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ABSTRACT	

Although	touted	as	having	impacts	on	educational	performance	in	some	countries	
not	 much	 attention	 has	 been	 given	 to	 investigating	 the	 relationship	 between	
decentralisation	 of	 educational	 management	 and	 the	 teacher	 outcomes	 in	 the	
Ghanaian	context.	The	study	thus	sought	to	investigate	the	effect	of	decentralised	
systems	on	teacher	motivation	in	Ghanaian	basic	public	schools,	to	determine	the	
effect	of	decentralised	systems	on	quality	teacher	in	Ghanaian	basic	public	schools,	
and	 to	 investigate	 the	 effect	 of	 decentralised	 systems	 on	 Teacher	 discipline	 in	
Ghanaian	basic	 public	 schools.	 A	 concurrent	mixed	design	was	 employed	 in	 this	
study,	 however	 only	 quantitative	 findings	 are	 reported.	 A	 multistage	 random	
sampling	 technique	was	used	 to	select	408	public	and	private	schools	 from	nine	
regions.	Primary	data	based	on	a	Cross-sectional	 survey	making	use	of	 a	 survey	
questionnaire.	 Multiple	 Linear	 Regression	 analysis	 was	 employed	 for	 analysis.	
Results	 from	Multiple	 Regression	 analysis	 reveal	 adequacy	 of	 the	models	 of	 the	
study	(R2	>	0.5).	It	was	found	that	the	District	Education	Oversight	Committees	roles	
in	 Personnel	management,	 Organization	 of	 Instruction,	 had	 significant	 effect	 on	
teacher	 outputs	 including	 teacher	 motivation,	 teacher	 discipline,	 quality	 of	
teaching,	and	opportunities	to	learn.	It	was	recommended	that	various	Assemblies	
take	the	work	of	DEOC	seriously	and	make	resources	available	for	their	effective	
role	 in	 the	 management	 of	 Basic	 School	 to	 ensure	 effective	 implementation	 of	
decentralisation	at	the	local	level.	
	
Keywords:	 Teacher	 Motivation,	 Decentralization,	 Output,	 Teacher	 discipline,	 Quality	
Teaching	

	
INTRODUCTION	

The	 old	 forms	 of	 delivering	 of	 public	 goods	 is	 experiencing	 changes.	 One	 of	 such	 change	
manifests	in	the	provision	of	public	services	at	the	local	or	grassroots	level	with	minimal	control	
by	 the	 central	 government.	 	 Decentralisation	 is	 a	 system	 of	 governance	 where	 central	
administration	transfers	power	to	a	local	authority	with	the	aim	of	being	more	responsive	to	
citizens	at	the	grassroots,	and	to	enhance	their	participation	in	decision-making	(Barr	&	Reid,	
2014).	A	long-standing	but	complex	subject,	educational	decentralisation	has	a	wide	range	of	
implementation	 and	 impact	 options.	 Additionally,	 it	 is	 probably	 one	 of	 the	most	 commonly	
employed	policy	solutions	for	 increasing	educational	access	and	quality	all	across	the	world	
(Fiske,	1996;	World	Bank,	2007).	
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The	implementation	of	decentralisation	in	the	Education	have	been	cited	in	prior	research	to	
have	 resulted	 in	positive	 results	 over	 time	 including	 accountability,	 teacher	motivation	 and	
teacher	 attendance	 (Snilstveit,	 Stevenson,	 Phillips	 et	 al.	 2015;	 Litvack,	 2017).	 	 According	 to	
Carr-Hill,	Rolleston,	Schendel	and	Waddington	(2018),	a	systematic	review	devolving	decision-
making	 appeared	 to	 have	 a	 beneficial	 effect	 on	dropout,	 repetition	 and	 teacher	 attendance.	
Studies	including	Skoufias	and	Shapiro	(2006),	Ikoya	(2008),	and	Bruns	et	al.	(2011),	there	are	
certain	benefits	to	decentralising	educational	functions.	Decentralisation,	in	the	view	point	of	
Ikoya	(2008),	has	led	to	less	corrupt	practices,	better	school	infrastructure	and	security,	and	
better	use	of	available	resources.	
	
Basically	decentralization	of	educational	system	decision	involve	decision-making	that	affects	
all	four	areas	of	education.	These	are	decision	relating	to	organization	of	instruction	(curricula,	
textbooks,	teaching	methods,	and	schedule),	human	resource	management	(hiring/firing;	pay;	
responsibility	 assignment;	 training);	 planning	 and	 structure;	 and	 financial	 resources	 and	
spending.	 Education	 decentralisation	 can	 be	 assessed	 using	 this	 method	 (Organisation	 for	
Economic	Co-operation	and	Development	1998).	With	the	advent	of	decentralisation	in	Ghana,	
various	communities	saw	the	need	to	take	active	part	in	education	at	the	community	level,	this	
had	push	with	ACT	506	of	1995	and	ACT	778	of	2008	which	place	both	basic	and	secondary	
education	in	Ghana	under	the	district	assemblies.	The	two	ACTS	mandated	the	assemblies	to	
form	educational	oversight	committees	which	 is	 the	highest	education	body	 in	 the	districts,	
among	 their	 functions	 are	 to	 provide	 education	 infrastructure	 and	 materials	 and	 to	 form	
disciplinary	committee	to	hear	cases	concerning	pupils	and	teachers	and	prescribe	sanctions.		
The	 District	 Education	 Oversight	 Committees	 (DEOCs)	 are	 by	 this	 mandate	 to	 oversee	
Instruction	 in	schools,	manage	 teaching	Personnel,	and	engage	 in	planning	and	provision	of	
structures	 for	 schools,	 although	 certain	 aspects	 like	 teacher	 recruitment	 still	 remain	
centralized.	
	
As	one	of	the	main	expectations	of	decentralised	systems	is	to	employ	its	own	competent	staff	
who	it	can	hire,	fire	and	promote,	this	study	holds	that	the	more	a	local	authority	has	the	powers	
to	hire,	 reward	and	 fire	a	 teacher,	 the	more	 teachers	would	put	 in	effort	 into	 their	work	 to	
generate	 the	 needed	 output.	 If	 teachers	 are	 aware	 of	 close	 monitoring,	 supervision,	 and	
evaluation	 that	would	 come	 from	 the	 local	 level	 instead	of	 a	national	 education	office,	 they	
would	be	more	conscientious	and	up	to	task	
	
While	 a	 great	 number	 of	 some	 studies	 including	 Carr-Hill	 et	 al.	 (2018)	 reveal	 positive	
associations,	 others	 including	 Kuhon	 (2020)	 argue	 that	 there	 are	 no	 significant	 and	 even	
negative	 impact	 of	 decentralisation	 on	 educational	 outcomes,	 particularly	 when	 there	 are	
inadequate	capacity	to	supervise	and	resource	schools	and	also	political	influences	at	the	local	
level.	 	 Unterhalter	 (2012)	 have	 also	 mentioned	 that	 there	 is	 growing	 evidence	 including	
Banerjee	et	al.	(2008),	Pherali,	Smith,	and	Vaux	(2011);	Rocha,	and	Sharma	(2008),	and		Rose	
(2003)	that	decentralisation	reforms	may	have	unintended	and	sometimes	negative	effects	in	
certain	 political	 and	 economic	 circumstances.	 Surprisingly	 Leer	 (2016)	 found	 a	 significant	
negative	effect	on	the	number	of	hours	that	teachers	spend	in	the	classroom,	for	schools	in	rural	
communities.	 This	 finding	 could	 be	 due	 to	 low	 levels	 of	 monitoring	 by	 local	 and	 district	
education	inspectors.	
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Indeed	 the	 concept	 of	 decentralization	 could	 be	 influence	 by	 political	 decisions	 in	 some	
countries.	Hence,	country	settings,	political	systems,	and	philosophical	viewpoints	on	education	
could	influence	implementation	(Winkler,	1993;	Karlsen,	&	Larrea,	2012).	Some	evidence	from	
Ghanaian	studies	have	document	the	role	politics	in	the	operations	of	the	DEOCs.	Such	district	
and	 local	 power	 dynamics	may	 affect	 participation,	 decision-making	 outcomes,	 and	 service	
delivery,	as	documented	by	Essuman	and	Akyeampong	(2011).	A	participatory	process	at	the	
local	 level,	 according	 to	 Hildyard,	 Pandurang,	 Wolvekamp,	 and	 Somasekhare	 (2001),	 may	
simply	 give	 possibilities	 for	 elite	members	 to	 use	 their	 power	 to	 preserve	 exploitation	 and	
exclusion.	While	policymakers	may	believe	that	decentralising	decision-making	will	 improve	
accountability,	the	reality	may	be	quite	different,	since	the	agency	and	voice	of	individuals	are	
subordinated	 to	 the	 power	 dynamics	 working	 within	 a	 group.	 Unequal	 power	 relations	
between	the	educated	and	ignorant,	the	old	and	young,	the	rich	and	poor,	may	marginalize	the	
contribution	of	the	less	powerful	in	the	decision-making	process	(Botchway,	2000).	According	
to	studies	conducted	in	several	African	nations,	inequalities	in	socioeconomic	level,	race,	caste,	
social	 class,	 location	 (i.e.	 urban/rural),	 and	 gender	 have	 resulted	 in	 unequal	 access	 to	
involvement	 in	 organizations	 such	 as	 PTAs	 and	 SMCs	 (Bush	 &	 Heystek	 2003;	 Rose	 2003;	
Essuman	&	Akyeampong,	2011).	
	
Despite	the	widespread	use	of	decentralisation	strategies	in	educational	systems	globally,	there	
is	a	paucity	of	robust	and	empirical	evidence	 linking	decentralisation	to	educational	quality.	
Additionally,	 the	 association	 established	by	 these	 extant	 studies	 (Skoufias	&	 Shapiro,	 2006;	
Ikoya,	2008;	Bruns	et	al.,	2011;	Sakyi,	2008;	Sakyi,	Awoonor-Williams,	Adzei,	2011;	Channa,	
2016;	 	 Snilstveit,	 Stevenson,	 Phillips	 et	 al.,	 2015,	 Carr-Hill,	 Rolleston,	 Schendel,	 and	
Waddington,	2018,	Leer,	2016,	and	Kuhon,	2020)	demonstrates	conflicting	findings	about	the	
impact	of	decentralisation	on	teacher	outcomes.	Again	most	of	these	students	focus	attention	
on	a	devolved	educational	context	failing	to	establish	the	relationships	of	dencentralisation	in	
a	 deconcentrated	 context	 on	 teacher	 discipline,	motivation,	 and	 teaching.	 Thus,	 the	 study's	
findings	 provide	 context-specific	 evidence	 on	 the	 impact	 of	 decentralisation	 on	 students'	
learning	results.	
	
Specifically	this	study	sought	to:	
1 determine	the	effect	of	decentralised	systems	on	teacher	motivation	in	Ghanaian	basic	

public	schools	
2 determine	 the	 effect	 of	 decentralised	 systems	 on	 quality	 teacher	 in	 Ghanaian	 basic	

public	schools	
3 investigate	the	effect	of	decentralised	systems	on	Teacher	discipline	in	Ghanaian	basic	

public	schools	
	

LITERATURE	REVIEW	
Studies	including	Ikoya	(2008),	and	Bruns	et	al.	(2011),	and	Osaigbovo	(2013)	support	the	view	
that	 Decentralisation	 of	 education	 lead	 to	 certain	 benefits	 including	 better	 management	 of	
schools,	 better	 utilization	 of	 school	 facilities,	 and	 more	 resources	 available	 for	 students.	
According	 to	 Osaigbovo	 (2013),	 groups	 tasked	 with	 guaranteeing	 the	 implementation	 of	
decentralised	schools	must	be	proactive	in	supervising	school	learning	in	order	to	maintain	a	
standard.	 Again,	 the	 researcher	 against	 existing	 implementation	 difficulties	 indicated	 that	
timely	provision	of	suitable	resources,	including	teaching	and	learning	materials,	be	made	in	
order	to	increase	educational	quality.	Although	Ikoya	(2008),	Osaigbovo	(2013)	suggest	that	
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need	 of	 decentralisation	 and	 also	 examined	 some	 challenges	 and	 practical	measures	which	
could	be	put	in	place	to	improve	educational	quality	within	the	Nigerian	context,	they	failed	to	
explain	the	impact	of	decentralised	systems	on	teacher	outcomes	as	a	result	of	decentralization.		
	
Regular	internal	and	external	supervision	helps	to	ensure	effective	instructional	delivery	and	
the	maintenance	of	standards	in	the	school	system.	Fadipe	(2003),	underscore	the	relevance	of	
teachers	contribution	to	a	school's	educational	system,	and	noted	the	way	in	which	problems	
such	as	teacher	promotion,	pay	package,	society	perspective	of	the	profession,	and	many	more	
can	encourage	or	demotivate	teachers.	The	level	of	dedication	teachers	have	to	their	jobs	may	
be	minimal	if	they	are	not	motivated,	and	this	could	lead	to	the	school's	goals	not	being	met.		In	
Earl	 et	 al.	 (2003)	 view	 School	 leaders	 promote	 teaching	 and	 learning	 indirectly	 by	 their	
influence	on	staff	motivation,	commitment,	and	working	environment.	
	
Mc	Leod	(2007)	citing	Maslow’s	theory	of	Human	Needs	argues	that	there	exist	in	people	in	a	
wide	 range	 of	 needs	 which	 determines	 behaviour.	 The	 case	 study	 by	 Cangemi	 (2009)	
demonstrates	one	instance	of	how	the	concept	of	needs	can	provide	a	framework	for	managers	
to	 change	 employee	 behavior.	 The	 managers’	 awareness	 of	 employee	 needs	 including	
recognition	through	promotion,	salary	increment,	and	basic	resources	for	work	can	help	them	
to	modify	their	management	style	to	improve	organizational	outcomes.		Within	the	context,	the	
education	directorates	have	the	task	to	initiate	fundraising	to	augment	the	school	funds	for	the	
acquisition	of	essential	resources	need	for	schools	to	be	effective.	
	
Despite	the	general	argument	in	favour	of	the	adoption	of	decentralisation,	the	appropriateness	
of	 decentralised	 education	 systems	 in	 every	 country	 have	 been	 questioned	 more	 recent	
literature.	Hanushek,	Link,	and	Woessmann	(2013)	found	that	school	level	autonomy	although	
affects	 positively	 in	 developed	 and	 high-performing	 countries,	 it	 had	 negatively	 affected	
student	achievement	 in	developing	and	low-performing	countries,	despite	the	application	of	
various	 reform	 ideas.	 Gershberg	 and	 Meade	 (2005)	 in	 an	 earlier	 explained	 that	 since	
educational	decentralisation	makes	localities	more	dependent	on	their	local	resources,	it	means	
that	 certain	 aspects	 of	 equity	 could	 suffer	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 adequate	 compensatory	
mechanisms.		
	
Similarly,	Laing,	Rivkin,	Schiman,	and	Ward	(2016)	found	that	decentralisation	is	likely	to	have	
heterogeneous	effects	that	benefit	some	schools	but	not	others,	and	that	the	reform	may	be	less	
beneficial	in	high	poverty	schools	that	lack	management	capacity	and	motivation	to	improve	
educational	quality.	Laing	et	al.	(2016)	examined	the	influence	of	local	school	councils	(LSCs),	
which	are	responsible	for	principal	hiring,	evaluation,	and	contract	renewal,	as	well	as	other	
management	duties,	on	the	efficacy	of	school	principals	and	school	quality.	The	study	used	a	
quantitative	 design.	 They	 highlighted	 that	 LSCs	 with	 greater	 managerial	 competence	 and	
stronger	incentives	to	promote	school	quality	can	enhance	principal	effectiveness.	Laing	et	al	
(2016)	 study,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 was	 limited	 by	 its	 design,	 as	 a	 quantitative	 design	
oversimplifies	the	practical	role	of	the	local	school	council	and	fails	to	provide	insight	into	how	
the	 local	council	could	assist	principals	 in	 improving	their	effectiveness,	particularly	 in	high	
poverty	schools.		
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Although,	Proponents	of	 decentralisation	 argue	 that	bringing	decisions	 closer	 to	 the	people	
improves	school	quality	and	efficiency	by	ensuring	that	schools	are	more	responsive	to	local	
educational	 needs,	 Leer	 (2016)	 highlight	 that	 the	 impact	 of	 	 decentralisation	 could	 vary	
substantially,	due	to	the	manner	in	which	implementation	of	these	reforms	as	much	decisions	
making	relies	on	 local	 resources	and	management	capacity.	Leer	 (2016)	study	explored	 the	
effects	of	decentralisation	on	educational	outcomes	in	elementary	and	junior	secondary	schools	
in	 Indonesia.	The	 research	also	explored	 the	 impact	of	decentralisation	on	 teacher	 effort.	A	
difference-in-differences	model	was	employed	in	analysis.	The	researcher	found	that	generally	
found	that	no	overall	effect	of	decentralisation	on	achievement.	Surprisingly	the	evidence	from	
the	study	also	suggest	a	negative	effect	of	decentralisation	on	teacher	effort,	particularly	in	rural	
areas	and	among	schools	with	inactive	school	committees.	More	specifically,	Leer	(2016)	found	
that	 decentralisation	 of	 educational	 systems	 did	 not	 have	 significant	 effect	 on	 math	 and	
language	achievement,	however	observed	a	weak	negative	effect	on	math	achievement	among	
schools	with	 inactive	 school	 committees.	With	 respect	 to	 the	 impact	 of	 decentralisation	 on	
teacher	 effort,	 Leer	 (2016)	 found	 a	 significant	 negative	 effect	 on	 the	 number	 of	 hours	 that	
teachers	spend	in	the	classroom,	for	schools	in	rural	communities		
	
Leer	(2016)	finding,	thus,	support	the	argument	that	decentralisation	has	done	little	to	change	
what	happens	 in	 the	classroom	as	 indicated	by	research	 including	(Bjork,	2003).	 	There	are	
several	 explanations	 for	 this	 disconnect.	 Leer	 (2016)	 explained	 that	 the	 finding	 reflect	 the	
result	of	incomplete	decentralisation,	rather	than	poor	school	management	decision	making	by	
district	and	school	level	leadership.		
	
Sakyi	(2008)	noticed	in	a	qualitative	study	that	delegation	of	responsibility	for	management	
decision-making	and	planning	was	rarely	implemented	at	the	district	level,	and	that	financial	
and	personnel	choices	remained	centralized.	Sakyi's	(2008)	study	also	identified	a	lack	of	staff	
capability,	a	 lack	of	commitment,	and	inter-organizational	conflict	between	health	managers	
and	 local	 government	 officials	 as	 impediments	 to	 management	 decentralisation	
implementation	in	the	area.	
	
Similarly,	 Sakyi	 et	 al.	 (2011)	 identified	 several	 additional	 challenges,	 including	 insufficient	
funding,	a	lack	of	qualified	personnel,	insufficient	logistics	and	equipment,	poor	interpersonal	
relationships,	a	lack	of	transparency	and	an	effective	operational	system,	a	lack	of	incentives	to	
motivate	staff,	political	interference,	poor	interference,	poor	infrastructure,	and	a	high	rate	of	
illiteracy.	A	significant	aspect	that	can	quickly	negate	the	favourable	benefits	of	decentralisation	
is	when	local	educators	lack	the	necessary	knowledge	and	abilities,	as	well	as	the	motivation	to	
do	their	tasks.	However,	the	researchers	did	not	examine	the	association	between	decentralised	
roles	and	educational	outputs	in	schools.	Again,	the	study's	generalizability	was	hampered	by	
its	emphasis	on	a	small	number	of	rural	areas	in	Ghana.	To	address	issues	of	generalisation,	the	
current	study	included	schools	from	two	or	more	districts	that	were	randomly	picked	from	each	
of	nine	randomly	selected	areas	throughout	the	country.	
	
Further	study	by	Essuman	and	Akyeampong	(2011)	in	Ghana	suggests	rural	areas'	local	politics	
influence	education	decentralisation	strategies'	goal	of	better	service	education.	They	looked	at	
how	 stakeholders	 in	 the	 school	 community	 view	 community	 participation.	 Using	 a	 multi-
perspective	approach,	Essuman	and	Akyeampong	(2011)	looked	at	how	community	and	school	
interactions	work	and	 the	 factors	 that	 influence	 them.	PTAs	and	 schools	 in	Ghana's	Central	
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Region	used	semi-structured	questionnaires	to	collect	data.	 In	a	case	study	by	Essuman	and	
Akyeampong	 (2011)	 the	 researchers	 also	 found	 that	 decentralisation	 enhanced	 community	
members'	 participation	 and	 representativeness	 in	 education	beyond	 expectations.	 Essuman	
and	Akyeampong	(2011)	also	stated	that	in	order	to	increase	community	participation,	it	is	vital	
to	meet	the	expectations	of	both	schools	and	the	community,	and	Essuman	(2019)	maintains	
that	anything	less	than	this	reciprocity	principle	will	weaken	the	link.	It	was	also	stated	by	the	
authors	Essuman	and	Akyeampong	(2011)	that	community	participation	was	expected	to	help	
with	 teacher	 monitoring.	 The	 case	 study's	 conclusion	 Teachers	 preferred	 to	 report	 to	
convention	officials	such	the	school	head,	administrators,	and	district	education	supervisors	
rather	 than	 to	members	of	 the	 community.	Teachers	 and	 school	 leaders	were	perceived	by	
members	 of	 the	 SMC	 and	 PTA	 as	 not	 always	 wanting	 to	 encourage	 their	 participation	 in	
decision-making	 and	 often	 making	 decisions	 based	 on	 the	 opinions	 of	 individuals	 they	
considered	to	be	more	knowledgeable	or	to	have	a	higher	social	standing,	as	made	to	building	
consensus,	according	to	the	researchers	(Essuman	&	Akyeampong,	2011).	
	
Decentralisation	can	lead	to	decisions	being	made	at	several	 levels	that	are	overlapping	and	
contradicting,	as	well	as	the	phenomena	of	elite	capture,	which	reduces	democratic	spaces.	The	
teacher	recruiting	rules	in	Nepal	are	divisive,	resulting	in	a	variety	of	employment	contracts	
and	 benefits.	 Local	 elite	 interests	 drive	 decentralised	 finances	 in	 Uganda	 and	 South	 Africa,	
which	are	dominated	by	a	 small	 group	of	better	 educated	and	networked	persons	who	can	
present	 themselves	 as	 an	 effective	 conduit	 for	 handling	 these	 monies	 to	 donors,	 central	
government,	and	the	local	population.	The	poor	and	disadvantaged	are	so	ignored	or	excluded	
as	a	result	(Prinsen	&	Titeca,	2008;	Sayed	&	Soudien,	2005).	
	
Regular	internal	and	external	supervision	helps	to	ensure	effective	instructional	delivery	and	
the	maintenance	of	standards	in	the	school	system.	Whereas	principals	and	headteachers	are	
responsible	 for	 internal	 oversight	 within	 schools,	 the	 Education	 Oversight	 committee	 is	
responsible	for	external	oversight.	Inspectors'	principal	role	is	to	ensure	that	high	standards	
are	maintained	and	schools	are	operated	in	compliance	with	established	regulations.	While	it	
has	been	asserted	that	principals	have	discharged	their	internal	supervisory	responsibilities,	
the	external	supervisors	(inspectors	from	the	Ministry	of	Education)	appear	to	be	ineffective,	
as	they	rarely	visit	schools	to	supervise	school	operations.	This	has	invariably	harmed	schools'	
ability	 to	 deliver	 effective	 teaching	 and	 learning.	 According	 to	 Nolan	 and	 Hoover	 (2011),	
shortcomings	in	school	supervision,	both	by	district	level	officers	and	head	teachers,	and	the	
restrictions	of	disciplinary	processes	jeopardize	effective	teaching	and	have	a	detrimental	effect	
on	students'	academic	performance.	In	a	previous	study	conducted	in	Ghanaian	schools,	Adadzi	
(2006)	 discovered	 that	 Ghana	 has	 the	 highest	 rate	 of	 teacher	 absenteeism	 (43%),	 and	 the	
lowest	 rating	 for	 instructional	 efficiency	 (30.05%),	when	 compared	 to	 the	 remaining	 three	
developing	 countries.	 At	 the	 22nd	World	 Economic	 Forum	 (WEF	 2012)	 on	 Africa,	 Ghana's	
education	minister	reported	that	teacher	absenteeism	was	at	45	percent.		
	

METHODOLOGY	
Population	and	sampling		
Population	consisted	of	14405	school	heads	of	primary	school	across	261	districts	in	all	Sixteen	
(16)	 regions	 in	 Ghana	 (MOE,	 2019).	 Sample	 size	 was	 statistically	 determined	 by	 using	
Yamane’s	 (1967)	 formulae,	which	 indicated	a	minimum	of	361	schools	 to	be	appropriate.	A	
sample	of	408	schools	were	selected.	A	simple	random	sampling	technique	was	used	to	select	
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9	regions,	followed	by	a	random	selection	of	a	total	of	67	districts	from	the	9	regions,	408	public	
and	private	schools	were	next	randomly	selected.		
	

INSTRUMENT	DEVELOPMENT	
To	 ensure	 content	 validity,	measurement	 items	 for	 the	 research	model	were	 adapted	 from	
literature.	The	measures	for	DEOC	on	educational	management	were	selected	from	the	ACT	and	
classified	 using	 OECD	 (1998).	 Measures	 consisted	 of	 Personnel	 Management	 (8	 Items),	 on	
Organization	of	Instruction	(2	items),	and	Planning	and	Structures	(2	items).	Teacher	outputs	
teacher	outputs	were	selected	from	reliable	instruments	including	Kor	(2018)	these	consist	of	
Teacher	motivation	 (2	 items),	 Teacher	 discipline	 (3	 items),	 and	Quality	 teaching	 (5	 items).	
Headteachers	rated	various	roles	of	their	District	Education	Oversight	Committees,	and	teacher	
outputs	using	a	five-point	Likert	scale	ranging	from	5	–	strongly	agree	to	1	–	strongly	disagree.		
	
Sample	and	data	collection	
A	 cross-sectional	 survey	 was	 conducted.	 Interviews	 were	 conducted,	 and	 structured	
questionnaire	was	developed,	pre-tested	and	administered	during	 the	 survey.	 	Collection	of	
data	for	the	study	begun	in	June,	2019	to	August	2019	across	nine	regions	in	Ghana.	Prior	to	
data	collection,	the	researcher	sent	letters	of	introduction	form	the	Institution	of	study	(AIT)	to	
all	the	District	Educational	offices	and	Headteachers	of	participating	schools	for	their	consent.	
	
Limitations	of	this	Study	
Although	measures	were	put	in	place	to	ensure	that	the	aims	of	the	study	are	met	it	is,	however,	
expected	that	the	following	unavoidable	limitation	could	influence	the	outcomes	of	the	present	
study.	 It	was	 assumed	 that	 implementation	 of	 decentralization	 differs	 across	 countries	 and	
even	within	the	same	country,	the	Governance	of	schools	at	various	levels	of	education	differ,	
hence	the	findings	of	this	study	is	limited	to	Ghanaian	basic	schools	and	may	not	be	generalised	
at	all	levels	of	education	and	other	educations	beyond	the	context	of	study.		
	
Again,	as	the	study	employed	a	cross-sectional	data	to	examine	relationships,	observed	effects	
may	differ	when	a	longitudinal	study	is	conducted,	as	existing	challenges	and	roles	may	vary	
over	time	and	could	influence	the	responses	provided.	It	will	therefore	be	recommended	for	
future	study	that	a	longitudinal	study	be	employed	in	investigating	impacts	of	decentralization	
on	school	outcomes.	
	
Delimitations	
The	population	of	this	study	included	pupils	from	Ghanaian	basic	school.	Hence	the	study	was	
delimited	in	terms	of	the	population.	The	reason	for	the	choice	of	delimitation	was,	leadership	
structure	at	the	basic	level	of	education	is	in	some	ways	different	from	that	of	that	of	tertiary	
education	system.		
	

DATA	ANALYSIS	AND	RESULTS	
Reliability	Testing	
Measurement	and	subsequent	analysis	of	the	primary	data	are	both	dependent	on	the	reliability	
of	 the	survey	 items	used.	The	 internal	consistency	Cronbach's	coefficient	alpha	was	used	 to	
measure	 the	 survey	 items'	 reliability	 in	 the	 current	 study.	 The	more	 Cronbach's	 coefficient	
alpha	there	is,	the	more	reliable	the	scale	is.	According	to	Borg	and	Gall	(1983),	a	reliable	and	
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valid	 research	 instrument	 has	 a	 coefficient	 of	 0.75	 or	 above.	 The	 estimate	 Cronbach's	 co-
efficient	Alpha	(α)	values	for	all	construct	all	constructs	are	presented	in	Table	4.2.	
	

Table	4.2:	Internal	Consistence	measures	and	the	number	of	measurement	items	

		 Cronbach's	Alpha	 N	of	Items	

DOEC	Roles		 .796	 12	

Teacher	Outputs	 .777	 11	
	
Result	 from	 analysis	 reveals	 an	 acceptable	 value	 for	measures	 for	 teacher	 outputs	 and	 for	
District	 Education	 Oversight	 Committees	 (DEOCs)	 roles.	 The	 finding	 confirms	 significant	
amount	of	consistency	among	measured	items	hence	suggesting	that	items	reliably	measured	
the	factors	considered	in	the	conceptual	framework	of	the	study.			
	
How	does	Decentralisation	of	 Educational	Management	 Influence	Teacher	Outputs	 in	
Ghanaian	Basic	Public	Schools?	
Prior	 to	 addressing	 research	 questions	 the	 research	 sought	 to	 appraise	 the	 role	 of	 District	
Education	Oversight	Committees	roles	in	Personnel	management,	Organization	of	Instruction,	
Planning	and	Structures	at	 in	Basic	Schools.	 	Summaries	on	measurement	 items	 for	roles	of	
their	District	Education	Oversight	Committees	is	presented	in	terms	of	the	mean	and	standard	
deviation.			Summaries	for	various	items	on	three	major	roles	are	presented	in	Table	1.	
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Table	1:	Descriptive	Statistics	on	Headteachers	appraisal	of	Education	Oversight	Committee	
role	related	to	Personnel	Management		

	 Mean	 Std.	
Deviation	

Skewness	

Statistic	 Statistic	 Statistic	 Std.	Error	
Personnel	Management	 	 	 	 	
Involved	 in	 the	 recruitment	 of	 qualified	
teachers	for	schools	

2.84	 1.356	 .090	 .121	

Supervise	 regular	 and	punctual	 attendance	of	
teachers	and	students	at	schools	

3.68	 1.007	 -.243	 .121	

Monitor	 the	 moral	 behaviour	 of	 staffs	 and	
students	 and	 matters	 relating	 to	 general	
disciple	

3.63	 1.017	 -.194	 .121	

Take	 disciplinary	 action	 or	 make	
recommendation	on	staffs	who	are	found	to	act	
unprofessional.	

3.60	 .892	 .094	 .121	

Proper	 performance	 assessment	 of	 staff	 in	
schools	

3.33	 1.068	 -.401	 .121	

Address	 complaints	 relating	 to	 or	 from	
teachers,	non-teaching	staff	and	students	

2.6364	 1.20158	 .190	 .121	

Determine	provision	of	 in-service	 training	 for	
teachers	and	school	heads	

2.5833	 1.10967	 .271	 .121	

Make	 recommendations	 on	 the	 rewards	
promotion,	wage	adjustment	etc.	 	for	teachers	
and	school	heads	

3.22	 1.042	 -.158	 .121	

Organization	of	Instruction	 	 	 	 	
Ensure	the	supply	of	recommended	textbooks	
and	 other	 teaching	 and	 learning	 materials	 to	
schools	

3.21	 1.062	 -.033	 	

Performance	 assessment	 used	 in	 schools	 are	
appropriate	

3.51	 1.138	 -.277	 	

Planning	and	Structures	 	 	 	 	
Concerned	 with	 the	 conditions	 of	 school	
buildings	 and	 other	 infrastructural	
requirements	of	schools	

3.54	 1.046	 -.352	 .121	

Ensure	 environmental	 cleanliness	 of	 schools	
and	facilities	therein	

3.49	 1.183	 -.322	 .121	

	 	 	 	 	
	
Results	in	Table	1	suggest	that	headteachers	of	basic	schools	generally	were	of	the	view	that	
the	Education	Oversight	committee	in	their	district	were	more	involved	in	the	Organization	of	
Instruction	 (mean	 =	 3.36)	 and	 Planning	 and	 Structures	 (mean	 =	 3.52)	 than	 personnel	
management	of	staff	in	schools	(mean	=	3.17,	SD	=	1.09)	involved	in	the	personnel	management	
of	staff	in	schools.		
	
With	 regard	 to	 specific	 personnel	management	measures,	 the	mean	 response	 on	 Supervise	
regular	and	punctual	attendance	of	teachers	and	students	at	schools	(mean	=	3.68,	SD	=	1.007),	
Monitor	the	moral	behaviour	of	staffs	and	students	and	matters	relating	to	general	disciple	(mean	
=	3.63,	SD	=	1.017),	Take	disciplinary	action	or	make	recommendation	on	staffs	who	are	found	to	
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act	 unprofessional	 (mean	 =	 3.60,	 SD	 =	 0.892),	 exceeded	 the	 general	 average	 rating	 for	 all	
Personnel	Management	items.	The	results	suggest	that	with	regard	to	these	three	personnel	
management	activities	headteachers	believed	that	the	District	Education	Oversight	Committee	
in	their	district	were	often	involved.		
	
Result	for	remaining	four	activities,	as	indicated	in	table	1,	suggest	that	headteachers	believed	
that	the	Education	Oversight	committee	in	their	district	were	sometimes	involved.		
	
With	regard	to	Organization	of	Instruction	results	in	Table	1	suggest	that	headteachers	of	basic	
schools	suggest	that	whereas	the	Education	Oversight	committee	in	their	district	were	often	
involved	 in	 the	 ensuring	Performance	 assessment	used	 in	 schools	 are	 appropriate	 (mean	=	
3.51,	 Std	 =1.138),	 the	 DEOC	 were	 only	 sometimes	 involved	 in	 Ensure	 the	 supply	 of	
recommended	textbooks	and	other	teaching	and	learning	materials	to	schools	(mean	=	3.21,	
Std	=	1.062).	
	
With	regard	to	Planning	and	Structures	results	in	Table	1	suggest	that	headteachers	of	basic	
schools	were	of	the	view	that	whereas	the	Education	Oversight	committee	in	their	district	were	
often	Concerned	with	the	conditions	of	school	buildings	and	other	infrastructural	requirements	
of	 schools	 (mean	 =	 3.54,	 SD	 =1.046),	 and	 Ensure	 environmental	 cleanliness	 of	 schools	 and	
facilities	therein	(mean	=	3.49,	SD	=	1.183).	
	
Next,	summary	statistics	of	headteachers	appraisal	of	teaching	outputs	are	presented	in	terms	
of	the	mean	and	standard	deviation	in	table	2.	

Table	1:	Descriptive	Statistics	on	Headteachers	appraisal	of	Teacher	outputs	
	 Mean	 Std.	

Deviation	
Skewness	

Statistic	 Statistic	 Statistic	
Teacher	Motivation	 	 	 	
Teachers	go	the	extra	mile	to	assist	students	after	class	and	address	
problems	in	class.	 3.77	 .974	 -.379	

Teachers	 encourage	 students	 and	 allow	 for	 constructive	 feedback	
and	stimulates	interest	in	the	subject	 4.05	 .892	 -.675	

AVERAGE	 	 	 	
Teacher	Discipline	 	 	 	
Head	teacher	monitors	Attendance	of	teachers	and	students	 4.51	 .701	 -1.107	
Teachers	are	regular	and	punctual	to	school	 3.93	 .815	 -.367	
Teachers	refrain	from	unprofessional	relationships	with	students	 4.23	 .943	 -1.211	
AVERAGE	 4.297	 .833	 	
Quality	of	Teaching	 	 	 	
Teachers’	method	of	lesson	delivery	is	well	understood	by	students	 4.15	 .856	 -.667	
Assessment	activities	provided	by	teachers	including	class	work	and	
homework	are	related	to	the	learning	objectives.	 4.21	 .836	 -.681	

Teachers	 use	 teaching	 and	 learning	 materials	 effectively	 to	 aid	
teaching	and	learning	 3.90	 .956	 -.487	

Teachers	are	well-prepared	for	class	and	address	all	questions	from	
students	 4.10	 .951	 -.768	

The	entire	curriculum	is	covered	in	class	before	the	end	of	academic	
year	 3.46	 1.005	 -.009	

AVERAGE	 3.92	 0.91	 	
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Results	in	Table	2	suggest	generally	that	headteachers	of	basic	schools	agree	that	teachers	in	
their	 district	 are	motivated	 toward	 their	 duty.	 This	was	 evidence	 in	 an	 overall	 average	 of	
3.975.	 	 This	 was	 also	 reflective	 in	 headteacher	 ratings	 on	 individual	 measures	 including	
Teachers	go	the	extra	mile	to	assist	students	after	class	and	address	problems	in	class	(mean	=	
3.77,	 SD	=	 .974)	 and	Teachers	 encourage	 students	 and	 allow	 for	 constructive	 feedback	 and	
stimulates	interest	in	the	subject	(mean	=	4.05,	SD	=	.892).		
	
Again,	results	in	Table	2	suggest	generally	that	headteachers	of	basic	schools	agreed	that	there	
was	 discipline	 among	 teachers	 in	 their	 district.	 This	 was	 evidence	 in	 an	 overall	 average	
Teacher	Discipline	(mean	=	4.33,	SD	=	0.808).	This	was	also	reflective	in	headteacher	ratings	on	
individual	measures	 including	 Head	 teacher	monitors	 Attendance	 of	 teachers	 and	 students	
(mean	=	4.51,	SD	=	.70),	Teachers	are	regular	and	punctual	to	school	(mean	=	3.93,	SD	=	.81),	
Teachers	refrain	from	unprofessional	relationships	with	students	(mean	=	4.23,	SD	=	.83).	
	
With	regards	to	the	Quality	of	Teaching	in	schools	headteachers	generally	agreed	to	all	items	
measured.	This	was	evident	in	an	overall	average	item	as	(mean	=	3.92,	SD	=	0.91).	This	was	
also	reflective	in	headteacher	ratings	for	all	individual	measures	including	Teachers	method	of	
lesson	delivery	is	well	understood	by	students	(mean	=	4.15,	SD	=	.856),	Assessment	activities	
provided	by	teachers	including	class	work	and	homework	are	related	to	the	learning	objectives	
(mean	 =	 4.21,	 SD	 =	 .836),	 Teachers	 use	 teaching	 and	 learning	 materials	 effectively	 to	 aid	
teaching	 and	 learning	 (mean	 =	 3.90,	 SD	 =	 .956),	 Teachers	 are	 well-prepared	 for	 class	 and	
address	all	questions	from	students	(mean	=	4.10,	SD	=	.951)	
	
Prior	to	conducting	inferential	analysis	using	regression	analysis,	the	researcher	examined	the	
assumptions	 of	 linearity	 and	multi-co-linearity	 and	were	 found	 to	 be	 satisfied.	 	 Correlation	
analysis	and	scatter	plots	were	conducted	in	that	regard	(Not	presented).	Aggregated	measure	
of	Measures	of	Teacher	Motivation,	Teacher	discipline,	and	Quality	 teaching	(the	dependent	
variables)	were	used	in	analysis.		
	
Modelling	 involved	 three	 steps,	 first	 check	 of	model	 adequacy	 by	 explore	 how	much	of	 the	
variance	in	the	dependent	variable	is	explained	by	the	model.	Next	the	overall	significance	of	
model	is	investigated.	Finally	model	coefficient	and	significance	of	coefficient	are	determined.	
Model	summary	were	estimated	using	SPSS	version	21		
	
Results	from	multiple	regression	are	presented	in	table	3.	
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Table	4.3:	Regression	Coefficients	for	Teacher	Motivation	
	 MOTIVATION	 DISCIPLINE		 QUALITY	TEACHING	

	 R	 R	
Square	

Adj	 R	
Square	 R	 R	

Square	
Adj	 R	
Square	 R	 R	

Square	
Adj	 R	
Square	

	 .69a	 .48	 .46	 .73a	 .53	 .52	 .75	 .56	 .55	
		 St.	Beta	 T	 Sig.	 St.	Beta	 T	 Sig.	 St.	Beta	 t	 Sig.	
(Const.
)	

	
6.647	 .000	 	 15.17	 .000	 	 12.59	 .000	

PM1	 .025	 .679	 .498	 -.008	 -.239	 .812	 .033	 .966	 .335	
PM2	 .178	 3.611	 .000	 .370	 7.954	 .000	 .270	 5.997	 .000	
PM3	 -.010	 -.222	 .824	 .131	 3.157	 .002	 -.044	 -1.095	 .274	
PM4	 .035	 .788	 .431	 .104	 2.496	 .013	 .053	 1.309	 .191	
PM5	 .050	 1.036	 .301	 .074	 1.609	 .108	 .229	 5.172	 .000	
PM6	 .127	 3.090	 .002	 .010	 .265	 .791	 .018	 .473	 .637	
PM7	 -.012	 -.318	 .751	 .055	 1.489	 .137	 .088	 2.443	 .015	
PM8	 .287	 6.129	 .000	 -.021	 -.468	 .640	 .161	 3.766	 .000	
MI1	 -.016	 -.338	 .736	 .092	 2.059	 .040	 .045	 1.036	 .301	
MI2	 .008	 .146	 .884	 .246	 4.925	 .000	 .252	 5.217	 .000	
S1	 .392	 7.831	 .000	 .032	 .668	 .505	 .056	 1.215	 .225	
S2	 -.029	 -.662	 .508	 -.076	 -1.858	 .064	 -.077	 -1.922	 .055	

Standardized	Coefficients	Beta	
	
With	regard	to	teacher	motivation,	the	coefficient	of	determination	(R2	=	0.474)	indicates	that	
over	47%	of	the	observed	variability	in	the	dependent	variable,	teacher	motivation,	could	be	
explained	by	predictors	included	in	the	model.	Although	the	model	show	inadequacy	to	predict	
the	observed	teacher	motivation	from	a	theoretical	perspective	can	be	explained	by	a	number	
of	 variables	 which	 are	 beyond	 the	 scope	 of	 this	 study.	 The	 model	 did	 reach	 statistical	
significance	(F	=	29.062,	p	value	=	0.000).	The	statistical	significance	means	that	the	variation	
explained	by	the	model	is	not	due	to	chance.	The	finding	implies	that	the	model	does	explain	a	
significant	amount	of	variability.		
	
Finally,	in	order	to	evaluate	the	effects	of	independent	variables	and	the	significance	of	these	
effects	 towards	 the	prediction	 of	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 the	 coefficients	 from	 the	multiple	
regression	analysis	along	with	the	t	test	and	probability	values	are	presented	in	Table	3.	
	
With	regards	to	personnel	management	Results	from	multiple	regression	analysis	presented	in	
Table	 3	 shows	 that	 significant	 effects	 for	 three	 items	 on	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 teacher	
motivation.	
	
The	largest	effect	was	observed	for	Concerned	with	the	conditions	of	school	buildings	and	other	
infrastructural	requirements	of	schools	(β	=	.392,	p	value	=	0.000).	This	result	suggests	that	at	
a	5%	significant	 level	 the	 coefficient	of	 the	predictor	variable	was	different	 from	zero.	This	
result	implies	that	DEOC	roles	in		showing	concern	with	the	conditions	of	school	buildings	and	
other	 infrastructural	 requirements	 of	 schools	 is	 significant	 in	 predicting	 the	 motivation	 of	
teachers.	 Again,	 the	 sign	 of	 the	 effect	 implies	 that	 holding	 all	 other	 predictors	 constant	 the	
teacher	motivation	will	increase	by	0.392	by	a	unit	rise	in	DOECs	role	relating	to	the	conditions	
of	school	buildings	and	other	infrastructural	requirements	of	schools.		
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Similarly,	 significant	 effects	 was	 estimated	 for	 Make	 recommendations	 on	 the	 rewards	
promotion,	wage	adjustment	etc.		for	teachers	and	school	heads	(β	=.287,	p	value	=	0.000).	The	
result	also	implies	that	DEOC	roles	in	Make	recommendations	on	the	rewards	promotion,	wage	
adjustment	 etc.	 	 for	 teachers	 and	 school	 heads	 are	 relevant	 toward	 predicting	 teacher	
motivation.	Again,	the	sign	of	the	effect	implies	that	holding	all	other	predictors	constant,	a	unit	
rise	 in	 DOECs	 role	 relating	 to	 making	 recommendations	 on	 the	 rewards	 promotion,	 wage	
adjustment	 etc.	 	 for	 teachers	 and	 school	 heads	 will	 lead	 to	 an	 increase	 of	 0.287	 in	 teacher	
motivation	
	
Similarly,	significant	effects	were	estimated	for	items	Address	complaints	relating	to	or	from	
teachers,	non-teaching	staff	and	students	(β	=	.127,	p	value	=	.002),	and	Supervise	regular	and	
punctual	attendance	of	teachers	and	students	at	schools	(β	=	.178,	p	value	=	0.000).	
	
It	must	be	mentioned	that	although	the	Coefficient	of	determination	did	not	exceed	0.5,	and	for	
that	reason	the	observed	significant	coefficients	(βi)	may	be	theoretically	be	said	to	be	biased	
estimators,	the	fact	remains	that	they	are	still	have	significant	influence	of	these	predictors	on	
teacher	motivation.	
	
Non-significant	 effects	 were	 observed	 for	 remaining	 measures	 including:	 Involved	 in	 the	
recruitment	 of	 qualified	 teachers	 for	 schools	 (β	 =	 0.025,	 p	 value	=	0.498),	Monitor	 the	moral	
behaviour	 of	 staffs	 and	 students	 and	matters	 relating	 to	 general	 disciple	 (β=	 -0.01,	 p	 value	=	
0.824),	 Take	 disciplinary	 action	 or	 make	 recommendation	 on	 staffs	 who	 are	 found	 to	 act	
unprofessional.	(β	=	0.035,	p	value	=	0.431),	Proper	performance	assessment	of	staff	in	schools	(β	
=	0.05,	p	value	=	0.301),	Determine	provision	of	in-service	training	for	teachers	and	school	heads	
(β	=	-0.012,	p	value	=	0.751),	Ensure	the	supply	of	recommended	textbooks	and	other	teaching	and	
learning	materials	to	schools	(β	=	-0.016,	p	value	=	0.736),Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	
are	 appropriate(β	 =0.008,	 p	 value	 =	 0.884),	 Ensure	 environmental	 cleanliness	 of	 schools	 and	
facilities	therein	(β	=	-0.029,	p	value	=	0.508).	
	
Next,	with	 regard	 to	 the	 impact	 of	 DEOC	 activities	 on	 quality	 of	 teaching	 the	 coefficient	 of	
determination	 (R2	=	 0.56)	 indicates	 that	 56%	 of	 the	 observed	 variability	 in	 the	 dependent	
variable,	quality	teaching	could	be	explained	by	predictors	included	in	the	model.	The	result	
therefore	suggests	that	the	model	is	adequate	to	predict	the	observed	data.	Further	the	model	
results	depicted	in	Table	3	revealed	that	the	model	reaches	statistical	significance	(F=	41.123,	
p	value	=	0.000).	The	statistical	significance	means	that	the	variation	explained	by	the	model	is	
not	 due	 to	 chance.	 The	 finding	 implies	 that	 the	model	 does	 explain	 a	 significant	 amount	 of	
variability.		
	
Finally,	in	order	to	evaluate	the	effects	of	independent	variables	and	the	significance	of	these	
effects	 towards	 the	prediction	 of	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 the	 coefficients	 from	 the	multiple	
regression	analysis	along	with	the	t	test	and	probability	values	are	presented	in	Table	3.	
	
With	regards	to	personnel	management,	the	largest	effect	was	observed	for	Supervise	regular	
and	punctual	attendance	of	 teachers	and	students	at	 schools	 (β	=	0.27,	p	value	=	0.000).	This	
result	 suggests	 that	 at	 a	 5%	 significant	 level	 the	 coefficient	 of	 the	 predictor	 variable	 was	
different	 from	zero.	This	result	 implies	 that	DEOC	roles	 in	supervising	regular	and	punctual	
attendance	of	teachers	and	students	at	schools	is	significant	in	predicting	the	quality	teaching.		
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Again,	 the	 sign	of	 the	effect	 implies	 that	holding	all	other	predictors	 constant,	 a	unit	 rise	 in	
DOECs	role	relating	to	supervising	regular	and	punctual	attendance	of	teachers	and	students	at	
schools	will	lead	to	an	increase	of	0.27	in	quality	teaching.	
	
Similarly,	 significant	 effects	were	 estimated	 for	 that	 significant	 effects	 for	measures:	Proper	
performance	assessment	of	staff	in	schools	(β	=	0.229,	p	value	=	0.000),	Make	recommendations	
on	the	rewards	promotion,	wage	adjustment	etc.		for	teachers	and	school	heads(β	=	0.161,	p	value	
=	0.000),	and	Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	(β	=	0.252,	p	value	=	
0.000),	and	Determine	provision	of	in-service	training	for	teachers	and	school	heads	(β	=	0.088,	p	
value	=	0.015).	The	sign	of	the	effects	implies	that	holding	all	other	predictors	constant,	a	unit	
rise	in	DOECs	roles	will	lead	to	an	increase	of	the	value	of	a	coefficient	β	in	quality	teaching	in	
each	case.	
	
However,	the	results	in	table	3	reveal	non-significant	effects	for	measures	including	Involved	in	
the	recruitment	of	qualified	teachers	for	schools	(β	=	0.033,	p	value	=	0.335),	Monitor	the	moral	
behaviour	of	staffs	and	students	and	matters	relating	to	general	disciple	(β	=	-0.044,	p	value	=	
0.274),	 Take	 disciplinary	 action	 or	 make	 recommendation	 on	 staffs	 who	 are	 found	 to	 act	
unprofessional	(β	=	0.053,	p	value	=	0.191),	Address	complaints	relating	to	or	from	teachers,	non-
teaching	 staff	 and	 students	 (β	 =	 0.018,	 p	 value	 =	 0.637),	 Ensure	 the	 supply	 of	 recommended	
textbooks	and	other	teaching	and	learning	materials	to	schools	(β	=	0.045,	p	value	=	0.301),	and	
Concerned	 with	 the	 conditions	 of	 school	 buildings	 and	 other	 infrastructural	 requirements	 of	
schools(β	=	0.056,	p	value	=	0.225),	and	Ensure	environmental	cleanliness	of	schools	and	facilities	
therein	(β	=	-0.077,	p	value	=	0.055).	
	
Finally,	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 effect	 of	 DEOC	 roles	 on	 teacher	 discipline	 the	 coefficient	 of	
determination	(R2	=	0.532)	indicates	that	approximately	52%	of	the	observed	variability	in	the	
dependent	variable,	teacher	discipline	could	be	explained	by	predictors	included	in	the	model.	
The	 result	 therefore	 suggests	 that	 the	model	 is	 adequate	 to	 predict	 the	 observed	data.	 The	
model	results	depicted	in	Table	3	revealed	that	the	model	reaches	statistical	significance	(F	=	
36.658,	p	value	=	0.000).	The	statistical	significance	means	that	the	variation	explained	by	the	
model	is	not	due	to	chance.	The	finding	implies	that	the	model	does	explain	a	significant	amount	
of	variability.		
	
Finally,	in	order	to	evaluate	the	effects	of	independent	variables	and	the	significance	of	these	
effects	 towards	 the	prediction	 of	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 the	 coefficients	 from	 the	multiple	
regression	analysis	along	with	the	t	test	and	probability	values	are	presented	in	Table	3.	
	
With	regards	to	personnel	management	as	presented	in	Table	3	reveal,	the	largest	effect	was	
observed	for	item	Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	(β	=	.246,	p	value	=	
.000).	This	result	suggests	that	at	a	5%	significant	level	the	coefficient	of	the	predictor	variable	
was	 different	 from	 zero.	 This	 result	 implies	 that	 DEOC	 roles	 in	 ensuring	 Performance	
assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	is	significant	in	predicting	the	teacher	discipline	in	
schools.	The	positive		sign	of	Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	,	implies	
that	holding	all	other	predictors	constant	the	ensuring	performance	assessment	used	in	schools	
are	appropriate	will	increase	teacher	discipline	by	0.246.		
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Significant	effect	was	observed	for	items	Monitor	the	moral	behaviour	of	staffs	and	students	
and	matters	relating	to	general	disciple	(β	=	0.131,	p	value	=	0.002),	Take	disciplinary	action	or	
make	 recommendation	 on	 staffs	who	 are	 found	 to	 act	 unprofessional	 (β	 =	 0.104,	 p	 value	=	
0.013),	Ensure	the	supply	of	textbooks	and	other	teaching	and	learning	materials	to	schools	(β	
=	0.092,	p	value	=	0.04),	Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	(β	=	0.246,	p	
value	=	0).	 These	 results	 implies	 that	DEOC	 roles	 in	 toward	decentralisation	of	 educational	
management	do	impact	on	teacher	discipline	in	schools.	
	
Non-significant	 effects	 were	 observed	 for	 remaining	 measures	 including	 Involved	 in	 the	
recruitment	of	qualified	teachers	for	schools	(β	=	-0.008,	p	value	=	0.812),	Proper	performance	
assessment	of	staff	in	schools	(β	=	0.074,	p	value	=	0.108),	Address	complaints	relating	to	or	from	
teachers,	non-teaching	staff	and	students	(β	=	0.01,	p	value	=	0.791),	Determine	provision	of	in-
service	 training	 for	 teachers	 and	 school	 heads	 (β	 =	 0.055,	 p	 value	 =	 0.137),	 Make	
recommendations	on	the	rewards	promotion,	wage	adjustment	etc.		for	teachers	and	school	heads	
(β	 =	 -0.021,	 p	 value	 =	 0.64),	 Concerned	 with	 the	 conditions	 of	 school	 buildings	 and	 other	
infrastructural	requirements		of	schools	(β	=	0.032,	p	value	=	0.505),	and	Ensure	environmental	
cleanliness	of	schools	and	facilities	therein	(β	=	-0.076,	p	value	=	0.064).	
	
The	results	imply	that	DEOC	roles	in	organization	of	instruction	in	class	and	some	personnel	
management	 activities	 are	 significant	 toward	 the	 improvement	 of	 teacher	 discipline.	 In	
summary	the	results	above,	thus,	support	the	first	research	hypothesis	Ha1:	Decentralisation	of	
education	will	have	significant	effect	on	Teacher	outputs	in	Ghanaian	basic	public	schools.	
	

DISCUSSION	OF	FINDINGS	
• The	 study	 found	 that	 decentralisation	 of	 Personnel	 management,	 Organization	 of	

Instruction,	Planning	and	Structures	had	significant	effect	on	teacher	Motivation		
• The	 study	 found	 that	 decentralisation	 of	 Personnel	 management,	 Organization	 of	

Instruction,	Planning	and	Structures	had	significant	effect	on	quality	teaching	
• The	 study	 found	 that	 decentralisation	 of	 Personnel	 management,	 Organization	 of	

Instruction,	Planning	and	Structures	had	significant	effect	on	teacher	discipline	
	
The	 finding	 of	 this	 study	 reveal	 that	 DEOCs	 roles	 in	 the	 decentralization	 of	 educational	
management	 do	 significantly	 affect	 teacher	 outputs	 including	 Teacher	 Motivation,	 Teacher	
Discipline,	Quality	of	Teaching,	and	Opportunities	to	Learn.	The	finding	of	the	study	summary	
the	results	above,	 thus,	 support	argument	 that	Decentralisation	of	educational	management	
will	have	significant	effect	on	Teacher	outputs	in	Ghanaian	basic	public	schools.	
	
The	finding	is	consistent	with	Snilstveit,	Stevenson,	Phillips	et	al.	(2015),	Litvack	(2017),	and	
Carr-Hill,	Rolleston,	Schendel	and	Waddington	(2018),	who	indicate	that	an	improvement	in	
the	 monitoring	 of	 schools	 will	 lead	 to	 an	 improvement	 	 teacher	 motivation	 and	 teacher	
attendance.	Again,	the	finding	is	also	in	 line	with	Guerrero	et	al.	(2012),	and	Petrosino	et	al.	
(2012)	who	have	shown	a	connection	between	on	school-based	decision-making,	and	teacher	
motivation	 and	 teacher	 attendance.	 	 For	 example,	 McKinney	 (2000)	 concluded	 that	 that	
teachers	with	improved	career	pay	are	not	more	intrinsically	motivated	than	other	colleagues.		
	



	
	

	
286	

Vol.	9,	Issue	3,	March-2022	Advances	in	Social	Sciences	Research	Journal	(ASSRJ)	

Services	for	Science	and	Education	–	United	Kingdom	

The	 findings,	 however,	 contradict	 Leer	 (2016)	 who	 found	 a	 significant	 negative	 effect	 of	
Decentralization	on	the	number	of	hours	that	teachers	spend	in	the	classroom,	for	schools	in	
rural	communities.		
	
The	finding	Shindler	(2009)	study	indicate	that	in	other	to	promote	the	quality	of	teaching	and	
learning	and	improve	on	the	academic	performance	of	learners	then	there	is	a	need	for	schools	
to	examine	teaching	pedagogies,	classroom	management	techniques	and	assessment	methods	
employed	by	teachers	within	the	classroom.	
	
With	regard	to	finding	on	significant	positive	effect	DEOCs	role	in	planning	and	infrastructure	
on	 quality	 teaching	 and	 teacher	motivation,	 Baba	 (2012)	 highlighted	 need	 for	 the	 teaching	
learning	resources	and	physical	infrastructure	in	schools,	to	enable	teachers	effectively	deliver	
classroom	instructional.	
	
Whereas	principals	and	headteachers	are	responsible	for	internal	oversight	within	schools,	the	
Education	Oversight	committee	is	responsible	for	external	oversight.	Inspectors'	principal	role	
is	to	ensure	that	high	standards	are	maintained	and	schools	are	operated	in	compliance	with	
established	 regulations.	 Numerous	 supervisory	 duties	 related	 to	 maintaining	 successful	
instruction	in	schools	have	been	identified	in	the	literature,	including	monitoring	instructors'	
lesson	plans.	Visits	to	classrooms,	on-going	teacher	training,	and	evaluation	of	assessment	in	
classrooms.	 Glickman,	 Gordon,	 and	 Ross	 (1998),	 as	 well	 as	 Dufour	 and	 Eaker	 (1998),	
emphasized	 the	 importance	 of	 routine	 classroom	 supervision	 in	 order	 to	 assess	 the	
curriculum's	status	and	pupils'	experiences	in	order	to	identify	ideas	that	can	be	shared	and	
establish	universal	bases	for	curriculum	planning	in	the	classroom.	Okech	(2004)	stated	that	
this	also	enables	the	headteacher	to	identify	potentials	within	the	staff	that	can	be	tapped	and	
developed	 in	 order	 to	 improve	 the	 quality	 of	 instructors	 and	 instruction,	 as	 well	 as	 the	
achievement	of	students.			
	
The	finding	in	practically	implies	that	Zonal	Offices	of	National	Teaching	Council	which	servers	
as	external	supervisors	must	double	their	efforts	as	their	presence	are	not	felt	in	schools	The	
Minister	of	Education	must	it	a	policy	to	demand	quarterly	reports	from	them.	This	makes	them	
proactive	 to	 perform	 their	mandated	 functions.	 Again,	 the	 National	 Teaching	 Council	 must	
evaluate	on	regular	basis	teachers’	performance	and	offer	regular	in-service	training	to	ensure	
that	teacher	is	well	quipped	to	teach	to	ensure	pupils	academic	performance	are	improved.	
	
Sakyi	(2008),	and	Sakyi	et	al.	 (2011)	enumerated	some	challenges	to	the	 implementation	of	
decentralization	in	Ghana	to	include	inadequate	funds,	lack	of	qualified	personnel,	inadequate	
logistics	 and	 equipment,	 poor	 interpersonal	 relationships,	 lack	 of	 transparency	 and	 a	 good	
operational	 system,	 lack	 of	 incentives	 to	 motivate	 the	 staff,	 political	 interference,	 poor	
interference,	poor	infrastructure	and	high	rate	of	illiteracy.		To	this	end	the	Ghana	Education	
Service	must	 ensure	 that	TLMs	 are	 delivered	 to	 schools	 before	 the	 commencement	 of	 each	
academic	year	so	that	teachers	get	the	necessary	tools	to	perform	effectively	as	delays	in	supply	
of	TLMs	have	adverse	effect	on	teaching	and	learning.	
	
All	 the	 major	 stakeholders	 in	 Education	 especially	 DEOCs,	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Education	 and	
Communities	must	come	out	with	some	incentive	packages	to	teacher	especially	those	in	rural	
and	deprived	communities	to	motivate	to	go	extra	miles	to	improve	teaching	in	public	basic	
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schools.	DEOCs	must	put	systems	in	place	to	check	teacher	absenteeism	and	must	ensure	that	
teachers	are	paid	according	to	number	of	days	they	attend	school.	This	will	ensure	teachers	
presence	and	maximum	use	of	contact	hours	which	has	positive	relation	in	the	performance	of	
pupils.	
	
Regular	internal	and	external	supervision	helps	to	ensure	effective	instructional	delivery	and	
the	maintenance	of	standards	in	the	school	system.	Whereas	principals	and	headteachers	are	
responsible	 for	 internal	 oversight	 within	 schools,	 the	 Education	 Oversight	 committee	 is	
responsible	for	external	oversight.	Inspectors'	principal	role	is	to	ensure	that	high	standards	
are	maintained	and	schools	are	operated	in	compliance	with	established	regulations.	While	it	
has	 been	 asserted	 that	 principals	 have	 discharged	 their	 internal	 supervisory	 schools,	 the	
external	supervisors	(inspectors	from	the	Ministry	of	Education)	appear	to	be	ineffective,	as	
they	rarely	visit	schools	to	supervise	school	operations.	This	has	invariably	harmed	schools'	
ability	 to	 deliver	 effective	 teaching	 and	 learning.	 According	 to	 Bloom	 (2007),	 effective	
instruction	monitoring	is	necessary	to	improve	the	classroom's	teaching	and	learning	quality.	
	
Teacher	recruitment	can	be	more	responsive	if	local	governments	and	schools	work	together,	
says	Heredia-Ortiz	(2007:	49).	Furthermore,	support	and	training	for	teachers	can	be	tailored	
to	 fill	 up	 any	 gaps	 in	 instructors'	 education	 or	 experience	 that	 are	 already	 known.	
Decentralising	 education	 can	 have	 a	 direct	 impact	 on	 teacher	 inputs,	 such	 as	 by	 requiring	
mandatory	training	and	paying	teachers	for	their	progress	in	their	careers.	
	
Numerous	 supervisory	 duties	 related	 to	maintaining	 successful	 instruction	 in	 schools	 have	
been	 identified	 in	 the	 literature,	 including	 monitoring	 instructors'	 lesson	 plans.	 Visits	 to	
classrooms,	on-going	teacher	training,	and	evaluation	of	assessment	in	classrooms.	Glickman	et	
al.	 (1998),	as	well	as	Dufour	and	Eaker	(1998),	emphasized	the	 importance	of	headteachers	
visiting	classrooms	on	a	regular	basis	to	assess	the	curriculum's	status	and	pupils'	experiences,	
ascertain	 ideas	 that	 can	 be	 shared,	 and	 establish	 universal	 bases	 for	 curriculum	 planning.	
Classroom	visitation	should	be	a	regular	occurrence	in	schools.		
	

SUMMARY	
There	 is	 little	 doubt	 that	 decentralisation	 of	 educational	 management	 leads	 to	 active	
engagement	of	external	supervision	of	classroom	instruction,	motoring	of	behavioural	issues	of	
teacher,	motivating	teachers,	timely	identification	of	structural	and	logistical	deficits	of	schools.	
Decentralisation	 also	 allows	 for	 the	 engagement	 of	 other	 stakeholders	 in	 improving	 on	 the	
quality	 of	 education	 at	 the	 basic	 level.	 However,	 careful	 planning	 and	 recruitment	 of	 well-
trained	 and	 experienced	 personnel	 will	 be	 needed	 to	 ensure	 effective	 implementation.	 For	
effective	 decision	making	 	 and	 financial	 systems	 are	 devolved	 to	 avoid	 the	 adverse	 effects	
experienced	in	other	developing	countries.	
	

DISCUSSION	OF	FINDINGS	
How	does	Decentralisation	of	 Educational	Management	 Influence	Teacher	Outputs	 in	
Ghanaian	Basic	Public	Schools?	
Prior	 to	 addressing	 research	 questions	 the	 research	 sought	 to	 appraise	 the	 role	 of	 District	
Education	Oversight	Committees	roles	in	Personnel	management,	Organization	of	Instruction,	
Planning	and	Structures	at	 in	Basic	Schools.	 	Summaries	on	measurement	 items	 for	roles	of	
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their	District	Education	Oversight	Committees	is	presented	in	terms	of	the	mean	and	standard	
deviation.				
	
Summaries	for	various	items	on	three	major	roles	are	presented	in	Table	1.	
	
Table	1:	Descriptive	Statistics	on	Headteachers	appraisal	of	Education	Oversight	Committee	

role	related	to	Personnel	Management		
	 Mean	 Std.	

Deviation	
Skewness	

Statistic	 Statistic	 Statistic	 Std.	Error	
Personnel	Management	 	 	 	 	
Involved	In	The	Recruitment	Of	Qualified	
Teachers	For	Schools	

2.84	 1.356	 .090	 .121	

Supervise	Regular	And	Punctual	Attendance	Of	
Teachers	And	Students	At	Schools	

3.68	 1.007	 -.243	 .121	

Monitor	The	Moral	Behaviour	Of	Staffs	And	
Students	And	Matters	Relating	To	General	
Disciple	

3.63	 1.017	 -.194	 .121	

Take	Disciplinary	Action	Or	Make	
Recommendation	On	Staffs	Who	Are	Found	To	
Act	Unprofessional.	

3.60	 .892	 .094	 .121	

Proper	Performance	Assessment	Of	Staff	In	
Schools	

3.33	 1.068	 -.401	 .121	

Address	Complaints	Relating	To	Or	From	
Teachers,	Non-Teaching	Staff	And	Students	

2.6364	 1.20158	 .190	 .121	

Determine	Provision	Of	In-Service	Training	
For	Teachers	And	School	Heads	

2.5833	 1.10967	 .271	 .121	

Make	Recommendations	On	The	Rewards	
Promotion,	Wage	Adjustment	Etc.		For	
Teachers	And	School	Heads	

3.22	 1.042	 -.158	 .121	

Organization	Of	Instruction	 	 	 	 	
Ensure	The	Supply	Of	Recommended	
Textbooks	And	Other	Teaching	And	Learning	
Materials	To	Schools	

3.21	 1.062	 -.033	 	

Performance	Assessment	Used	In	Schools	Are	
Appropriate	

3.51	 1.138	 -.277	 	

Planning	And	Structures	 	 	 	 	
Concerned	With	The	Conditions	Of	School	
Buildings	And	Other	Infrastructural	
Requirements	Of	Schools	

3.54	 1.046	 -.352	 .121	

Ensure	Environmental	Cleanliness	Of	Schools	
And	Facilities	Therein	

3.49	 1.183	 -.322	 .121	

	 	 	 	 	
	
Results	in	Table	1	suggest	that	headteachers	of	basic	schools	generally	were	of	the	view	that	
the	Education	Oversight	committee	in	their	district	were	more	involved	in	the	Organization	of	
Instruction	 (mean	 =	 3.36)	 and	 Planning	 and	 Structures	 (mean	 =	 3.52)	 than	 personnel	
management	of	staff	in	schools	(mean	=	3.17,	SD	=	1.09)	involved	in	the	personnel	management	
of	staff	in	schools.		
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With	 regard	 to	 specific	 personnel	management	measures,	 the	mean	 response	 on	 Supervise	
regular	and	punctual	attendance	of	teachers	and	students	at	schools	(mean	=	3.68,	SD	=	1.007),	
Monitor	the	moral	behaviour	of	staffs	and	students	and	matters	relating	to	general	disciple	(mean	
=	3.63,	SD	=	1.017),	Take	disciplinary	action	or	make	recommendation	on	staffs	who	are	found	to	
act	 unprofessional	 (mean	 =	 3.60,	 SD	 =	 0.892),	 exceeded	 the	 general	 average	 rating	 for	 all	
Personnel	Management	items.	The	results	suggest	that	with	regard	to	these	three	personnel	
management	activities	headteachers	believed	that	the	District	Education	Oversight	Committee	
in	their	district	were	often	involved.		
	
Result	for	remaining	four	activities,	as	indicated	in	table	1,	suggest	that	headteachers	believed	
that	the	Education	Oversight	committee	in	their	district	were	sometimes	involved.	
	
With	regard	to	Organization	of	Instruction	results	in	Table	1	suggest	that	headteachers	of	basic	
schools	suggest	that	whereas	the	Education	Oversight	committee	in	their	district	were	often	
involved	 in	 the	 ensuring	Performance	 assessment	used	 in	 schools	 are	 appropriate	 (mean	=	
3.51,	 Std	 =1.138),	 the	 DEOC	 were	 only	 sometimes	 involved	 in	 Ensure	 the	 supply	 of	
recommended	textbooks	and	other	teaching	and	learning	materials	to	schools	(mean	=	3.21,	
Std	=	1.062).	
	
With	regard	to	Planning	and	Structures	results	in	Table	1	suggest	that	headteachers	of	basic	
schools	were	of	the	view	that	whereas	the	Education	Oversight	committee	in	their	district	were	
often	Concerned	with	the	conditions	of	school	buildings	and	other	infrastructural	requirements	
of	 schools	 (mean	 =	 3.54,	 SD	 =1.046),	 and	 Ensure	 environmental	 cleanliness	 of	 schools	 and	
facilities	therein	(mean	=	3.49,	SD	=	1.183).	
	
Next,	summary	statistics	of	headteachers	appraisal	of	teaching	outputs	are	presented	in	terms	
of	the	mean	and	standard	deviation	in	table	2.	
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Table	1:	Descriptive	Statistics	on	Headteachers	appraisal	of	Teacher	outputs	
	 Mean	 Std.	

Deviation	
Skewness	

Statistic	 Statistic	 Statistic	
Teacher	Motivation	 	 	 	
Teachers	 go	 the	 extra	mile	 to	 assist	 students	 after	 class	 and	
address	problems	in	class.	 3.77	 .974	 -.379	

Teachers	 encourage	 students	 and	 allow	 for	 constructive	
feedback	and	stimulates	interest	in	the	subject	 4.05	 .892	 -.675	

AVERAGE	 	 	 	
Teacher	Discipline	 	 	 	
Head	teacher	monitors	Attendance	of	teachers	and	students	 4.51	 .701	 -1.107	
Teachers	are	regular	and	punctual	to	school	 3.93	 .815	 -.367	
Teachers	 refrain	 from	 unprofessional	 relationships	 with	
students	 4.23	 .943	 -1.211	

AVERAGE	 4.297	 .833	 	
Quality	of	Teaching	 	 	 	
Teachers’	 method	 of	 lesson	 delivery	 is	 well	 understood	 by	
students	 4.15	 .856	 -.667	

Assessment	 activities	 provided	 by	 teachers	 including	 class	
work	and	homework	are	related	to	the	learning	objectives.	 4.21	 .836	 -.681	

Teachers	use	teaching	and	learning	materials	effectively	to	aid	
teaching	and	learning	 3.90	 .956	 -.487	

Teachers	are	well-prepared	for	class	and	address	all	questions	
from	students	 4.10	 .951	 -.768	

The	 entire	 curriculum	 is	 covered	 in	 class	 before	 the	 end	 of	
academic	year	 3.46	 1.005	 -.009	

AVERAGE	 3.92	 0.91	 	
	 	 	 	 	
Results	in	Table	2	suggest	generally	that	headteachers	of	basic	schools	agree	that	teachers	in	
their	 district	 are	motivated	 toward	 their	 duty.	 This	was	 evidence	 in	 an	 overall	 average	 of	
3.975.	 	 This	 was	 also	 reflective	 in	 headteacher	 ratings	 on	 individual	 measures	 including	
Teachers	go	the	extra	mile	to	assist	students	after	class	and	address	problems	in	class	(mean	=	
3.77,	 SD	=	 .974)	 and	Teachers	 encourage	 students	 and	 allow	 for	 constructive	 feedback	 and	
stimulates	interest	in	the	subject	(mean	=	4.05,	SD	=	.892).		
	
Again,	results	in	Table	2	suggest	generally	that	headteachers	of	basic	schools	agreed	that	there	
was	 discipline	 among	 teachers	 in	 their	 district.	 This	 was	 evidence	 in	 an	 overall	 average	
Teacher	Discipline	(mean	=	4.33,	SD	=	0.808).	This	was	also	reflective	in	headteacher	ratings	on	
individual	measures	 including	 Head	 teacher	monitors	 Attendance	 of	 teachers	 and	 students	
(mean	=	4.51,	SD	=	.70),	Teachers	are	regular	and	punctual	to	school	(mean	=	3.93,	SD	=	.81),	
Teachers	refrain	from	unprofessional	relationships	with	students	(mean	=	4.23,	SD	=	.83).	
	
With	regards	to	the	Quality	of	Teaching	in	schools	headteachers	generally	agreed	to	all	items	
measured.	This	was	evident	in	an	overall	average	item	as	(mean	=	3.92,	SD	=	0.91).	This	was	
also	reflective	in	headteacher	ratings	for	all	individual	measures	including	Teachers	method	of	
lesson	delivery	is	well	understood	by	students	(mean	=	4.15,	SD	=	.856),	Assessment	activities	
provided	by	teachers	including	class	work	and	homework	are	related	to	the	learning	objectives	



	
	

	
291	

Kyeremeh, A., & Kor, J. A. M. (2022). Decentralisation of Education Management and its Influence on Teacher Output in Public School, Ghana. 
Advances in Social Sciences Research Journal, 9(3). 271-307. 

URL:	http://dx.doi.org/10.14738/assrj.93.12055	

(mean	 =	 4.21,	 SD	 =	 .836),	 Teachers	 use	 teaching	 and	 learning	 materials	 effectively	 to	 aid	
teaching	 and	 learning	 (mean	 =	 3.90,	 SD	 =	 .956),	 Teachers	 are	 well-prepared	 for	 class	 and	
address	all	questions	from	students	(mean	=	4.10,	SD	=	.951)	
	
Prior	to	conducting	inferential	analysis	using	regression	analysis,	the	researcher	examined	the	
assumptions	 of	 linearity	 and	multi-co-linearity	 and	were	 found	 to	 be	 satisfied.	 	 Correlation	
analysis	and	scatter	plots	were	conducted	in	that	regard	(Not	presented).	Aggregated	measure	
of	Measures	of	Teacher	Motivation,	Teacher	discipline,	and	Quality	 teaching	(the	dependent	
variables)	were	used	in	analysis.		
	
Modelling	 involved	 three	 steps,	 first	 check	 of	model	 adequacy	 by	 explore	 how	much	of	 the	
variance	in	the	dependent	variable	is	explained	by	the	model.	Next	the	overall	significance	of	
model	is	investigated.	Finally	model	coefficient	and	significance	of	coefficient	are	determined.	
Model	summary	were	estimated	using	SPSS	version	21		
	
Results	from	multiple	regression	are	presented	in	table	3.	
	

Table	4.3:	Regression	Coefficients	for	Teacher	Motivation	
	 MOTIVATION	 DISCIPLINE		 QUALITY	TEACHING	

	 R	 R	
Square	

Adj	 R	
Square	 R	 R	

Square	
Adj	 R	
Square	 R	 R	

Square	
Adj	 R	
Square	

	 .69a	 .48	 .46	 .73a	 .53	 .52	 .75	 .56	 .55	
		 St.	Beta	 T	 Sig.	 St.	Beta	 T	 Sig.	 St.	Beta	 T	 Sig.	
(Const.
)	

	
6.647	 .000	 	 15.17	 .000	 	 12.59	 .000	

PM1	 .025	 .679	 .498	 -.008	 -.239	 .812	 .033	 .966	 .335	
PM2	 .178	 3.611	 .000	 .370	 7.954	 .000	 .270	 5.997	 .000	
PM3	 -.010	 -.222	 .824	 .131	 3.157	 .002	 -.044	 -1.095	 .274	
PM4	 .035	 .788	 .431	 .104	 2.496	 .013	 .053	 1.309	 .191	
PM5	 .050	 1.036	 .301	 .074	 1.609	 .108	 .229	 5.172	 .000	
PM6	 .127	 3.090	 .002	 .010	 .265	 .791	 .018	 .473	 .637	
PM7	 -.012	 -.318	 .751	 .055	 1.489	 .137	 .088	 2.443	 .015	
PM8	 .287	 6.129	 .000	 -.021	 -.468	 .640	 .161	 3.766	 .000	
MI1	 -.016	 -.338	 .736	 .092	 2.059	 .040	 .045	 1.036	 .301	
MI2	 .008	 .146	 .884	 .246	 4.925	 .000	 .252	 5.217	 .000	
S1	 .392	 7.831	 .000	 .032	 .668	 .505	 .056	 1.215	 .225	
S2	 -.029	 -.662	 .508	 -.076	 -1.858	 .064	 -.077	 -1.922	 .055	

Standardized	Coefficients	Beta	
	
With	regard	to	teacher	motivation,	the	coefficient	of	determination	(R2	=	0.474)	indicates	that	
over	47%	of	the	observed	variability	in	the	dependent	variable,	teacher	motivation,	could	be	
explained	by	predictors	included	in	the	model.	Although	the	model	show	inadequacy	to	predict	
the	observed	teacher	motivation	from	a	theoretical	perspective	can	be	explained	by	a	number	
of	 variables	 which	 are	 beyond	 the	 scope	 of	 this	 study.	 The	 model	 did	 reach	 statistical	
significance	(F	=	29.062,	p	value	=	0.000).	The	statistical	significance	means	that	the	variation	
explained	by	the	model	is	not	due	to	chance.	The	finding	implies	that	the	model	does	explain	a	
significant	amount	of	variability.		
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Finally,	in	order	to	evaluate	the	effects	of	independent	variables	and	the	significance	of	these	
effects	 towards	 the	prediction	 of	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 the	 coefficients	 from	 the	multiple	
regression	analysis	along	with	the	t	test	and	probability	values	are	presented	in	Table	3.	
	
With	regards	to	personnel	management	Results	from	multiple	regression	analysis	presented	in	
Table	 3	 shows	 that	 significant	 effects	 for	 three	 items	 on	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 teacher	
motivation.	
	
The	largest	effect	was	observed	for	Concerned	with	the	conditions	of	school	buildings	and	other	
infrastructural	requirements	of	schools	(β	=	.392,	p	value	=	0.000).	This	result	suggests	that	at	
a	5%	significant	 level	 the	 coefficient	of	 the	predictor	variable	was	different	 from	zero.	This	
result	implies	that	DEOC	roles	in		showing	concern	with	the	conditions	of	school	buildings	and	
other	 infrastructural	 requirements	 of	 schools	 is	 significant	 in	 predicting	 the	 motivation	 of	
teachers.	 Again,	 the	 sign	 of	 the	 effect	 implies	 that	 holding	 all	 other	 predictors	 constant	 the	
teacher	motivation	will	increase	by	0.392	by	a	unit	rise	in	DOECs	role	relating	to	the	conditions	
of	school	buildings	and	other	infrastructural	requirements	of	schools.		
	
Similarly,	 significant	 effects	 was	 estimated	 for	 Make	 recommendations	 on	 the	 rewards	
promotion,	wage	adjustment	etc.		for	teachers	and	school	heads	(β	=.287,	p	value	=	0.000).	The	
result	also	implies	that	DEOC	roles	in	Make	recommendations	on	the	rewards	promotion,	wage	
adjustment	 etc.	 	 for	 teachers	 and	 school	 heads	 are	 relevant	 toward	 predicting	 teacher	
motivation.	Again,	the	sign	of	the	effect	implies	that	holding	all	other	predictors	constant,	a	unit	
rise	 in	 DOECs	 role	 relating	 to	 making	 recommendations	 on	 the	 rewards	 promotion,	 wage	
adjustment	 etc.	 	 for	 teachers	 and	 school	 heads	 will	 lead	 to	 an	 increase	 of	 0.287	 in	 teacher	
motivation	
	
Similarly,	significant	effects	were	estimated	for	items	Address	complaints	relating	to	or	from	
teachers,	non-teaching	staff	and	students	(β	=	.127,	p	value	=	.002),	and	Supervise	regular	and	
punctual	attendance	of	teachers	and	students	at	schools	(β	=	.178,	p	value	=	0.000).	
	
It	must	be	mentioned	that	although	the	Coefficient	of	determination	did	not	exceed	0.5,	and	for	
that	reason	the	observed	significant	coefficients	(βi)	may	be	theoretically	be	said	to	be	biased	
estimators,	the	fact	remains	that	they	are	still	have	significant	influence	of	these	predictors	on	
teacher	motivation.	
	
Non-significant	 effects	 were	 observed	 for	 remaining	 measures	 including:	 Involved	 in	 the	
recruitment	 of	 qualified	 teachers	 for	 schools	 (β	 =	 0.025,	 p	 value	=	0.498),	Monitor	 the	moral	
behaviour	 of	 staffs	 and	 students	 and	matters	 relating	 to	 general	 disciple	 (β=	 -0.01,	 p	 value	=	
0.824),	 Take	 disciplinary	 action	 or	 make	 recommendation	 on	 staffs	 who	 are	 found	 to	 act	
unprofessional.	(β	=	0.035,	p	value	=	0.431),	Proper	performance	assessment	of	staff	in	schools	(β	
=	0.05,	p	value	=	0.301),	Determine	provision	of	in-service	training	for	teachers	and	school	heads	
(β	=	-0.012,	p	value	=	0.751),	Ensure	the	supply	of	recommended	textbooks	and	other	teaching	and	
learning	materials	to	schools	(β	=	-0.016,	p	value	=	0.736),Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	
are	 appropriate(β	 =0.008,	 p	 value	 =	 0.884),	 Ensure	 environmental	 cleanliness	 of	 schools	 and	
facilities	therein	(β	=	-0.029,	p	value	=	0.508).	
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Next,	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 impact	 of	 DEOC	 activities	 on	 quality	 of	 teaching	 the	 coefficient	 of	
determination	 (R2	=	 0.56)	 indicates	 that	 56%	 of	 the	 observed	 variability	 in	 the	 dependent	
variable,	quality	teaching	could	be	explained	by	predictors	included	in	the	model.	The	result	
therefore	suggests	that	the	model	is	adequate	to	predict	the	observed	data.	Further	the	model	
results	depicted	in	Table	3	revealed	that	the	model	reaches	statistical	significance	(F=	41.123,	
p	value	=	0.000).	The	statistical	significance	means	that	the	variation	explained	by	the	model	is	
not	 due	 to	 chance.	 The	 finding	 implies	 that	 the	model	 does	 explain	 a	 significant	 amount	 of	
variability.		
	
Finally,	in	order	to	evaluate	the	effects	of	independent	variables	and	the	significance	of	these	
effects	 towards	 the	prediction	 of	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 the	 coefficients	 from	 the	multiple	
regression	analysis	along	with	the	t	test	and	probability	values	are	presented	in	Table	3.	
	
With	regards	to	personnel	management,	the	largest	effect	was	observed	for	Supervise	regular	
and	punctual	attendance	of	 teachers	and	students	at	 schools	 (β	=	0.27,	p	value	=	0.000).	This	
result	 suggests	 that	 at	 a	 5%	 significant	 level	 the	 coefficient	 of	 the	 predictor	 variable	 was	
different	 from	zero.	This	result	 implies	 that	DEOC	roles	 in	supervising	regular	and	punctual	
attendance	of	teachers	and	students	at	schools	is	significant	in	predicting	the	quality	teaching.		
Again,	 the	 sign	of	 the	effect	 implies	 that	holding	all	other	predictors	 constant,	 a	unit	 rise	 in	
DOECs	role	relating	to	supervising	regular	and	punctual	attendance	of	teachers	and	students	at	
schools	will	lead	to	an	increase	of	0.27	in	quality	teaching.	
	
Similarly,	 significant	 effects	were	 estimated	 for	 that	 significant	 effects	 for	measures:	Proper	
performance	assessment	of	staff	in	schools	(β	=	0.229,	p	value	=	0.000),	Make	recommendations	
on	the	rewards	promotion,	wage	adjustment	etc.		for	teachers	and	school	heads(β	=	0.161,	p	value	
=	0.000),	and	Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	(β	=	0.252,	p	value	=	
0.000),	and	Determine	provision	of	in-service	training	for	teachers	and	school	heads	(β	=	0.088,	p	
value	=	0.015).	The	sign	of	the	effects	implies	that	holding	all	other	predictors	constant,	a	unit	
rise	in	DOECs	roles	will	lead	to	an	increase	of	the	value	of	a	coefficient	β	in	quality	teaching	in	
each	case.	
	
However,	the	results	in	table	3	reveal	non-significant	effects	for	measures	including	Involved	in	
the	recruitment	of	qualified	teachers	for	schools	(β	=	0.033,	p	value	=	0.335),	Monitor	the	moral	
behaviour	of	staffs	and	students	and	matters	relating	to	general	disciple	(β	=	-0.044	,	p	value	=	
0.274),	 Take	 disciplinary	 action	 or	 make	 recommendation	 on	 staffs	 who	 are	 found	 to	 act	
unprofessional	(β	=	0.053,	p	value	=	0.191),	Address	complaints	relating	to	or	from	teachers,	non-
teaching	 staff	 and	 students	 (β	 =	 0.018,	 p	 value	 =	 0.637),	 Ensure	 the	 supply	 of	 recommended	
textbooks	and	other	teaching	and	learning	materials	to	schools	(β	=	0.045,	p	value	=	0.301),	and	
Concerned	 with	 the	 conditions	 of	 school	 buildings	 and	 other	 infrastructural	 requirements	 of	
schools(β	=	0.056,	p	value	=	0.225),	and	Ensure	environmental	cleanliness	of	schools	and	facilities	
therein	(β	=	-0.077,	p	value	=	0.055).	
	
Finally,	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 effect	 of	 DEOC	 roles	 on	 teacher	 discipline	 the	 coefficient	 of	
determination	(R2	=	0.532)	indicates	that	approximately	52%	of	the	observed	variability	in	the	
dependent	variable,	teacher	discipline	could	be	explained	by	predictors	included	in	the	model.	
The	 result	 therefore	 suggests	 that	 the	model	 is	 adequate	 to	 predict	 the	 observed	data.	 The	
model	results	depicted	in	Table	3	revealed	that	the	model	reaches	statistical	significance	(F	=	
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36.658,	p	value	=	0.000).	The	statistical	significance	means	that	the	variation	explained	by	the	
model	is	not	due	to	chance.	The	finding	implies	that	the	model	does	explain	a	significant	amount	
of	variability.		
	
Finally,	in	order	to	evaluate	the	effects	of	independent	variables	and	the	significance	of	these	
effects	 towards	 the	prediction	 of	 the	 dependent	 variable,	 the	 coefficients	 from	 the	multiple	
regression	analysis	along	with	the	t	test	and	probability	values	are	presented	in	Table	3.	
	
With	regards	to	personnel	management	as	presented	in	Table	3	reveal,	the	largest	effect	was	
observed	for	item	Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	(β	=	.246,	p	value	=	
.000).	This	result	suggests	that	at	a	5%	significant	level	the	coefficient	of	the	predictor	variable	
was	 different	 from	 zero.	 This	 result	 implies	 that	 DEOC	 roles	 in	 ensuring	 Performance	
assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	is	significant	in	predicting	the	teacher	discipline	in	
schools.	The	positive		sign	of	Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	,	implies	
that	holding	all	other	predictors	constant	the	ensuring	performance	assessment	used	in	schools	
are	appropriate	will	increase	teacher	discipline	by	0.246.		
	
Significant	effect	was	observed	for	items	Monitor	the	moral	behaviour	of	staffs	and	students	
and	matters	relating	to	general	disciple	(β	=	0.131,	p	value	=	0.002),	Take	disciplinary	action	or	
make	 recommendation	 on	 staffs	who	 are	 found	 to	 act	 unprofessional	 (β	 =	 0.104,	 p	 value	=	
0.013),	Ensure	the	supply	of	textbooks	and	other	teaching	and	learning	materials	to	schools	(β	
=	0.092,	p	value	=	0.04),	Performance	assessment	used	in	schools	are	appropriate	(β	=	0.246,	p	
value	=	0).	 These	 results	 implies	 that	DEOC	 roles	 in	 toward	decentralisation	of	 educational	
management	do	impact	on	teacher	discipline	in	schools.	
	
Non-significant	 effects	 were	 observed	 for	 remaining	 measures	 including	 Involved	 in	 the	
recruitment	of	qualified	teachers	for	schools	(β	=	-0.008,	p	value	=	0.812),	Proper	performance	
assessment	of	staff	in	schools	(β	=	0.074,	p	value	=	0.108),	Address	complaints	relating	to	or	from	
teachers,	non-teaching	staff	and	students	(β	=	0.01,	p	value	=	0.791),	Determine	provision	of	in-
service	 training	 for	 teachers	 and	 school	 heads	 (β	 =	 0.055,	 p	 value	 =	 0.137),	 Make	
recommendations	on	the	rewards	promotion,	wage	adjustment	etc.		for	teachers	and	school	heads	
(β	 =	 -0.021,	 p	 value	 =	 0.64),	 Concerned	 with	 the	 conditions	 of	 school	 buildings	 and	 other	
infrastructural	requirements		of	schools	(β	=	0.032,	p	value	=	0.505),	and	Ensure	environmental	
cleanliness	of	schools	and	facilities	therein	(β	=	-0.076,	p	value	=	0.064).	
	
The	results	imply	that	DEOC	roles	in	organization	of	instruction	in	class	and	some	personnel	
management	 activities	 are	 significant	 toward	 the	 improvement	 of	 teacher	 discipline.	 In	
summary	the	results	above,	thus,	support	the	first	research	hypothesis	Ha1:	Decentralisation	of	
education	will	have	significant	effect	on	Teacher	outputs	in	Ghanaian	basic	public	schools.	
	

DISCUSSION	OF	FINDINGS	
• The	 study	 found	 that	 decentralisation	 of	 Personnel	 management,	 Organization	 of	

Instruction,	Planning	and	Structures	had	significant	effect	on	teacher	Motivation		
• The	 study	 found	 that	 decentralisation	 of	 Personnel	 management,	 Organization	 of	

Instruction,	Planning	and	Structures	had	significant	effect	on	quality	teaching	
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• The	 study	 found	 that	 decentralisation	 of	 Personnel	 management,	 Organization	 of	
Instruction,	Planning	and	Structures	had	significant	effect	on	teacher	discipline	

	
The	 finding	 of	 this	 study	 reveal	 that	 DEOCs	 roles	 in	 the	 decentralization	 of	 educational	
management	 do	 significantly	 affect	 teacher	 outputs	 including	 Teacher	 Motivation,	 Teacher	
Discipline,	Quality	of	Teaching,	and	Opportunities	to	Learn.	The	finding	of	the	study	summary	
the	results	above,	 thus,	 support	argument	 that	Decentralisation	of	educational	management	
will	have	significant	effect	on	Teacher	outputs	in	Ghanaian	basic	public	schools.	
	
The	finding	is	consistent	with	Snilstveit,	Stevenson,	Phillips	et	al.	(2015),	Litvack	(2017),	and	
Carr-Hill,	Rolleston,	Schendel	and	Waddington	(2018),	who	indicate	that	an	improvement	in	
the	 monitoring	 of	 schools	 will	 lead	 to	 an	 improvement	 	 teacher	 motivation	 and	 teacher	
attendance.	Again,	the	finding	is	also	in	 line	with	Guerrero	et	al.	(2012),	and	Petrosino	et	al.	
(2012)	who	have	shown	a	connection	between	on	school-based	decision-making,	and	teacher	
motivation	 and	 teacher	 attendance.	 	 For	 example,	 McKinney	 (2000)	 concluded	 that	 that	
teachers	with	improved	career	pay	are	not	more	intrinsically	motivated	than	other	colleagues.		
	
The	 findings,	 however,	 contradict	 Leer	 (2016)	 who	 found	 a	 significant	 negative	 effect	 of	
Decentralization	on	the	number	of	hours	that	teachers	spend	in	the	classroom,	for	schools	in	
rural	communities.		
	
The	finding	Shindler	(2009)	study	indicate	that	in	other	to	promote	the	quality	of	teaching	and	
learning	and	improve	on	the	academic	performance	of	learners	then	there	is	a	need	for	schools	
to	examine	teaching	pedagogies,	classroom	management	techniques	and	assessment	methods	
employed	by	teachers	within	the	classroom.	
	
With	regard	to	finding	on	significant	positive	effect	DEOCs	role	in	planning	and	infrastructure	
on	 quality	 teaching	 and	 teacher	motivation,	 Baba	 (2012)	 highlighted	 need	 for	 the	 teaching	
learning	resources	and	physical	infrastructure	in	schools,	to	enable	teachers	effectively	deliver	
classroom	instructional.	
	
Whereas	principals	and	headteachers	are	responsible	for	internal	oversight	within	schools,	the	
Education	Oversight	committee	is	responsible	for	external	oversight.	Inspectors'	principal	role	
is	to	ensure	that	high	standards	are	maintained	and	schools	are	operated	in	compliance	with	
established	 regulations.	 Numerous	 supervisory	 duties	 related	 to	 maintaining	 successful	
instruction	in	schools	have	been	identified	in	the	literature,	including	monitoring	instructors'	
lesson	plans.	Visits	to	classrooms,	on-going	teacher	training,	and	evaluation	of	assessment	in	
classrooms.	 Glickman,	 Gordon,	 and	 Ross	 (1998),	 as	 well	 as	 Dufour	 and	 Eaker	 (1998),	
emphasized	 the	 importance	 of	 routine	 classroom	 supervision	 in	 order	 to	 assess	 the	
curriculum's	status	and	pupils'	experiences	in	order	to	identify	ideas	that	can	be	shared	and	
establish	universal	bases	for	curriculum	planning	in	the	classroom.	Okech	(2004)	stated	that	
this	also	enables	the	headteacher	to	identify	potentials	within	the	staff	that	can	be	tapped	and	
developed	 in	 order	 to	 improve	 the	 quality	 of	 instructors	 and	 instruction,	 as	 well	 as	 the	
achievement	of	students.			
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The	finding	in	practically	implies	that	Zonal	Offices	of	National	Teaching	Council	which	servers	
as	external	supervisors	must	double	their	efforts	as	their	presence	are	not	felt	in	schools	The	
Minister	of	Education	must	it	a	policy	to	demand	quarterly	reports	from	them.	This	makes	them	
proactive	 to	 perform	 their	mandated	 functions.	 Again,	 the	 National	 Teaching	 Council	 must	
evaluate	on	regular	basis	teachers’	performance	and	offer	regular	in-service	training	to	ensure	
that	teacher	is	well	quipped	to	teach	to	ensure	pupils	academic	performance	are	improved.	
	
Sakyi	(2008),	and	Sakyi	et	al.	 (2011)	enumerated	some	challenges	to	the	 implementation	of	
decentralization	in	Ghana	to	include	inadequate	funds,	lack	of	qualified	personnel,	inadequate	
logistics	 and	 equipment,	 poor	 interpersonal	 relationships,	 lack	 of	 transparency	 and	 a	 good	
operational	 system,	 lack	 of	 incentives	 to	 motivate	 the	 staff,	 political	 interference,	 poor	
interference,	poor	infrastructure	and	high	rate	of	illiteracy.		To	this	end	the	Ghana	Education	
Service	must	 ensure	 that	TLMs	 are	 delivered	 to	 schools	 before	 the	 commencement	 of	 each	
academic	year	so	that	teachers	get	the	necessary	tools	to	perform	effectively	as	delays	in	supply	
of	TLMs	have	adverse	effect	on	teaching	and	learning.	
	
All	 the	 major	 stakeholders	 in	 Education	 especially	 DEOCs,	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Education	 and	
Communities	must	come	out	with	some	incentive	packages	to	teacher	especially	those	in	rural	
and	deprived	communities	to	motivate	to	go	extra	miles	to	improve	teaching	in	public	basic	
schools.	DEOCs	must	put	systems	in	place	to	check	teacher	absenteeism	and	must	ensure	that	
teachers	are	paid	according	to	number	of	days	they	attend	school.	This	will	ensure	teachers	
presence	and	maximum	use	of	contact	hours	which	has	positive	relation	in	the	performance	of	
pupils.	
	
Regular	internal	and	external	supervision	helps	to	ensure	effective	instructional	delivery	and	
the	maintenance	of	standards	in	the	school	system.	Whereas	principals	and	headteachers	are	
responsible	 for	 internal	 oversight	 within	 schools,	 the	 Education	 Oversight	 committee	 is	
responsible	for	external	oversight.	Inspectors'	principal	role	is	to	ensure	that	high	standards	
are	maintained	and	schools	are	operated	in	compliance	with	established	regulations.	While	it	
has	 been	 asserted	 that	 principals	 have	 discharged	 their	 internal	 supervisory	 schools,	 the	
external	supervisors	(inspectors	from	the	Ministry	of	Education)	appear	to	be	ineffective,	as	
they	rarely	visit	schools	to	supervise	school	operations.	This	has	invariably	harmed	schools'	
ability	 to	 deliver	 effective	 teaching	 and	 learning.	 According	 to	 Bloom	 (2007),	 effective	
instruction	monitoring	is	necessary	to	improve	the	classroom's	teaching	and	learning	quality.	
	
Teacher	recruitment	can	be	more	responsive	if	local	governments	and	schools	work	together,	
says	Heredia-Ortiz	(2007:	49).	Furthermore,	support	and	training	for	teachers	can	be	tailored	
to	 fill	 up	 any	 gaps	 in	 instructors'	 education	 or	 experience	 that	 are	 already	 known.	
Decentralising	 education	 can	 have	 a	 direct	 impact	 on	 teacher	 inputs,	 such	 as	 by	 requiring	
mandatory	training	and	paying	teachers	for	their	progress	in	their	careers.	
	
Numerous	 supervisory	 duties	 related	 to	maintaining	 successful	 instruction	 in	 schools	 have	
been	 identified	 in	 the	 literature,	 including	 monitoring	 instructors'	 lesson	 plans.	 Visits	 to	
classrooms,	on-going	teacher	training,	and	evaluation	of	assessment	in	classrooms.	Glickman	et	
al.	 (1998),	as	well	as	Dufour	and	Eaker	(1998),	emphasized	the	 importance	of	headteachers	
visiting	classrooms	on	a	regular	basis	to	assess	the	curriculum's	status	and	pupils'	experiences,	



	
	

	
297	

Kyeremeh, A., & Kor, J. A. M. (2022). Decentralisation of Education Management and its Influence on Teacher Output in Public School, Ghana. 
Advances in Social Sciences Research Journal, 9(3). 271-307. 

URL:	http://dx.doi.org/10.14738/assrj.93.12055	

ascertain	 ideas	 that	 can	 be	 shared,	 and	 establish	 universal	 bases	 for	 curriculum	 planning.	
Classroom	visitation	should	be	a	regular	occurrence	in	schools.		
	

CONCLUSION	
There	 is	 little	 doubt	 that	 decentralisation	 of	 educational	 management	 leads	 to	 active	
engagement	of	external	supervision	of	classroom	instruction,	motoring	of	behavioural	issues	of	
teacher,	motivating	teachers,	timely	identification	of	structural	and	logistical	deficits	of	schools.	
Decentralisation	 also	 allows	 for	 the	 engagement	 of	 other	 stakeholders	 in	 improving	 on	 the	
quality	 of	 education	 at	 the	 basic	 level.	 However,	 careful	 planning	 and	 recruitment	 of	 well-
trained	 and	 experienced	 personnel	 will	 be	 needed	 to	 ensure	 effective	 implementation.	 For	
effective	 decision	 making	 and	 financial	 systems	 are	 devolved	 to	 avoid	 the	 adverse	 effects	
experienced	in	other	developing	countries.	
	

RECOMMENDATIONS	
Recommendations	to	Ministry	of	Education	
As	 regards	 to	 the	 findings	 of	 this	 study,	 the	 following	 recommendations	 are	 made	 to	 the	
Ministry	 of	 Education	 so	 as	 to	 improve	 the	 effective	 implementation	 of	 decentralization	 of	
educational	management	at	the	district	level.	

• Effective	supervision	is	very	important	for	effective	teaching	that	 leads	to	student	
performance	from	external	(National	Inspectorate)	to	the	school	level.	

• There	 is	 the	 need	 to	 harmonise	 Ghana	 Education	 Service	 and	 Education	 Act556	
(1998)	 and	 778	 (2008)	 respectively	 to	 avoid	 existing	 conflict	 for	 effective	
decentralization	of	Public	Basic	Schools	in	Ghana	

	
Recommendations	to	Schools	
As	regards	to	the	findings	of	this	study,	the	following	recommendations	are	made	to	improve	
the	effective	implementation	of	decentralisation	of	educational	management	at	the	school	level.	

• Regular	in-service	training	for	teachers	at	local	level	is	very	relevant	for	professional	
development	 which	 enhances	 effective	 teaching	 and	 students’	 academic	
performance.	

• Parents	and	Community	leaders	and	all	other	major	stakeholders	in	education	must	
be	encouraged	to	improve	infrastructure	and	take	active	part	in	school	management	
through	advocacy	and	orientation	for	them	to	appreciate	the	full	benefits	of	school-
based	involvement	to	their	wards.	

• Headteachers	must	be	motivated	to	monitor	and	enforce	discipline	at	school	level	
and	be	encouraged	to	practice	distributed	leadership	in	schools.	

	
Recommendation	for	future	Research		

• To	address	part	of	limitation	of	this	study	Cross-country	research	using	Methodology	of	
this	study	is	recommended	for	generalisation	for	future	policy	formulation	

• Decentralisation	and	the	role	of	parents	to	quality	education	in	public	basic	schools.	
• Decentralisation	 of	 education	 management	 and	 its	 effect	 on	 urban,	 peri-urban	 and	

deprived	community	schools’	performance.	
• Finally,	as	the	study	employed	a	cross-sectional	data	to	examine	relationships,	observed	

effects	may	differ	when	a	longitudinal	study	is	conducted.	It	is	therefore	recommended	



	
	

	
298	

Vol.	9,	Issue	3,	March-2022	Advances	in	Social	Sciences	Research	Journal	(ASSRJ)	

Services	for	Science	and	Education	–	United	Kingdom	

for	 future	 study	 that	 a	 longitudinal	 study	 be	 employed	 in	 investigating	 impacts	 of	
decentralization	on	school	outcomes.	
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