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Note qui résume tout…
If the government would make up its mind to require for every child a good education, it might save itself the trouble of providing one.  It might leave to parents to obtain the education where and how they pleased, and content itself with helping to pay the school fees of the poorer classes of children, and defraying the entire school expenses of those who have no one else to pay for them.  

J.S. Mill, On Liberty
Chiffres sur la catastrophe éducative du tiers-monde
(…)


There is also a wide gap in terms of educational services made available to urban and rural populations.  In Indonesia 3 percent of urban children of primary school age did not receive any schooling, as opposed to 10 percent in rural areas.  Gender disparities in rural areas are acute.  In Pakistan, the proportions of female and male children ages 7–14 who ever attended school were 73 and 83 percent in urban areas, compared with 40 and 70 percent in rural areas (World Bank 1995).

Many linguistic minorities and indigenous peoples are underserved.  In Guatemala 80 percent of the rural indigenous population are illiterate and indigenous males in the labor force average less than 2 years of schooling.  In the rural areas of Peru 70 percent of Quechua-speaking indigenous people ages 5 and older have never been to school, compared with 40 percent of nonindigenous Peruvians (Psacharopoulos and Patrinos 1994).

Mauvaise utilisation des fonds publics
In addition, public spending on education is often inefficient because of misallocation.  Although spending on basic education ought to be the priority in countries that have yet to achieve near-universal enrollment at the primary and lower-secondary levels, many countries continue to oversubsidize higher education.  In Africa, for example, spending per student on higher education is about 44 times higher than on primary education (World Bank 1995).

Where public resources are constrained, it is all the more important to allocate them efficiently and equitably.  However, the pattern of allocation of public expenditure within the education sector in many countries suggests that this is not so.  Scarce public resources are often allocated in favor of higher education at the expense of basic education.  For example, enrollment in primary education in developing countries accounted for over 70 percent of total enrollment in 1980, but primary education received only about 22 percent of the public education spending.  By contrast, higher education, with just over 6 percent of total enrollment, claimed 39 percent of the resources (World Bank 1995).  Consequently, public subsidies as a proportion of unit costs of higher education often far exceed the subsidies to primary and secondary education.

La question fondamentale…
The relevant questions are: Who should pay for schooling?  Who should support public and private education?  And what share of the total cost should be borne by taxpayers rather than by direct beneficiaries (Cohn and Geske 1990)? 

Benefits of Schooling
Avantage individuel Théorie du capital humain

A very important consideration is monetary benefit.  Such personal investments increase an individual’s productivity.  This leads to higher personal earnings.  Education improves people’s ability to acquire and use information, allowing them to deal more effectively with a rapidly changing environment.  Therefore, investing in education is profitable for individuals, and this can be measured (see Figure 1).  The concept of the “rate of return to investment in education” is very similar to that for investments in physical capital.  It is a summary of the costs and benefits of the investment that is incurred at different points in time, and it is expressed in an annual (percentage) yield, similar to that quoted for bank savings accounts or government bonds.  When the rate of return to education is 15 percent, it means that if $10,000 is invested in education, the average benefit over the lifetime of the average educated person, over and above what the same person would have earned without the education, is $1,500 annually.  Study after study has shown that the economic returns to primary and secondary education are at or above 10 percent a year (Psacharopoulos 1994; Cohn and Addison 1998).

Avantage économique

Human capital is also a productive investment for society.  The benefits that accrue to society are referred to as “social returns.”  Society’s investment includes the public cost associated with providing school services, in addition to the foregone earnings and various charges met by the individual receiving the education.  Even with these costs included, social rates of return are high.

Figure 1: Rates of Return to Investments in Education (percent)













Source:
Psacharopoulos 1994

Note:
n.a.=not applicable


The social returns to education are high, but they do not accrue until several years later.  Nevertheless, they make other investments more productive.  For example, education complements investment in physical capital and infrastructure (Bartel and Lichtenberg 1987).  Physical capital is more productive when combined with a more educated labor force.  Increasing returns to education characterized the United States, Canada and other OECD countries during the 1980s, reflecting an increase in the demand for educated labor relative to its supply, stemming from technological change and increased international trade (Patrinos 1996).

Les pays du tiers-monde dépendent plus du financement privé
In OECD countries, on average, public expenditure constitutes about 80 percent of total spending on education.  In a number of low-income countries where public resources are constrained but the demand for education is strong, private spending is the major source of financing.  For example, in Haiti, 80 percent of educational spending is private.  In other countries for which data exist, the range goes from insignificant (Finland and Portugal), to about one-quarter in the United States, Mali and Ghana; to 57 percent in Uganda.  From a sample of 41 countries, it is estimated that in developed countries private spending accounts for 11 percent of all education expenditures and the corresponding figures is almost 25 percent in developing countries (World Bank 1999).

(relever le contraste avec Cuba !!)

The Market for Education
In recent years, attention has been given to what has come to be known as the education industry.  The education industry consists of schools, services and products.  Services include training – especially corporate –, at-risk youth services, and supplementary services (tutoring, before- and after-school programs).  Products include electronic media, publishing, school supplies and hardware.  The schools sector, of course, includes childcare, primary, secondary, and postsecondary education.  In the United States, this for-profit education industry is estimated at $82 billion – or 12 percent of the $700 billion spent annually on education in the United States (Stokes 1999).

How big is the global market for education?  It is estimated at $2 trillion (Merrill Lynch 1999).  Private investment in education in developing and transition economies is growing, especially in low-income countries—interestingly enough.  Today, developing countries welcome foreign investment in education.  The teaching staff employed in public and private education as a percentage of the total labor force is between 2 and 5 percent.  There are more than 1.5 million tertiary students abroad, and this segment of the market is estimated at $27 billion (WTO 1998).  While one-third of the global market is in the United States, about 15 percent is in the developing world (World Bank 1999).
OMC
As another sign of the global market, in the year 2000 the World Trade Organization (WTO) will begin negotiations concerning trade in services, including education.  The WTO (1998) documents current practices that act as barriers to trade in education.  Such practices include immigration requirements, foreign currency controls, translating degrees obtained abroad into national equivalents, difficulties in obtaining operating licenses, equity ceilings, nationality requirements, government monopolies, and denying financial assistance.  The WTO report also documents innovations in education, such as Internet universities (UCLA Extension School and the Home Education Network, Western Governors’ University) and business collaboration and academic standards (Twente University in the Netherlands).  The implications of all this are that under the trade in services agreement, the first multilateral agreement to provide legally enforceable rights to trade in all services, there is a built-in commitment to continuous liberalization through periodic negotiations.  This foray by the WTO signals recognition of the importance of the global education industry and the need to look closely at national regulations that prevent efficient provision and competition.

Demand-Side Financing Mechanisms
Justification
The use of demand-side financing mechanisms, such as vouchers, stipends, and capitation grants, does not necessarily imply less public finance.  The use of these mechanisms in the education sector is common in member countries of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and in developing nations (Tables 1 and 2).  A voucher is a payment that a public entity gives directly to students and that students use at the school of their choice.  Stipends are given to students or their families to pay for schooling-related expenditures.  Part of the conceptual framework of demand-side financing in education is the issue of choice.  The focus is on the individual (or parents, in the case of basic education).  In fact, the calls for parental choice are usually directly related to efforts to improve educational outcomes, as part of an overall reform effort.

Table 1: Demand-Side Financing of Education Examples in Developing Countries
Country
Mechanism

Bangladesh
Stipends for girls, public or private schools

Belize
Government partnerships with churches

Bolivia
Private management (church-based organization) of public schools

Brazil
Matching-grant schemes and capitation grants; scholarships to keep poor students in school

Botswana
Matching-grant schemes

Chad
Community financing

Chile
Voucher system for poor students, capitation grants for all students

China
Matching-grant schemes; and targeted bursary for poor and minority children, free textbooks

Colombia
Targeted bursary; voucher system

Côte d’Ivoire
Government sponsorship of students at private institutions

Dominican Republic
Assistance to private schools serving low-income students

El Salvador
School choice for poor under the EDUCO program

Gambia
Targeted scholarships, capitation grants for all students

Guatemala
Targeted stipends for girls in thirteen communities

Ghana
Matching-grant schemes

India
Matching-grant schemes and numerous incentives

Indonesia
Targeted scholarships for junior secondary school students

Jamaica
Student loans

Kenya
Voucher for informal sector workers to pursue short-term skill upgrading courses 

Lesotho
Government partnership with churches

Mauritius
Matching-grant schemes

Mexico
Targeted bursary for poor and indigenous populations

Myanmar
Community-sponsored schools

Morocco
Scholarships for rural girls

Mozambique
Scholarships for rural girls

Pakistan
Community scholarships; subsidies to private schools serving low-income, rural girl students

Senegal
Scholarships for students to attend private and public schools in Dakar

Tanzania
Matching-grant schemes, targeted bursaries for secondary school girls

Thailand
Bicycles for poor students in rural areas

Zimbabwe
Per capita grants

Source: Patrinos and Ariasingam 1997; Bray 1996; Fiske 1996; West 1996, 1997; World Bank 1995; van der Gaag 1995; Jimenez and Sawada 1998

Table 2: Some Examples of Demand-Side Financing in Education in European and OECD Countries
Country
Mechanism

Australia


Revenue-sharing formulas to offset fiscal disparities in state budgets; block grants relative to poverty, number of students; assistance to private schools

Belgium
Students choose among public schools (and “free” schools: Catholic)

Canada
Capitation grants and assistance to private schools

England
Assistance to private schools

France
Private schools (Catholic) receive subsidies from Government

Holland
Assistance to private schools

Hungary
Parental financing to their choice of public and private schools

Japan
Assistance to private schools

Netherlands
Capitation grants

New Zealand
Higher unit level of funding for poorer students (80 percent of funding related to number of students and 20 percent to student socioeconomic status), targeted vouchers

Poland
Assistance to private schools

Scotland
Students choose among public schools

Spain
Pre-school voucher experiment

Sweden
Capitation grants

United Kingdom
Assistance to private schools (places for low-income students)

United States
Voucher experiments: public, private, charter schools

Sources: OECD 1994; West 1996, 1997; Toma 1996; Halasz 1998; Glenn 1989; Teese 1986; Granell and Fuenmayor 1997

Compétition
School choice is promoted as a means of increasing competition in the school system (Friedman 1955, 1962, 1997).  It is believed that competition will lead to efficiency gains as schools – public and private – compete for students and try to improve their quality while reducing expenses.  By encouraging more private schools, vouchers will allow school managers to become innovative and thereby bring improvements to the learning process.  Public schools, in order to attract the resources that come with students, will need to improve.

International Examples
United States
Donnés générales

The country spends $700 billion a year on education.  Private companies currently have only 13 percent of the market – mostly in the area of training.  Private solutions to educational problems are actively being sought and pursued.  The education industry in the United States is growing and innovations are occurring.  Experimentation with vouchers and charter schools is on-going.  While the agenda is set in terms of improving performance, efficiency is also a goal.  For example, it is estimated that savings in the order of 15-40 percent can be generated by privatizing many of the services that are publicly provided in education (Murphy, Gilmer, Weise and Page 1996).  Strong pressure for reform comes from blacks and Hispanics in big cities, which are deserting the public school system in large numbers.
Charter schools
Charter schools are independent public schools, designed and operated by educators, parents, community leaders and educational entrepreneurs.  They are sponsored by local or state education authorities that monitor them, but allow them to operate independent of many regulations.  There are 37 charter school laws in the United States, and charter schools are operating in 27 states and the District of Columbia, serving over 300,000 students in 1,205 schools (Center for Education Reform 1999).  A few companies, such as Edison, are bidding to run failing schools.

Internet
The internet is transforming higher education.  Michael Milken, an education financier, is now building one of the world's biggest education companies, Knowledge Universe.  The latest venture is UNext.com, which has attracted leading scholars.  A prestigious consortium of leading business schools has been assembled, including Columbia University, University of Chicago, Stanford University and the London School of Economics and Political Science.  The Academic Advisory Board includes Nobel prize winning economists such as Gary Becker.  Unext.com will provide world-class business education through the internet.  Initially, this will only be available to corporations, but eventually will be available to individual students.

Activités annexes (testing…)
Sylvan Learning Systems, a Baltimore-based company founded by two university dropouts, is the market leader in the supplementary services sub-sector.  Testing is its most profitable business, but it also sells tuition and training.  Also, Sylvan has ventured into the world of higher education.  It is purchasing The Universidad Europea de Madrid (UEM), a private for-profit university, part of a new international network of universities it hopes to establish.  Sylvan is focusing on Europe and Latin America, especially in markets with limited access to university but high demand for higher education.

Voucher Experiments in Milwaukee, Cleveland and Elsewhere
The notion of vouchers and school competition can be traced back to the 1700's with Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations and Thomas Paine's The Rights of Man.  Several voucher experiments, but all on a fairly small scale.  There have also been completely privately sponsored voucher schemes.  The biggest of all the private schemes is the Children's Scholarship Fund, which recently awarded 40,000 scholarships ranging from $600 to $1,600 a year for four years to attend the school of their choice – private, public or parochial.  Their parents – whose incomes average less than $22,000 a year – will be required to make a matching contribution averaging $1,000 a year.

There are five publicly sponsored school choice programs (Cleveland, Ohio; Milwaukee, Wisconsin; Maine; Vermont; and Delco, Pennsylvania).  In Vermont, the state pays the tuition expenses for children to attend any public or non-sectarian private school (including schools outside the state).  This is for children with limited access to schools in their local areas.  The system has been in place since 1869.  Maine’s tuition system has existed in some form for over 200 years.  In 1998, the Southeast Delco school board became the first in Pennsylvania to approve a voucher system.  However, the two most written about publicly funded voucher experiments are taking place in Cleveland, Ohio and Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

The Cleveland Scholarship Program has set aside public funds to enable 2,000 low-income students to attend private and religious schools.  In Milwaukee, after findings of academic improvement among students involved in the nation’s first choice program, the Wisconsin legislature approved the expansion of the program to include religious schools.  However, the two main barriers to experimentation remain: legal (constitutional) and political (in the form of teacher unions).

In 1990, Milwaukee, Wisconsin became the first city in the United States to implement a school choice program that would provide vouchers to low income students to attend non-sectarian private schools.  The number of students enrolling in any year was limited to 1 percent of the Milwaukee public school enrollments in the first four years, but was expanded to 1.5 percent in 1994.  In addition, choice schools were only allowed to admit up to 49 percent of their students as part of the choice program (expanded to 65 percent in 1994).  This was interpreted to mean that if the school was oversubscribed, the students would be randomly selected from among the applicants.  If a choice school was not oversubscribed, it was required to take all that applied, with only a few exclusions.

Denmark
Some countries have been providing parents with school choice for many years.  Unlike in the United States where federal assistance is denied to non-secular organizations, some countries avoid entanglement between church and state by funding every school meeting standards regardless of religious orientation.  It has been observed that religious schools in these countries have become less sectarian (Selden 1971).  Denmark has a long tradition of private schooling.  A century ago, one-third of all Danish children attended private schools.  Today two-thirds attend private schools.  In 1814, government legislation made seven years of education compulsory.  However, “compulsory education” was loosely defined, and people remained free to educate their children as they saw fit as long as children received instruction in the principal subjects.  Continuing in this tradition, any group of parents today can claim public funding by declaring themselves a private school if they have at least 28 students (Doyle 1984; OECD 1985).  Most private schools are religious institutions.  They preserve religious freedom by fully funding all schools meeting the following requirements: teachers are licensed, a core curriculum prescribed by the state is taught, and students meet quantified academic standards.

Australia
In Australia, where the constitutional article on religious freedom is similar to that in the United States, the government provides aid to religious schools under scrupulous maintenance of neutrality and equal treatment of religions.  In Australia today all private schools receive some form of government support, but the poorest receive more aid.  Private schools are not regulated, but they are held to the same standards as public schools.  Public schools have taken vigorous measures to make themselves more attractive to students.  One of the measures initiated is a comprehensive, statewide open enrollment policy to offer some choice to students (Doyle 1984).

Hungary
As was the case for many transition economies, Hungary faced a deep economic crisis in the early 1990s.  The lack of public resources created a need for the government to relegate some of its educational responsibilities to the private sector (Savas 1992).  In 1990, parliament transferred the responsibility for primary and secondary education to autonomous local governments.  Laws and other regulations encouraging institutional competition, free choice by consumers, and consumer contribution to educational costs have been adopted.  The main principals guiding Hungary's current system of educational decision-making are high levels of local control and school self-management, recognition of the importance of the private sector, an increasing reliance on individual financial contributions, and acceptance of competition between educational institutions.  Because of a decentralized public sector in which opportunity for individual choice grew, purely private sector development has been relatively slow (Halasz 1998).  However, private institutions formally authorized by municipal authorities are entitled to receive the same amount of per pupil grant as local municipalities do.

Chile
Chile’s comprehensive 1980 Decentralization Act transferred all school property from the education ministry to the municipalities.  Teachers became employees of municipalities instead of the central government, and individualized grants based on the number of students attending class each month were given to each municipality.  At first, the capitation grant was equivalent to the previous per student expenditures of the education ministry.  However, by 1990, the real value of the grant had decreased by almost 40 percent.  Therefore, municipal financing grew rapidly.  Despite almost 90 percent of total financing coming from central government capitation grants, extra municipal funding resulted in notable inequities in school expenditures per pupil  (Winkler and Rounds 1993).

In the short run, the introduction of Chile’s voucher program led to large numbers of schools converting from paid-private to subsided-private, thereby increasing government-financed education spending.  However, in the end, reductions in the real value of the voucher led to paid-private schools regaining their previous market share.  Subsidized-private schools have proven to be slightly more cost-effective than municipal schools.  While test scores are commensurate in municipal and subsidized-private schools after controlling for socioeconomic status, unit costs are lower in private schools.

Chile’s successful and rapid decentralization of the provision of educational services and introduction of choice and competition were commanded through political statutes.  In addition, severe penalties associated with misappropriation of government funds, including personal liability ensure that central government grants are used as intended.  The results of Chile’s reform would be difficult to replicate in countries where political opposition is allowed or public corruption is high (Winkler and Rounds 1993).

Colombia
Colombia’s national secondary school voucher program was established in late 1991.  There is cost-sharing between central and local governments (80:20).  The scheme is targeted at the poor.  Only those students completing the fifth grade can apply.  The voucher is renewable yearly up to the eleventh grade.  The value is variable up to a ceiling, with an annual inflation adjustment.  The program was intended to mobilize private schools in order to alleviate space constraints that hinder poor primary school graduates from enrolling in secondary school.  Not all municipalities joined the program, but participation was more common among those that had a greater demand for secondary education, where the public school capacity to meet this demand was limited, and where there was a large private sector presence.  As intended by the designers of the program, the private schools that elected to participate in the program tended to be those who served poorer families.
New Zealand
New Zealand’s recent reforms established a system whereby higher funding levels are provided for poor students.  This is accomplished by relating 80 percent of funding to student numbers and 20 percent to socioeconomic status.  Reform plans to shift educational governing and managerial responsibilities away from central toward community control were completed by 1990 and implemented by 1993.  In 1995, New Zealand introduced a targeted voucher for poor children to attend private schools.  Known as the Targeted Individual Entitlement (TIE) scheme, it serves low income children.

Sweden
By international standards, Sweden has provided high quality universal education.  In the early 1980s, less than 1 percent of children attended private schools, even though half of the private schools did not charge fees.  Yet the centralized system was flawed: citizens felt it was monochrome and unresponsive (OECD 1994).  A series of reforms in the early 1990s introduced greater parental influence through the devolution of school funding and management and promotion of school choice.  New school enrolment rules allowed money to follow students, although the extent to which this was enacted varied between municipalities (Anggard 1994).  Municipalities were required to provide capitation grants to each private school equal to 85 percent of the cost of educating the school’s pupils in the local public system.

The new subsidy system enabled nearly 90 per cent of the private schools to be free from charging fees.  During the first year of the subsidy system, private school enrolment rose 20 percent.  Still, this only amounted to 1.1 percent of the student population.  In the public sector, the exercise of school choice is abated because nearly all municipalities continue to allocate a school to each child based on residence.  Thereby, choice requires active initiation and is presented as a rejection of the status quo.  However, the power of exit, though rarely exercised, has been a main factor in schools’ growing responsiveness to parental wishes.  Another consequence of the reforms has been greater school diversity (OECD 1994).  Schools in many areas are encouraged to specialize in certain areas such as music or technology.  Legislation reforming the compulsory school curriculum has allowed greater freedom in how much time is spent teaching particular subjects (Anggard 1994).  Trends indicate that the devolution of financial responsibility will continue from municipalities to schools, with parents’ choice increasingly determining the allocation of resources.

The Nacka municipality in particular has created a highly effective voucher system.  Annually, parents are supplied with a voucher to be handed over to the school of their choice and a catalogue with a profile of each school’s location, aims, pedagogy, organization, and opportunities for parental and student involvement in its decision-making process.  Parents who do not choose a school are contacted by some of the closest schools to encourage an active choice.  Schools hold activities and meetings to invite parents to choose them.  Further promoting the active employment of choice, parents are required to present a new voucher before the first, fourth and seventh grade even if the child is attending the same school.  Because of the new voucher system, parents of school age children are pleased with increased school choice and there is greater knowledge dissemination from the education ministry and schools to citizens.  Private and public schools both follow the national curriculum and are supported equally under the Nacka system.  Schools rely on income from the vouchers, so it is important for them to attract and retain pupils.  The competition this has caused between schools for pupils has resulted in more efficient allocations of funds and clearer institutional focus (Lernberg 1997).

The Netherlands
The Netherlands, which has had an effectively decentralized and demand-driven education system since 1917 has recently updated its influence over private sector education provision.  Almost 70 percent of schools in the Netherlands are administered and governed by private school boards, and pubic and private schools are government funded on an equal footing (Ritzen, van Dommelen and de Vijlder 1997).  This structure of equal funding has allowed parents the opportunity to choose the school which best matches their own ideological preferences (Levin 1991; James 1984).

Most parents can choose from several schools near their homes.  The parental choice has spurred some schools to develop a unique profile and improve their education.  Some but not all schools offered relevant and reliable information to parents about their educational aims, methods and efficiency.  In order to support this information dissemination and facilitate school choice decisions, government polices now require schools to provide such meaningful information (Ritzen, van Dommelen and de Vijlder 1997).

United Kingdom
In Britain, the government is allowing local councils to take bids from private organizations to run failing schools.  The privatization of large numbers of state schools is now in prospect.  Private contractors are being asked to provide advice or management for persistently failing state schools and local authorities.  Private contractors can get performance-related management fees.  Other efforts to involve the private sector in the management of public education is exercised through Education Action Zones (EAZs).  These are meant to contribute to the Government’s agenda of raising standards.  Education Action Zones are local clusters of schools – usually a mix of not more than 20 primary, secondary and special schools.  The main aim of the Zones is to introduce systematic change to the management and quality of education provision in the secondary and primary schools within the cluster.  So far, there are 30 EAZs.

Scotland
Scottish legislation has ensured the evenly funded, extensive provision of primary and secondary schools since the 1960s (Glenn 1989).  Still, pedagogical and curricular decisions left to individual schools resulted in variation within the comprehensive education provision.  However, residents had no means to influence those decisions and were assigned to their local schools (Macbeth, Strachan and Macaulay 1986).  A legislative act passed in 1981 provided school choice within the public sector and required schools to issue handbooks reporting their academic performance statistics and educational goals (Glenn 1989).  In 1986, 14 percent of parents made use of their freedom of school choice by requesting specific reassignments.  The main reason for these requests was avoidance of the local school.  Poor safety, student roughness, and other negative factors of the local school’s climate influenced 60 percent of parents to choose a primary school outside their locality; educational reasons only accounted for 43 percent of the choices.  At the secondary school level, educational reasons gained influence to account for about half of the school choice selections.  Active school choice rates were comparable between different social classes and higher in more populated areas with a greater concentration of schools (Glenn 1989).

Belgium
Over 50 percent of students attend private schools.  All public schools and approved private schools (which means they conform to National Ministry of Education regulations, effectively related to subjects taught and language used) received full taxpayer funding, and have since 1914.  Since 1959, parents have had choice over the school their children will attend.  Schools receiving state funding cannot charge tuition (Toma 1996).

Demand-Side Financing in West Africa
Interestingly enough, some innovative financing schemes have been put in place in a number of low-income West African countries.  The following paragraphs are summarized from a recent study (Laroque and Vawda 1999).

The number of places available in public institutions in Côte d’Ivoire is insufficient to meet student demand.  Gross and net enrolment ratios are low, even by sub-Saharan standards.  To help bridge some of the gap in the supply of places, the Government has introduced a program of sponsoring public students to attend private institutions.  Under the program, private schools receive a payment for each public student placed at their institution.  The Government sponsors students in lower and upper secondary and also in technical and professional training.  Students can be sponsored to attend both religious and secular schools.  The payment amount varies with the student's education level: $US200 per year for lower secondary students; and $US233 per year for upper secondary students.  The placement of students depends in part on the educational performance of the school.  Only those schools who are “chartered” are eligible to take on sponsored students.  In 1997, the Government paid out some $US103 million to sponsor over 162,000 students in private primary and secondary schools.

The Communauté Urbaine de Dakar (CUD), Senegal, is an agglomeration of five municipalities.  The CUD offers scholarships to students studying in both the public and private education sectors.  Annual funding for the scholarships is almost $US750,000.  Half of the money is spent on those studying outside Senegal.  Allocation decisions are made by a local government committee, on the recommendation of officials.

A new project in The Gambia will see the introduction of a scholarship scheme for girls at the upper basic and secondary levels.  Key elements of the scheme are: full scholarships for tuition, books and examination fees will be awarded to one-third of girls in upper basic and secondary schools with low enrolment in the most deprived regions of The Gambia; and full scholarships for tuition and examination fees will be awarded to ten percent of girls in upper basic and secondary schools in less deprived regions who are excelling in science, mathematics and technology.

Table 3: Expenditures and Achievement


TIMMSa International Ranking

Country
Expenditure per student ($US), 1995
Math
Science

United States
7,905
28
17

Switzerland *
7,241
8
25

Austria
6,763
12
8

Canada
6,717
18
18

Norway
6,360
26
20

Denmark
5,968
27
34

Japan
4,991
3
3

Netherlands
4,397
9
6

New Zealand
4,099
24
22

Spain
3,374
31
27

Czech Republic
2,885
6
2

Korea
2,829
2
4

Hungary
1,782
14
9

Source: OECD 1998; Beaton et al. 1996a, 1996b

a Third International Mathematics and Science Study

* Public institutions.

Given that there is little evaluation experience with demand-side financing mechanisms, it will take some time before one is able to determine the general usefulness of this approach.  In the meantime, it is important to monitor and evaluate innovative programs.  While it is generally agreed that choice has merit in theory, how to make it work best in practice needs to be documented.  It is often argued that vouchers and school choice will increase vital access to information and thus help in promoting equity.  However, further research is necessary to assess effectiveness of choice on a series of outcomes.  We also do not know what the supply-side responses will be to interventions on the demand side.  For example, will existing private education suppliers expand or new ones emerge because of vouchers?  Will public institutions reform themselves in order to attract choice pupils?
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