drew a two percent random sample of elementary schools in each of the 54 selected districts. Because we oversampled some types of districts and under-sampled others, we constructed sampling weights that were inversely proportional to the probability of being sampled according to the sampling scheme we just described. 
Data Sources and Measures
Surveys

We developed survey instruments for face-to-face interviews with school principals, teachers, school committee chairs and members, and parents, as well as for the collection of school financial data. The content of the surveys was driven by the theoretical model presented in Figure 1. At each of the sampled elementary schools, we surveyed the principal, six teachers (randomly selected one in each grade), the chair of the school committee (SC) and one member (randomly selected from the list of members), and six parents (randomly selected one in each grade). In addition, in each of the 54 districts we surveyed the head of the district, head of the sub-district, head of the district’s education board, and head of the district’s supervisors. Survey instruments for district and sub-district personnel covered many of the same questions directed at school-level respondents but, also, focused on the roles and supporting infrastructure that districts and sub-districts had in place to support SBM. The surveys asked questions pertaining to SY2009-2010. The response rate among these stakeholder groups varied from 98 to 100 percent.
Management structure measures

The surveys captured information on the managerial structure required by the Indonesian central government for supporting SBM. Data gathered include the existence of school committees, BOS teams, and teacher boards. The surveys also collected information on the size and composition of members serving on these committees and teams.   

Stakeholder involvement measures

The surveys measured the frequency of meeting held by BOS teams, SC members and principals on their own and with other stakeholders including the districts.
School autonomy measures

The surveys measured various dimensions of school practices to determine the extent to which autonomy was achieved in schools. We also included the following autonomy measures as predictors of intermediary outcomes and student achievement.  
· School decision-making: stakeholder participation in decision-making and the number of school managerial and budgetary area for which the schools make final decisions
· Principal influence: the level of influence principals have over managerial school matters such as  developing of the school vision and goals, the work plan, allocating discretionary BOS funds, hiring and firing teachers, purchasing supplies, and planning school facilities 

· Teacher influence: the level of influence teachers have over instruction, development of syllabi, instructional methods, grouping of students, and use of achievement tests 
· District influence: the level of influence districts have on personnel, instruction, curriculum, and budget
· Parental input: the number of school matters for which parents provided input

School accountability measures

The surveys also measured accountability by asking about the extent to which districts monitored schools, including how schools managed BOS funds, the purpose of monitoring, the actions taken by districts with underperforming principals, and frequency and type of information provided to teachers, SC members, and parents. These measures were used to quantitatively estimate the extent to which schools were being held accountable, as well as to predict intermediary outcomes and student achievement.  
Support and school capacity measures

Finally, the surveys collected information on school capacity and the support provided to schools for SBM implementation. Information on school capacity included: resources available to schools (budgets and expenditures), stakeholder understanding of SBM, stakeholder preparedness, leadership, and knowledge. District support included socialization and training provided and received by various stakeholders. These measures were used to examine descriptively the level of support that was provided to schools, as well as to associate various types of support with school autonomy, accountability and student achievement. Resource allocation was also included in the analyses as an intermediary outcome.  

Student Testing
We collected student academic achievement data by administering achievement tests in Bahasa and mathematics to students in one 5th grade class in each sample school. We randomly selected one class to be tested. The tests were composed of multiple choice questions and were both based on the official curriculum for grade 5 in each subject. The tests were administered in May 2010 so content areas that were covered at the end of the school year were not included. In total, 8,092 students were tested in Bahasa and mathematics. We used scores on each exam as outcome measures of student achievement. 

Analytic Methods
To answer the first research question regarding the status of implementation, we conducted descriptive analyses on survey indicators in the areas of school managerial structures, autonomy, stakeholder involvement and accountability. To answer the remaining research questions we used Ordinary Least Squares (OLS)
. We applied district weights to the sample to ensure the representativeness of the elementary schools to the general population of schools. The analyses were conducted at the school level with the exception of a set of analyses examining student performance in Bahasa and Indonesia. For the achievement analyses, we accounted for variations at both the student and the school level to correct the standard errors resulting from the lack of independence of test scores of students within the same school. 
Results
Status of Implementation
School managerial structure
To support SBM and encourage broad stakeholder participation, directives from the Indonesian central government require that schools establish SC and BOS teams, and provide guidance as to their sizes and memberships. They also require that schools involve a teaching board in the approval of the school’s midterm and annual plans. As required, the majority of schools (98 percent) had an existing school committee in 2010.  Over half of schools had established a BOS team (69 percent) and a teacher board (49 percent). In addition, a significant share of schools established a working group of teachers to help prepare the four-year plan (65 percent), a SBM team (54 percent), and a school budget team (37 percent). However, the extent to which these various committees were actually operational was not always certain.
Parents dominated the school committees (SCs). The size of school committees averaged 8.3 members, about equal to the minimum size of nine members suggested by central government directives. Across the nation, parents accounted for about three-quarters of SC members, community and village council representatives accounted for about 20 percent, and teachers the remaining 4 percent.  As implicated by this finding, not all stakeholder groups were represented on each SC. Whereas 98 percent of schools had parents on their school committee, only 69 percent had representation from teachers, and 42 percent had representation from the village or city council.  The principal was a member of the SC in 10 percent of schools. 
Parents were less likely to be represented on school teams, other than SCs. Parents were represented in about only one-third of BOS teams, in spite of the directive that one parent be included on the school’s BOS team.  Unlike the SCs, the BOS teams were typically headed by the principal and nearly always included a teacher and a SC member, consistent with the expectations that these two types of school stakeholders be involved in school affairs. 

Stakeholder involvement

The frequency of meetings held by teams and committees on their own and with other stakeholders, including school principals, is one indicator of their level of involvement in school affairs.   Principals met most frequently with the district staff and their teaching board, on average once a month over SY2009-2010, suggesting that consultations between these three stakeholders were routine.  It also suggests the continuing dependence of principals on district input and oversight. 

Meetings of SCs on their own or with other school teams were relatively rare. The BOS teams met quarterly on their own, and SC chairs reported meeting with their principal on average 2.5 times during SY 2009-2010. By themselves, SC members reported that they met from never to three times a year, averaging 1.5 times in SY 2009-2010. Typically, SC members would meet at key school events to which all parents were also invited, such as at the beginning of the school year, at the distribution of the student grade reports, or at the end of the year. 

School autonomy

Final Decision-making. In general principals reported that they had high level of autonomy in making final decisions regarding their schools. On average, 90 percent of principals reported that they had decision-making authority in 11 areas of school operations, including teacher recruitment and hiring, setting the school vision and curriculum, selecting textbooks and teaching materials, and allocating the school budget (Figure 2). 
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 NOTE: N = 400 principals.

Figure 2. Percentage of Principals Reporting That They Had Decision-making Authority,
by Type of Decision, 2010 
Even though the majority of the principals indicated that they are responsible for the management of their schools, they rarely made decisions solely on their own. In any one school area indicated in Figure 2 only 13 to 29 percent of principals reported making school-related decisions without the participation of other stakeholders both internal and external to the school.  They more frequently made decisions alone in defining school vision and goals (29 percent), school work plan (29 percent), and teacher recruitment (25 percent).  Thus, school operational decisions typically were made by consensus of the principals and a varying combination of stakeholders.   

On average, in only 22 percent of schools were final decisions (on over ten different school operations
) made only by the principal (Figure 3).
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             NOTE: N = 400 principals. 

Figure 3. Percentage of Schools, by Stakeholders Participating in Decisions
Across Ten School Matters, 2010

In another 22 percent of schools, final decisions were made by the combined trio of principals, teachers, and the SC. This trio was the most likely to make “joint” decisions about the allocation of BOS funds, the school budget and in developing the school’s work plan. Teachers joined the principals in making decisions in 19 percent of schools—they were most likely to participate in decisions on the school’s vision, mission, and goals and on the school’s work plan.  In about 22 percent of schools the districts were involved in the final school decisions.


As Figure 3 shows, after principals, teachers, were the stakeholder more frequently reported as participating in making school operational decisions; while SC participation in decision making was low. 

Influence. Although the principals surveyed said that their district was not heavily involved in making decisions about matters affecting their school, districts continued to exert a high level of influence on school decision-making. As Table 1 shows, districts’ self-reported level of influence on various school matters was equivalent to the self-reported influence of principals on the same school matters, including defining the school vision, developing the annual school plan, setting the school calendar, and determining the content of staff development-both averaging a score of 3.2 to 3.6 on a scale of 4.0, indicating that they were both “somewhat to very influential” in these areas. By contrast, district-level respondents reported having “little to some influence” in making instructional decisions (average score of 2.7 or lower on a scale of 4.0), such as choosing textbooks and teaching materials, and determining lesson content and syllabi. They also reported having even less influence on the allocation of the school budget and the purchasing of supplies. Districts’ influence was rated higher than that of teachers' on developing the school vision, developing the school annual plan, and determining the content of staff development. 
Table 1. Average Influence Ratings, by Type of Stakeholder, 2010

	Type of School Decision
	Principal
	SC Chair
	Teacher
	District
	Parent

	Personnel management
	
	
	
	
	

	Hire, fire PNS teachers
	DA
	2.2
	DA
	2.9
	DA

	Assign teachers to school
	DA
	DA
	DA
	3.6
	DA

	Evaluate teachers
	DA
	2.0
	DA
	3.5
	DA

	Hire, fire non-PNS teachers
	3.1
	DA
	DA
	DA
	DA

	Pedagogy/instruction
	
	
	
	
	

	Set school vision
	3.3
	2.2
	2.8
	3.2
	1.8

	Draft school plan
	3.4
	2.2
	2.8
	3.0
	1.4

	Set instruction time for academic subject
	DA
	DA
	DA
	3.1
	DA

	Determine school calendar
	3.2
	1.5
	DA
	3.3
	1.2

	Select methods of instruction
	DA
	DA
	3.2
	2.7
	DA

	Select textbooks
	3.2
	1.5
	3.2
	2.2
	1.3

	Determine syllabi
	3.2
	DA
	3.1
	2.7
	DA

	Assess student performance
	DA
	DA
	DA
	1.9
	DA

	Determine staff development
	3.3
	DA
	2.9
	3.6
	DA

	Set student admission criteria
	3.4
	2.2
	DA
	DA
	DA

	Develop Curriculum
	DA
	1.6
	DA
	DA
	1.2

	Develop student tests
	DA
	DA
	3.2
	DA
	DA

	Budget
	
	
	
	
	

	Allocate school budget
	3.4
	2.2
	2.8
	2.4
	1.4

	Purchase supplies
	3.3
	DA
	DA
	1.7
	DA

	Allocate BOS funds
	3.4
	2.4
	2.8
	DA
	1.4

	Planning school facility
	3.3
	2.6
	DA
	DA
	DA

	Community-school relationship
	DA
	2.6
	DA
	DA
	DA


NOTES: N = 400 principals, 393 SC chairs, 2,352 teachers, 54 heads of district, and 1,518 parents.The scale was 1 = not influential, 2 = a little influential, 3 = somewhat influential, 4 =very influential. “DA”means “did not ask”. 

Unlike districts whose relatively high influence on school decisions significantly outweighed their reportedly (by principals) low participation in school decisions, the low influence of SCs tracked closely with their reported low or nonparticipation in school decisions. SC members’ self-rated influence was highest for facility planning, fostering community-school relations, and allocating BOS resources, averaging 2.4 to 2.6 on a scale of 4.0. They were lowest in influence regarding such classroom instructional issues as curriculum, selection of textbooks, and evaluating teachers (1.5 to 2.0, or not influential to a little influential). 

Parents were rarely part of final decisions on school matters, reportedly participating on the average in just 8 percent of schools. Indeed, parents themselves reported having little influence over a variety of school decisions (average score of 1.2 to 1.8).
Accountability
Monitoring of schools. Districts said that they were very involved in monitoring the activities of their schools, although the extent to which this monitoring resulted in ongoing corrective actions was not gauged. According to surveyed district heads, an average of about 8 percent of their workforce was dedicated to monitoring school financial performance with about half of districts reporting having no staff monitoring school financial performance. In turn, district supervisors monitored school administration, principals, and teachers on an ongoing basis. On average, one supervisor was assigned for every 13 elementary schools. Ninety percent of surveyed districts said that supervisors were to visit each of their assigned schools about monthly. Surveyed principals, however, reported less frequent supervisor visits to their individual schools. About 40 percent of principals reported that visits by supervisors were quarterly or less frequent (Figure 4). District staff other than supervisors rarely visited schools. A majority of principals (78 percent) reported that district staff visited their schools two or fewer times a year, with nearly 40 percent of principals reporting having not been visited by other district staff during the school year. Principals indicated that SC members “visited schools for monitoring purposes” quarterly, on average. This frequency is equivalent to the frequency at which the use of BOS funds is to be reported, suggesting that visits may have occurred when the SC chair was informed about BOS allocations and asked to sign the BOS forms. About 20 percent of schools reported receiving no monitoring visits by their SC. 
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NOTES: District staff visits were reported by the heads of districts; visits by supervisors were reported by the heads of supervisors; and visits by subdistrict staff were reported by subdistrict heads. 

Figure 4. Percentage of Districts and Schools, by Frequency of Monitoring Visits
Made or Received and Type of Monitoring Staff, 2010

Monitoring of BOS. Nearly half of surveyed districts reported that district staff monitored BOS on a quarterly basis, with another 29 percent reporting being monitored more frequently; and these reports by staff differed only slightly from the frequencies reported by principals. Further, principals reported that SC members monitored BOS nearly as frequently as district staff, again suggesting, that they did so when they were required by BOS guidelines to approve (sign) the school's allocation of BOS funds. This pattern of BOS monitoring by both district staff and SC chair suggests that in practice “monitoring” became synonymous with checking that all appropriate forms were properly and accurately filled out.
Purposes of monitoring.  District staff indicated that the purposes of monitoring ranged from providing feedback on principal and teacher performance (92 and 95 percent respectively) to checking on the conditions of school facilities (95 percent), to monitoring and observing instruction (65 percent), assessing teacher training needs (95 percent), and reviewing and approving the school budget (50 percent) . 
Accountability actions.  The majority of district heads (95 percent) reported they were responsible for evaluating the performance of principals. According to district heads, the criteria considered in evaluating principals were common to nearly all, including attendance, capacity and creativity, compliance with rules and procedures, student academic performance, and financial management. Also included as criteria, but in a fewer set of districts, were parental participation (80 percent of districts) and student dropout rate (78 percent).

About two-thirds of districts reported having underperforming principals. One common action taken by most districts with underperforming principals was reassignment (89 percent), thereby most likely transferring the problem from one school to another. Another frequent action most districts took was to write a notification letter (82 percent). About a third of districts with underperforming principals during the SY 2008-2009 and SY 2009-2010 reported that they had demoted or fired this principal.

Regarding teacher performance, only 15 percent of principals reported they had underperforming teachers during SY 2009-2010. The most frequent action taken by principals (98 percent) was to provide teachers with notification of the problem. About half took additional actions like requiring additional professional development for these teachers or assigning them mentors. 

Feedback information. The information shared with teachers, parents and SC members was limited.  Over 40 percent of teachers surveyed reported receiving no feedback from their principals and half reported receiving no feedback from district supervisors regarding their instructional practices and performance. Other sources of feedback were even rarer.  Less than 20 percent of teachers reported receiving feedback from SC members or other district staff supervisors. In regards to parents, only 30 percent of principals reported sending information about their school performance to parents.  Even a lower proportion of principals reported providing information on the use of BOS funds (20 percent) and school committee activities (17 percent); this is telling because these reports are the mechanisms for parents to exercise their voice. Parents were not the only stakeholders who did not receive information about BOS allocation of funds by the school. Nearly one-third of SC chairs and members reported that they had not received this even though the SC chair is expected to sign the allocation of BOS funds. 

Factors Affecting Implementation

Before examining factors affecting implementation, we present descriptives related to school capacity and training that were available to support schools’ implementation of SBM.

Descriptives

Resources. Schools received government BOS funds from the central government determined by student enrollment, as well as from their provincial, district and local governments, and from school fees and donations. In SY 2009-1010, BOS accounted for 83 percent of schools’ discretionary resources for the average school; however, there was a large variation in the amount of funds schools had available per student.  On average, elementary schools in Indonesia received U.S. $75 per student (of which U.S. $43 per student is presumably allocated by central government’s BOS).  This amount differed greatly across and within regions; between urban and rural areas the largest variations were across schools. At one extreme, about 9 percent of schools received an average of U.S. $31, which is lower than the U.S. $43 per student stipulated by the BOS program allocation; at the other extreme, 11 percent of schools received an average of U.S. $235 dollars per students, a more than 1 to 7 differential.  There was also a large variation in how schools used their BOS funds, with some schools (5 percent) spending nearly nothing on instruction, and others (60 percent) spending over 60 percent of this money on this category.
Stakeholders’ leadership, preparation and knowledge. The majority of principals (over 93 percent) reported that they were at least adequately prepared to lead and manage various aspects of their schools.  However, less than half of the principals indicated that they were “well prepared” in areas central to SBM, including, “providing leadership and vision for school staff,” “planning for the school academic improvement in the medium term,” “planning and managing the school budget finances,” and “making decisions on the school curriculum.” Similarly, although 83 percent of the principals reported having access to the BOS manual that provides information and guidance on how to use the BOS funds, about 40 percent indicated they did not understand at least 2 out of 7 of the main purposes of BOS.  
Nearly all teachers reported that they were at least adequately prepared to provide high-quality education, however they were least prepared to use a variety of instructional methods in the classroom (58 percent) and plan effective lessons (62 percent). Similar to principals, teachers (59 percent) also lacked knowledge of the purposes of BOS limiting their involvement in decision making related to the allocation of such funds.  

SCs are meant to be the vehicles of parental and community participation in school governance and management and are expected to advise school leadership on day-to-day school operations and hold them accountable. SC chairs and members reported that they were “somewhat” competent in providing input about school policies, budget, and programs (average scores of 3.8 and 3.9 on a scale from 1 to 6). A large percentage of SC chairs (92 percent) and members (87 percent) had misconceptions about at least 2 out of the 6 roles of school committees. A contributing reason to the lack of understanding of the SC role by school stakeholders is that detailed operational guidelines for SC members have yet to be developed by the Indonesian Ministry of National Education. 

 Training and adequacy.  Eighty-three percent of principals reported receiving some form of training related to SBM during the 2009–2010 school year, although the training received was short in duration. About 31 percent of principals received one to two days of training from all sources including the Ministry of National Education, provincial government, district, subdistrict, and private foundations. A slightly larger proportion of principals received between three to eight days of training (36 percent), and the remaining reported more than eight days of training.   However, most principals were not sufficiently trained in key SBM related activities that helps them achieve autonomy and engage in accountability practices. About half of principals did not receive training during the 2009–2010 school year on how to develop a school mission and vision, annual plan, curriculum, and school budget and how to supervise or evaluate teachers and work with school committees.  Training addressing parental involvement and community members in supporting schools was minimal, with 71 percent of principals reporting receiving no such training. Principals who received training often rated it as inadequate (average score of .97 on a scale ranging from 0 to 3).  Similarly, about half of teachers (48 percent) reported not receiving any training or staff development from any governmental, local, or private sources.  Further, over three-quarters of teachers indicated that they had received no training in key SBM-related activities that addressed classroom management, planning the allocation of BOS funds, assessing school needs, setting school goals, or preparing the school’s work plan. Teachers indicated that they were provided with valuable information through their participation in teacher working groups (KKG). More than half of teachers found the information provided at KKG meetings to be very useful in informing them on how to develop their syllabi (58 percent), and develop student tests (53 percent), and enhance their knowledge of the curriculum and their subject matter (52 percent).
During school years 2008–2009 and 2009–2010, about three-fourths of the surveyed SC members reported that they did not receive training on BOS. A substantial, although smaller, percentage of SC chairs (42 percent) also reported not receiving BOS training.  When provided, the duration of training was minimal, typically consisting of one day or less for most SC members (76 percent). Nevertheless, the majority of those who attended training sessions indicated that the information they received on their roles and responsibilities and on the type of members who should serve was sufficient and had met their needs.

Relationship between school capacity and support and implementation 


Autonomy. Table 2 presents effect sizes of various school capacity and support mechanisms that were found to be associated with autonomy.  We also include other independent variables such as region and urbanicity to control for variation in implementation.  

Table 2. Factors Associated with Selected Measures of SBM Implementation

	Factors
	School Final Decision
	Principal Influence
	Teacher Influence
	Parental 
Input

	District support
	
	
	
	

	
	Adequacy of teacher KKG
	
	
	+.65***
	

	
	Number of days of teacher training
	
	
	+.06*
	

	Capacity
	
	
	
	

	
	Years of teaching
	
	
	-.02**
	

	
	Principal education (versus high school)
	-.77***
	+.48**
	
	

	
	Principal preparedness
	
	+.89****
	
	

	Influence
	
	
	
	

	
	District
	-.46***
	+.28***
	
	

	
	Principal
	+.44**
	NA
	NA
	

	School-parent relationship
	
	
	
	

	
	School responsiveness
	-.65**
	
	
	+.70**

	
	Provision of information
	-.52***
	
	+.21*
	+.41***

	Region (versus Java)
	
	
	
	

	
	Kalimantan
	-.46*
	-.52***
	-.54***
	

	
	Papua
	-.83*
	
	
	

	
	Sumatera
	
	-.31*
	
	

	
	Sulawesi
	
	
	-.37*
	

	
	Maluku
	-.61*
	
	-1.1***
	

	
	Urban school
	-.35*
	
	
	-.41*

	Sample size (schools)
	355
	358
	355
	355

	Explained variance (R2)
	.26
	.29
	.16
	.17


* = significant at .1, ** = significant at .05, *** = significant at .01.


The extent to which schools made the final decisions was negatively associated with principal education. Principals with higher education levels were more likely to involve external shareholders in final decisions regarding school operations. As expected, higher district influence was associated with schools less likely to make decisions on their own, while greater principal influence was positively associated with schools having the final say in their decisions. In addition, schools that provided more written information to parents and whose principals and teachers were more likely to listen to parent opinions, tended to involve other external stakeholders in their final decisions.  Other principal, teacher capacity, and socialization factors were statistically non-significant and only weakly associated with school making final decisions. Also, schools in urban areas were associated with lower levels of autonomy than rural schools. 

Principal influence on school management was associated with principals’ higher level of education and self-reported greater preparedness to lead their schools. More district influence was also positively associated with more principal influence on school matters. The likely explanation for this unexpected positive association is that principals continue to rely heavily on district guidance and the more they feel supported by the districts, the more influence they may feel they can exercise.  

Teacher influence on instructional matters was positively associated with the adequacy of KKG support. The latter gives teachers opportunities to share information and experiences and provides them with instructional skills. Such skills are necessary for them to exercise control over instructionally related matters at their schools. The more training days teachers received was also, but weakly, associated with more teacher influence exerted on instructional matters. The more years of experience teachers had was negatively, though weakly, associated with more teacher influence, suggesting that newer teachers may be more confident in exercising their influence than older teachers, who may be less comfortable with changing practices. Schools that provided parents with more information about their activities were associated with more teacher influence on instruction. 

 Parental input on various school matters was positively associated with school responsiveness to parents and information provided to parents. Also, schools in urban areas were less likely than schools located in rural areas to receive input from parents. 

Overall, there were regional differences associated with the extent to which schools made final decisions and influenced school matters.  This may be a result of different regional policies.  Other factors included in this model such as school size, parent education, principal training, principal years of experience, principal knowledge of BOS, teacher education, and teacher preparedness were not associated with any of the school autonomy dimensions.
Accountability.

Table 3 presents effect sizes of various school capacity and support mechanisms that were found to be associated with district monitoring of schools.
Table 3. Factors Associated with the District Monitoring of Schools

	Factors
	Frequency of District Monitoring

	Number of days principal met with district
	.02*

	Information provided to parents


	 0.23***

	Capacity
	

	    Years teaching

Teacher training days 

	-.02*

-0.06**

	Teacher preparedness
	-0.60***

	Hindrance SBM
	-0.19**

	Region (versus Java)
	

	   Sumatera
	-0.69***

	   Bali 
	-0.68**

	   Maluku
	-0.72*

	Sample size
	352

	Explained variance (R2)
	.23


                                 * = significant at .1, ** = significant at .05, *** = significant at .01.

The extent to which schools provided information to parents was positively associated with district monitoring.  Schools with better teacher capacity (e.g. had well-experienced and well-prepared teachers) were less likely to be monitored by districts. Surprisingly, schools that reported hindrances in implementing SBM were less likely to be monitored by the district.  The number of days principals reported meeting districts staff was positively associated with increased monitoring, although barely statistically significant.  There were some regional differences in the extent to which districts monitored schools.  

Other school capacity factors, including principal knowledge and preparedness, as well as principal, teacher and district influences were not associated with school monitoring. 

Factors Associated with Intermediary Outcomes

The expectation of SBM is that the decisions made by schools will be better aligned with student needs than decisions made under other forms of school governance. Schools’ decisions should be reflected in their budgetary decisions, as well as other practices. In this analysis we focus on budget allocation towards instruction. Table 4 presents effect sizes of factors that were found to be associated with the allocation of discretionary funds to instruction.  
Table 4. Factors Associated with the Percentage of School Total Budget
Allocated to Instruction 

	Factors
	Share of Budget 
Allocated to Instruction

	School characteristics
	

	    School size
	+.10**

	Revenue sources (percentage of total)
	

	    Provincial BOS
	+.02***

	    District BOS 
	+.01***

	    Province aid
	–.02***

	    Local revenues
	–.03**

	Capacity
	

	    Principal education
	+.05**

	School-parent relationship
	

	    School responsiveness
	+.39*

	Region (versus Java)
	

	   Kalimantan
	–.46***

	   Maluku
	–.62***

	   Papua
	–1.59***

	Sample size
	381

	Explained variance (R2)
	.26


                               * = significant at .1, ** = significant at .05, *** = significant at .01.

Schools that received additional BOS funds from their province or district dedicated a larger share of their discretionary budget to instruction. This may be either because these schools chose to do so or because these funds came with conditions that favored expenditures for instruction. By contrast, receipt of provincial aid or local revenues had the opposite association. Of the school characteristics included in the analysis, only school size was positively associated with the share schools spent on instruction, suggesting that there may be economies of scale associated with spending that is unrelated to instruction. Neither school location, parental education, nor the share of students from low-income families was associated with the share of discretionary budget spent on instruction.

 Further, none of the school autonomy dimensions (e.g. schools making final decision, teacher, principal and parent influence) or accountability dimensions (e.g. monitoring of BOS) were associated with allocation of funds.  

The extent to which parents felt that schools were responsive to them was associated with a larger share of school expenditures spent on instruction. 

A higher level of principal education was associated with a larger share of discretionary budget spent on instruction. It may be that principals’ with higher education levels may see themselves as instructional leaders and not solely as administrators, and thus they may allocate a larger portion of their budget to instructional improvement. Other capacity characteristics such as teacher or principal preparedness, years of teaching or being leaders, school committee knowledge of BOS were not associated with the share of funds schools allocated to instruction. 

Schools in three regions were associated with allocating a smaller share of their budget to instruction than the average schools other regions, suggesting regional differences in policies or practices. 

Factors Associated with Student Achievement

Table 5 presents effect sizes of various factors that were found to be associated with student performance in Bahasa and math. Boys were more likely to score lower than girls, but in Bahasa only. As expected, higher parental education was associated with higher student achievement in both Bahasa and mathematics. Similarly, the more that principals were prepared to lead their schools, the greater the number of certified teachers in the school; also years of experience were associated with higher student achievement in both Bahasa and mathematics. There were also several regional differences in student achievement. 
Table 5. Factors Associated with Student Achievement

	Factors
	Bahasa
	Mathematics

	Student and family characteristics 
	
	

	
	Student gender (versus girls)
	-.30***
	

	
	Parent education
	+.17***
	+.07*

	Student attendance
	+.02***
	+.03**

	Capacity
	
	

	
	Teacher certification
	+.06**
	+.07***

	
	Years in teaching
	+.03***
	+.01**

	
	Principal preparedness 
	+.13*
	+.76**

	
	Curriculum standard level 4 (versus standard level 1)
	
	+.28*

	Region (versus Java)
	
	

	
	Kalimantan
	
	-.17*

	
	Papua
	
	-.23*

	
	Bali
	-.37***
	

	
	Sulawesi
	-.18*
	-.23**

	
	Maluku
	-.40**
	

	Sample size (students/teachers)
	7,164 / 348
	7,350 / 355

	Explained variance (R2)
	.18
	.07


                     * = significant at .1, ** = significant at .05, *** = significant at .01.

Of important interest were the factors related to autonomy and accountability found not to be associated with student achievement. These include teacher feedback from district supervisors, the amount of funds spent per student on instruction, school making final decisions, and the influence exercised by principals, teachers, and districts. One potential reason for this lack of association with these variables is that there might have been little change in behavior and instructional practices as a result of autonomy and accountability. These behaviors were not captured in this study.

Discussion and Conclusion

Although school staff perceived that they had autonomy to make independent decisions, we found little evidence that they took advantage of it by making independent significant instructional and operational changes in their schools. Part of the problem has to do with principals’ and teachers’ lack of knowledge and preparedness about taking risks to make independent decisions. Districts continued to exercise a great deal of influence on school decisions, and principals and teachers continued to defer to them for the most part. Also, both principals and teachers felt that they received inadequate support and training on SBM and on how to make school performance improvements. The participation of school committees and more generally of parents in school decisions and school affairs remains to be achieved. Similarly, sharing of information and holding schools accountable is a work in progress.  

The study also found that the transparency of information and accountability by the districts, parents and the local community were minimal. SC members rarely actively questioned decisions made by the school, even when its chair was required to sign them. Monitoring of school activities, although said to take place with some frequency by districts, seemed to be rarely used for effective accountability, or for providing support for improvements. Finally, how well principals were prepared to lead and how well teachers were trained were both associated with SBM-related outcomes and higher student achievement. 

Higher principal education was associated with higher principal influence on school operations and a larger share of discretionary budget being spent on instruction.  Principals better prepared to lead were positively associated with higher principal influence on school matters and higher student achievement. In turn, the greater the number days of training teachers received the higher the teacher influence. 

In order for Indonesia’s SBM to have an impact on student achievements, its implementation needs to be improved. Thus, we derive from our findings several recommendations that may inform educators and policymakers on how to achieve better autonomy and accountability under SBM. First, it is critical to ensure that all stakeholders who are involved in the implementation of SBM have the capacity to do so. Within the Indonesian context that means expanding SC’s ability to participate in school affairs by upgrading their knowledge and authority, and making it easier for them to participate. There is also a need to upgrade principal and teacher capacity so they can make their own operational and instructional decisions by providing them with higher quality and comprehensive SBM-related leadership training and professional development. Second, to better hold schools accountable, it is important to provide information on school performance, including comparative school information, to parents and the public, so that they can make informed decisions regarding schools and exert pressure based on sound information. Finally, central governments should think of themselves as enablers of change, and support schools to become autonomous. Within the Indonesian context, districts will need to provide on-going technical assistance to principals, teachers, and SC members.  Providing occasional socialization for one or two days, as is the current practice, is not sufficient for stakeholders to fully understand the changes required in their actions. The functions of districts should principally be to monitor school SBM implementation and improvements and provide supportive technical assistance and mentoring so that schools can achieve autonomy. To take on this role, districts themselves will need adequate training before they can provide this ongoing support. 
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� Aceh Province was excluded because of the uncertainties caused by reconstruction under way after the tsunami of 2009.  


� We also estimated associations using REML for the budget analyses and the results were similar.


� Excluding the academic calendar, which was most frequently set by the district without school input.
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