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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Zimbabwe continues to face serious economic challenges, which have significant implications on the 

education system. While the Constitution guarantees the right to education, and the Government is 

committed to ensuring access for students from households that cannot afford to pay the required 

fees, in the most disadvantaged communities poor quality schooling and infrastructure stands as a 

barrier to achieving educational goals. And although the government allocates a significant 

proportion of the national budget to primary and secondary education, almost all of this goes 

towards employment costs. While a respectable percentage of the national budget is allocated to 

primary and secondary education (US$803.8 million or 23 per cent of total budget in 2016), 98 per 

cent is eaten up by the wage bill. Non-salary expenditure is currently only US$13 million a year, 

which equates to US$3.34 per year per child, and families are increasingly called upon to shoulder 

most of the costs of school facilities and supplies (UNICEF 2015). 

The sector therefore remains reliant on donor support to make up the shortfall in non-recurrent 

government expenditure. However, within the global context, development aid for education 

continues to fall. As is stated in the 2015 Incheon Declaration, this critical limitation of financing for 

education calls for both state and non-state actors to explore innovative financing approaches that 

can support governments to deliver on the right to quality education for all. This report looks at how 

commitments made by diverse leaders to invest in education as part of Education 2030 could be 

anchored on innovative financing models in the context of Zimbabwe.  

The education sector has yet to access much of the innovative financing in development that is 

estimated to have raised nearly $100 billion between 2000 and 2013 and is expected to grow to $24 

billion per year by 2020. Between 2000 and 2008, education only received 1.6% of the funds raised 

by the World Bank for innovative financing, whereas health received 12.2% (Results for 

Development Institute, 2016). This report take a preliminary look at the immediate options for 

raising sustainable finance for Zimbabwe’ education sector in the short to medium-term, recognizing 

that tapping into international private finance is currently unlikely given the political-economic 

uncertainties facing the country. Further research is needed into the options that may become open 

to the country if the situation improves in the near future. In particular, a particular area of interest 

is the potential of education outcome funds, using results-based financing methods to raise finance 

to support improved performance in poorer and rural areas. 

Main Findings 

Strengths and weaknesses of Zimbabwe’s current financing models 

National budget allocations 

Domestic financing constitutes the overwhelming source of funding for the education sector in 

Zimbabwe. The Government of Zimbabwe allocates a relatively high proportion of its budget to the 

education sector. The budget allocated to the Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education (MoPSE) 

increased from $177 million in 2009 to $890 million in 2015. The 2016 allocation was US$810.43 

million. This amount represents 20.5% of the national budget, which remains well over the Sub-

Saharan Africa (SSA) average of 16.5% (UNICEF 2015), and in line with the Global Partnership for 

Education (GPE) recommendations on the levels required to provide sustainable domestic finance to 
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the sector (GPE 2016). Government revenues account for 96% of state funding for the education 

sector in Zimbabwe. Statutory funds, which includes fees and levies collected and retained by state 

owned enterprises in education and institutions, account for another 3% (MoPSE/World Bank 2016).  

However, the overwhelming proportion (98.4%) of the education budget goes to employment costs 

(UNICEF 2015). Such a ratio is not seen in any other country of the world and hampers the 

development of the sector. With less than 2% of the budget being spent on non-wage investments, 

the risks to the sector remain high, characterized by dilapidated and inadequate school 

infrastructure, teaching and learning environments and acute shortages of teaching-learning 

materials. Persistent under-funding of the capital budget has resulted in a deficit of 33,600 

classrooms nationwide, severely impacting on children’s wellbeing, particularly in the rural and 

resettlement areas (MoPSE/World Bank 2016).  

The Government has taken steps to rectify the situation, addressing in particular the disparities in 

expenditure at District level between urban and rural areas and by terminating the salaries paid to 

teachers in private schools.  An estimated US$ 170,389,784 was saved by wage bill rationalisation 

measures undertaken by MoPSE in 2016. If progress towards these and other commitments made in 

the Education Sector Strategic Plan (ESSP 2016 – 2020) continues, the Government will have 

established a solid base for refinancing the education system. 

 

Household spending on fees and levies 

As parents are shouldering the greater burden of responsibility in financing the education system 

through school fees, the equitable resourcing of schools remains arguably the greatest challenge 

facing Zimbabwean education. The problem is two-fold. Not only are some children still unable to 

attend school due to lack of funds, schools in disadvantaged communities are unable to raise 

sufficient funds to provide a quality education for all. The level of fees and levies collected at each 

school varied substantially in accordance with the parents’ ability to pay. The current arrangement 

of heavy reliance on highly variable fees has created a system in which the parents’ ability to pay 

determines the availability of infrastructure and learning materials available in a particular school, 

perpetuating existing inequalities. 

This results in significant inequity gaps based predominantly on socio-economic status exist within 

the education system, which become more acute at higher levels of education attainment. Poor 

income households are not accessing higher and tertiary education and there is evidence that 

secondary education dropouts are concentrated in the poorer wealth quintiles. Only 1% of the 

poorest children proceed to A Level (UNICEF 2015). This suggests that parents’ limited ability to pay 

fees for their children, compounded by the quality of education in schools attended by children in 

the poorest sections of society, is hampering social mobility in Zimbabwe. 

In the long term, therefore, many would argue that the government should embark on progressively 

abolishing user fees and financing the gaps through general taxation. User fees are regressive and 

unfair as they mostly exclude the poor. Nonetheless, Zimbabwe’s population continue to place great 

importance on education, which means many families are prepared to make sacrifices to pay for 

their children’s education. In country research carried out for MoPSE found that, while the need for 
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government funding for education was universally accepted, communities also voiced a desire to 

contribute to the education of their children (MoESAC 2011). Parents were willing to pay fees to 

support the fiscal sustainability of infrastructure and quality investments in the education sector. 

This highlights how user fees and levies may work to foster parent buy-in and ownership of the 

education system and suggests that the phasing out of school fees altogether does not yet have 

popular support in Zimbabwe. 

 

International Support 

Donors are working with the Government of Zimbabwe (GoZ) to provide technical support, as well as 

financial assistance, to assist in the implementation of the Education Sector Support Plan (ESSP 

2016-2020). Funding comes mainly in form of multi-donor trust funds, which aim to streamline aid 

and lessen the administrative burden for GoZ. The two main funds, the Education Development 

Fund (EDF) and the Global Partnership for Education (GPE), represent significant levels of ongoing 

support, with a combined budget of US$82.6 million for the period 2017-2020. Both funds have been 

in place for a number of years and are managed by one entity, UNICEF. This has also allowed the 

GOZ to build up a solid working relationship with their development partners, and plan for the 

future, and build up its own technical capacity. GPE has also played a key role in helping civil society 

make credible contributions to ESSP processes. 

Since the original DFID-funded Education Transition Fund (ETF) began in 2010, the multi-donor funds 

have had measurable positive outcomes in both access and learning outcomes. The enrolment of 5 

year olds in ECD classes increased from 35% in 2011 to 45% in 2014. The Grade 7 Completion Rate 

increased from 68% in 2011 to 77% in 2014. The Transition Rate from primary to secondary 

education increased from 74% in 2011 to 78% in 2014. The Net Enrolment Rate (NER) in Form 4 has 

increased from a 2011 baseline of 12% to 19% in 2014. However, there is still progress to be made in 

many areas, including gender equity, with secondary Completion Rates revealing that boys 

outnumber girls (m: 66%, f: 61%) (EDF 2015). However, despite donor support focusing on 

marginalised groups, there continue to be many children, who are out of school and many more 

vulnerable children who are in school, but at high risk of dropping out. Based on a comparison of 

the2012 census and EMIS data, UNICEF estimates that there are 783,000 children of school going 

age (4-18) not attending school (286,000 primary and 497,000 secondary). In addition, many of the 

poorer schools (P3 and S3 schools) work with only basic facilities and supplies with donor support 

falling far short of need (UNICEF 2016).  

Although a small proportion of the overall budget, with government resources directed towards the 

personnel wage-bill donor support remains the most important source of funds for investing in 

educational reform. As a result, in Zimbabwe, as elsewhere, donor support retains a significant 

influence over government policy. This hampers the development of a self-sustaining national school 

financing policy. To achieve sustainability, the direction for education reform emerging from a 

democratic and inclusive political process, where there is public awareness, civil society 

involvement, media debate, parliamentary scrutiny and national legislation. 

Therefore, while donor support is currently essential to the day-day running of the country’s schools, 

in the long term domestic financing must be at the core of sustainable funding of the education 
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sector in Zimbabwe. In an era of declining global aid flows, domestic resources will remain the most 

important source for funding education. As signatories to the Incheon Declaration, governments 

have signed up to providing equitable financing to advance the progressive realization of the right to 

education. To meet its commitments under Framework 2030, Zimbabwe will need to increase public 

funding for education, prioritizing those most in need, and increase efficiency and accountability of 

its budget allocations. Potential policy options for achieving these goals are outlined below. 

 

Innovative options for future financing of the sector 

 

Tax reform 

According to the Education for All Global Monitoring Report (UNESCO 2015), improving tax systems 

in 67 countries and devoting a fifth of government budgets to education could more than double the 

average spending per primary school age child in developing countries. ActionAid argue that there is 

a particularly strong case for teachers and education activists to push for tax reforms in the following 

four areas: 

 Ending harmful tax incentives (US$139 billion in revenue is foregone by governments in tax 

breaks to foreign companies) 

 Challenging aggressive tax avoidance (between $100 and $200 million is lost to education 

and other public services by increasingly common but unethical practices), 

 Renegotiating tax treaties (many treaties are profoundly imbalanced, depriving developing 

countries of desperately needed resources), and 

 Raising earmarked taxes (specifically for education). 

As AFRODAD (2011) argue, while in the past the emphasis on financing development has focused on 

scaling aid and external borrowing, mobilising domestic revenue has been neglected, most evidence 

suggests it is a better long-term option. Focusing on tax as a source of revenue has wider societal 

benefits – as well as raising predictable revenue, it is a key means to redistribute resources and 

reduce inequality. There are also major benefits in terms of building accountability – strengthening 

relations between citizens and state and encouraging better governance. 

It is clear that revenue collection in Zimbabwe requires improvement. The Government has taken 

steps to increase revenue collection, and some legislative reforms are in process. However, 

problems continue to surround the failure of the Zimbabwe Revenue Authority (ZIMRA) to 

effectively monitor business transactions and the Government’s lack of expertise to monitor mining 

operations. Corporate tax remains low as industry continues to operate below capacity. Incidences 

of bribery of ZIMRA officials remain high resulting in the loss of revenue from non-payment of taxes. 

In addition, not much progress has been made in bringing the informal sector into the tax net. 

AFRODAD’s (2011) recommendation for increasing tax revenues in Zimbabwe include: 

 The use of local authorities to collect taxes for the government and keep ten percent for 

themselves (as was proposed in the 2011 budget)  
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 Strategies which could be used to encourage small businesses to pay tax include offering 

amnesty for past non-payment of tax. 

 Awareness-raising on the importance of paying tax could also be a strategy to develop a 

culture of paying tax in the nation. 

 In the long term a focus on PAYE rather than flat-rate taxes will improve equity of the tax 

system and will ultimately raise more tax revenue. 

However, in Zimbabwe’s current economic climate, the prospect of raising greater tax revenue in the 

shorter-term looks unlikely, and the prospect of increased revenues from general taxation going 

directly to the education sector, even less likely.  

Other countries have had some success in raising revenue through an ear-marked tax for education. 

Examples include the Ghana Education Trust Fund (funded by 2.5% of VAT collections), the Nigeria 

Tertiary Education Trust Fund (to which national companies pay 2% of assessable profits), the 

Brazilian Fund for Maintenance and Development of Basic Education (partly financed by earmarking 

15% of VAT revenues), China’s Educational Surcharge levied on VAT taxpayers at 3% of Consumption 

and Business Taxes; and India’s flagship education programme that is funded partly by an ‘education 

cess’ (a ‘tax-on-tax’ introduced on all Union taxes at the rate of 2 per cent) (Results for Development 

Institute 2016). These policies have shown some success and could be an option for Zimbabwe, if 

enough public support was garnered. 

 

Private sector 

In recognition of the role of the private sector in service delivery, since 2009 Zimbabwe has had in 

place a legal and institutional framework for public-private partnerships to guide relevant Ministries, 

and there has been some exploration of the role of public-private partnerships in the education 

sector. The government launched the National Manpower Advisory Council (NAMACO) with a 

mandate to explore possibilities and opportunities for PPPs in the Higher and Tertiary education 

sector that already has other corporate players such as Mimosa Mining Holdings, British America 

Tobacco (BAT) Unilever and Metallion Gold, through its scholarship Programs (BPRA). However, to 

date the involvement of the corporate sector in primary and secondary education financing remains 

limited. The key exception to this has been the Econet Wireless Group, which has begun to invest in 

mobile education in the country. 

Econet has been involved in education philanthropy since 1996, and has granted scholarships to over 

200,000 students over the years. More recently, however, it has moved from philanthropy to 

investment in education, leveraging its core business expertise: mobile technology. In 2013, Econet 

launched EcoSchool, which aims to improve access to educational content for learners in formal and 

informal institutes of learning at tertiary level. In 2016, it launched Ruzivo, an online interactive 

digital learning platform targeted at both primary and secondary students to complement 

government’s efforts in providing education resources to help improve the pass rate. Ruzivo allows 

students and teachers to subscribe and access content at zero rated e-learning platforms for a 

nominal fee (US$2) (Econet 2016).  
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Econet sees its flagships investments in education as a strategy to improve its brand differentiation 

and establish the company as a champion of education.  At six months since commercial 

introduction EcoSchool user adoption was estimated at 25% of the total tertiary enrolment of 

Zimbabwe and has driven profitability in Econet’s other lines of business. With the annual mobile 

education (mEducation) market size estimated to reach US$70 billion by 2020, the education sector 

offers a range of revenue opportunities for the private sector in this area (Econet 2016). Public-

private partnerships clearly have potential in supporting education in Zimbabwe, and need to be 

encouraged further by Government policy. However, PPPs are unlikely to raise core funds for the 

sector 

 

Harnessing Remittances  

Remittances, or funds transferred from migrant workers to their relatives in the home country, are a 

significant part of international capital flow. In 2014, remittances totalled US$582 billion worldwide, 

out of which US$435 billion went to developing countries (Results for Development Institute 2016). 

Remittances in developing countries are significantly larger than both Official Development Aid 

(ODA) and Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), and have the potential to be a stable source of 

development finance. Funding schooling of migrant’s children or that of relatives in the home 

country is one of the major uses of remittance funds and several studies have linked an increase in 

schooling with increasing remittances (Theoharides, 2014). Several experiments have attempted to 

further increase remittance funding for education: labelling remittance transfers for education (De 

Arcangelis et al, 2014); direct payments to education institutions (for example EduPay for the 

Philippines (USAID, 2013)); matching funds (for example EduRemesa in El Salvador (Ambler et al, 

2015)); and subsidizing transaction fees for education related transfers. Multiplying remittances in 

this way has the following potential, it can: 

 Provide a source of predictable and sustainable funding; 

 Attract greater funding for education from diaspora; 

 Amplify existing remittances using existing channels; and 

 Provide local ownership on how the funding is spent and so addresses local needs. 

There is some evidence to suggest that migrants are willing to increase remittances for education to 

relatives if they are subsidized through matching funds (Results for Development Institute 2016). 

And maybe particularly pertinent for Zimbabwe is the example of migrants mobilizing collective 

remittances to improve social welfare through hometown associations, a policy that could move 

remittances beyond the individual sphere to a village or district one. However, these findings should 

be treated with some caution, as the current experience is based on small-scale pilots, and scalability 

needs to be tested. The way remittances are spent is likely to be small scale and piecemeal, and a 

cost effective way of measuring how the funding was spent still needs to be developed.  

Therefore, although the potential to harness remittances for education is an attractive and positive 

option, more research is needed before it should be considered as a stand-alone mechanism for 

financing education in Zimbabwe. 
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A global fund for education 

Finally, although sustainable financing can only come from the domestic sector in the long term, 

there are alternative ways of harnessing international finance that do not necessarily rely on donor 

aid. These include harnessing market mechanisms, corporate finance as part of a CSR agenda and 

international remittances to raise money for the education sector.  As a recent report from the 

International Commission on Financing Global Education (2016) points out, the decline in global aid 

to education (which, despite an upturn in 2014, has still not returned to its 2010 peak) and the 

decline in Other Official Flows to education, will struggle to help support developing countries’ 

growing education financing needs. The report argues that an innovative approach to financing is 

needed in order to raise additional resources. While innovative financing in development is 

estimated to have raised nearly US$100 billion between 2000 and 2013 and is expected to grow to 

US$24 billion per year by 2020 (Dalberg, 2014), education has yet to access its share. Between 2000 

and 2008, for example, education only received 1.6% of the funds raised by the World Bank for 

innovative financing, whereas health received 12.2% (Girishankar, 2009).  

As a result of their analysis, they recommend that a Global Financing Facility for Education be set up 

by the international community in order to raise awareness of the needs of the education sector in 

the current context, and to focus financial and technical support on areas of priority need. The 

International Commission on Financing Global Education argues that a global financing facility has 

the potential to raise significant amounts of funding from new sources given the range of innovative 

financing mechanisms that can be employed to crowd in sustainable and scalable funds from donor, 

domestic government and private sources. However it would need very careful design to 

demonstrate additionality, fit with the overall education architecture and considerable global and 

domestic buy-in (Results for Development Institute 2016). 

 

Recommendations 

While all the above policy options have merit and potential, they are mechanisms that GOZ may 

choose to adopt in the long term to support the education in various sectoral capacities. In the 

short-medium term, and in order to raise core funds for the sector, this report recommends the 

following option. 

A Zimbabwe National Education Fund 

What. This proposal advocates for the creation of a Zimbabwe National Education Fund, financed 

through three core components: i) a tax on private school income; ii) an additional 2.5% on VAT on 

imported goods; iii) a government contribution, funded through savings on the teachers’ wage bill. 

In this proposal, 25% of all school private income goes directly to a centralised fund into which the 

government puts an equivalent amount of public funds, along with the ring-fenced levy on VAT. The 

Fund is then redistributed to schools on an equitable basis per child.  
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Introduction 

As the Education for All (EFA) goals and Millennium Development Goals (MDG) era came to an 

end in December 2015, Education Financing remained one of the challenges that many 

governments and world leaders considered under addressed and the chief reason for the futility 

of attaining the goals. With the promulgation of the Sustainable Development Goals (SGDs) by 

the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) 2015, after extensive multi-stakeholder, multi-

sector consultations in various spaces around the world, spanning more than two years, the 

Incheon Declaration, here named Education 2030, provided a Framework of Action to guide 

Education actors on how Education resources would need to be harnessed and directed to 

achieve the vision captured in SDG4, that is, ensure inclusive and equitable quality education 

and promote life-long learning opportunities for all. 

Civil society coalitions such as ECOZI play a key role in advocating for access to quality, equitable 

and inclusive education for all in Zimbabwe. ECOZI is a member of Africa Network Campaign on 

Education for All (ANCEFA), a  pan african regional network, and Global Campaign on Education 

(GCE), a global education coalition. ANCEFA’s post 2015 strategies focus on increased financing; 

moving beyond aid and more focus on domestic financing and accountability and transparency. 

These concur with the African Union’s Common Position of post 2015 goals for education, which 

include: Improve the mobilization of domestic resources; Foster innovative financing 

mechanisms; Implement existing commitments, promote high-quality, predictable external 

financing; (Pillar 5: Finance and Partnerships). 

The critical limitation of financing for education calls for both state and non-state actors to 

explore innovative financing approaches which can act as an important supplement to, and 

catalyst for, providing good quality education for all and support governments to deliver on the 

right to education. This report looks at how commitments made by diverse leaders to invest in 

education could be anchored on innovative financing models in the context of Zimbabwe. 

In moving forward to implement our common agenda, the Education Coalition of Zimbabwe 

(ECOZI) wishes to take a proactive lead in exploring how the commitments made by diverse 

leaders to invest in Education would be anchored on innovative financing models. In particular, 

the investments in Education by the governments from domestic sources including progressive 

tax, bilateral and multilateral angles, and other innovative components should be guided and 

lead to a well resourced, better coordinated, transparently and accountably applied Education 

Financing Model capable of achieving the Education goals and targets, and in ensuring that no 

one is left behind. 

Methodology 

The purpose of this report is to develop an innovative education financing model to promote 

sustainable education financing in the country. The first section provides an analysis of the 

current education financing models in Zimbabwe in order to assess their strengths and 

weakenesses. The second section outlines innovative ideas for global finance being developed as 

part of the Education 2030 Framework of Action, and assesses their relevance to the Zimbabwe 
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context. The final section provides recommendations on a combination of innovative measures 

that could provide Zimbabwe with a sustainable financing mechanism over the next 5-10 years. 

While an effort has been made to canvas the opinions of key partners in the education sector, 

this research is primarily based on a desk-based survey, utilising exisiting material online. It aims 

to present and analyse the various financing models applied by Zimbabwe and its development 

partners, and identify an innovative model that efficiently and effectively mobilizes resources 

and ensures that the furthest of the target communities are reached first, in a transformational 

way. The recommendations therefore are targeted towards innovative options that the 

government may adopt in order to improve the country level financing of education. 

The report takes its definition of innovative financing from the 2016 report from the 

International Commission on Financing Global Education as: “the raising of funds from 

unconventional sources or mechanisms to make existing funds ‘go further’” as well as “new or 

novel ways to generate predictable, additional and sustainable finance” (Results for 

Development Institute (2016). In line with this, it does not consider mechanisms that focus solely 

on spending funds more effectively such as results-based financing or public-private 

partnerships, unless they are coupled with a mechanism to raise funds too. 

 

Country context: education financing in Zimbabwe 

In the 1980s Zimbabwe made great progress in increasing access to education. By 1990, the 

country had achieved Universal Primary Education (UPE). However, thereafter, access, equity 

and quality declined. During the political and economic crisis of 2008-09 the system virtually 

collapsed, with serious impacts on the teaching force, instructional time, enrolment, equity and 

learning outcomes. In 2008 some 20,000 teachers left their positions, leading to the greatest 

brain-drain the sector has ever experienced. While many of the teachers who left during the 

economic crisis have returned to their teaching posts, there has still been a substantial loss of 

expertise, especially in high demand subjects.  

The system is now gradually recovering but progress is fragile and dependent upon continued 

donor support. Learning outcomes, measured in terms of performance in public examinations, 

have started to recover from the record lows of 2008 and 2009, but it will take many years for 

the ground lost since 2006 to be reversed (MoPSE 2011). Challenges to fully achieving Education 

for All (EFA) in Zimbabwe include: unsatisfactory infrastructure and equipment; inadequate 

financing of education; unattractive conditions of service for teachers; gaps in monitoring and 

supervision; provision of facilities for disadvantaged children; and inadequacy of safety nets 

(National EFA Review of Zimbabwe, Progress towards 2015). Despite progress in both primary 

and secondary enrolment, there is a persistent number of primary school and Early Childhood 

Development (ECD) - aged children, perhaps as many as 10%, who are not being enrolled or not 

attending school. These are mostly children from indigent homes, orphans or vulnerable 

children (OVC) or children in extremely remote communities (UNESCO 2015). The country still 

has a shortfall of over 2000 schools, and many schools suffer from poor infrastructure; some lack 

power and water. 
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Zimbabwe’s education system 

 
Schooling consists of two years of infant education, called Early Childhood Development (ECD), 

seven years of primary education, and then either four or six years of secondary education. In 

2013, there were 4 million pupils: 3 million in primary (m: 1.5m, f: 1.5m), and 1 million 

secondary pupils (m: 0.5m, f: 0.5m). There is gender parity in enrolment at all levels except 

senior secondary. There are 5,753 primary schools of which 5,134 are in rural areas. There are 

2,312 secondary schools of which 2,006 are rural. There are 126,000 practicing teachers: 10,000 

Infant teachers (93% female: 27% qualified); 73,000 primary teachers (56% female, 86% 

qualified) and 43,000 secondary teachers (46% female, 73% qualified) (DFID 2015).  

Students may attend either government schools or non-government schools (religious, trust 

schools, company-owned, community, or others), which are further classified according to their 

location, which determines the level of funding received from the national level: 

 P1 / S1 – Primary / Secondary school in a low density urban area 

 P2 / S2 – Primary / Secondary school in a high density urban area 

 P3 / S3 – Primary / Secondary school in a rural area  

These categories were created in order to differentiate between the resources available to 

different schools. These categories are also used to define the levels of fees that each type of 

school might charge its pupils.  In addition to the above referenced standard primary and 

secondary education institutions, Zimbabwe also has a number of niche schools, such as 

specialized schools for special needs students (MoPSE/World Bank 2016). 777 primary schools 

and 423 secondary schools are ‘private’ - owned by churches, farms, mines, companies or other 

bodies. Many of the normal distinctions between ‘private’ and ‘public’ do not apply in 

Zimbabwe. All schools, even ‘public’ schools charge user fees. Most schools therefore have high 

levels of parental scrutiny, normally only associated in private schools. The Ministry of Primary 

and Secondary Education (MoPSE) monitors standards in all schools, regardless of category. 

Confidence in public schools remains relatively high, so unlike other African countries, there is 

probably only limited scope for further expansion of low-cost private education in urban areas. 

1,642 schools are categorised as ‘satellite schools’ (926 primary and 716 secondary). Most 

satellite schools were established in the last 15 years, serving remote and resettled 

communities. Each falls under the supervision of an established ‘mother’ school, which is 

supposed to play a supervisory role. A recent MoPSE/UNICEF (2016) report shows that satellite 

schools form a particularly disadvantaged group.  
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Figure 1. Typology of Primary (P) and Secondary (S) Schools in Zimbabwe 
 

 
Source: DFID 2015 

 

In this context, the Zimbabwe Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education (MoPSE) has 

developed its Education Sector Strategic Plan 2016 – 2020 in order to include all children in 

school and pay adequate attention to school communities and individuals that have significant 

vulnerabilities.  

Education Sector Strategic Plan (ESSP 2016 – 2020) 

Recognizing education as a fundamental human right and necessary for the development of the 

people in society, the vision of the Education Sector Strategic Plan 2016-2020 is to “be the 

leading provider of inclusive, quality education for socio-economic transformation by 2020.” The 

plan includes four pillars:  

 Access for all, including providing adequate infrastructure, opportunity for non-formal 

education, early identification of children at risk of not entering the system, dropping 

out or falling behind, and strategies to support those unable to meet education fees.  

 Quality and relevant learning with the introduction of a competency-based curriculum 

that includes ICT, STEAM/STEM, education for sustainable development and life skills.  

 Focus on learners by building, developing, monitoring and upgrading the professional 

skills of teachers already in the profession and by developing responsive pre-service 

curricula.  

 Strong leadership, management and monitoring providing efficient and effective service 

delivery within an institution that has the right structural framework.  

ESSP 2016 – 2020 follows on from the previous Medium Term Strategic Plan 2011 – 2015.  

During the previous plan period significant progress was made in providing a quality and 

relevant education for all children in Zimbabwe.  In particular, programmes were developed to 

raise the professional status of teachers and to enhance the quality of their teaching by setting 

professional standards and providing a range of professional development opportunities. A 

robust Education Management Information System was established during the 2011-2015 

period and the education system now has credible data that provides for informed decision-

making. Under the ESSP, the next five years will require intense efforts to phase in the new 

http://www.globalpartnership.org/education
http://www.globalpartnership.org/content/2016-2020-education-sector-plan-zimbabwe
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curriculum and the entire attendant processes as well as expanding the programmes that have 

already been developed to ensure that children get a good foundation that enhances future 

learning (MoPSE 2015).  

Education sector administrative structures 

The Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education (MoPSE) is the primary government entity in 

Zimbabwe at the national level with responsibility for the provision of primary and secondary 

education. A number of other national level ministries are involved in the sector through 

specialized programmes, mostly related to the health and wellbeing of learners, or to promote 

equity in the financing of the system. The Ministry of Youth, Indigenisation and Economic 

Empowerment is also involved in the education sector through support for provision of technical 

and vocational education programming in the country. The Ministry of Higher and Tertiary 

Education, Science and Technology Development oversees the upper levels of the education 

system. 

At the sub-national level, MoPSE has offices in each of Zimbabwe’s ten administrative provinces 

and its 72 districts. . Each province is headed by a Provincial Education Director, overseeing a 

team of District Education Officers who are responsible for the schools in each of the seventy-

two districts. (UNESCO 2016) The Provincial Office is largely responsible to implement policies 

determined at the national level, to oversee certain Human Resources management and 

recruitment functions for the province, to guide planning and infrastructure, to manage the 

process of registration of new schools, and to support district level offices and schools as 

needed. District Offices, on the other hand, are continuously engaged with the schools in their 

district, conducting financial oversight and education quality assurance, and helping schools to 

manage other issues as they arise. 

Financing of the education sector 

Domestic financing constitutes the overwhelming source of funding for the education sector in 

Zimbabwe. Government revenues account for 96% of state funding for the education sector in 

Zimbabwe. Statutory funds, which includes fees and levies collected and retained by state 

owned enterprises in education and institutions, account for another 3% (MoPSE/World Bank 

2016). International support, administered largely through two main multi-donor trust funds, 

the Education Development Fund (EDF) and the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) grant, 

makes up the remainder with a combined budget of US$82.6 million for the period 2017-2020, 

accounting for around 0.7% of the total yearly budget (see Figure 2). 

The Government of Zimbabwe allocates a relatively high proportion of its budget to the 

education sector. The budget allocated to the Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education 

(MoPSE) increased from $177 million in 2009 to $890 million in 2015. The 2016 allocation was 

US$810.43 million. This amount represents 20.5% of the national budget, which remains well 

over the Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) average of 16.5% (UNICEF 2015), and in line with the Global 

Partnership for Education (GPE) recommendations on the levels required to provide sustainable 

domestic finance to the sector (GPE 2016). As Figure 2 shows below, education expenditure, 

both as a proportion of the overall budget and as a proportion of GDP has risen since the 

economic crisis of 2008, although progress may be stagnating. 
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Figure 2: Sources of financing for the education sector 

 
Source: UNICEF 2015 

 
Figure 3:  Government expenditure on education as share of total government expenditure 
and GDP (2000 – 2016) 
 

 

Source: UNESCO 2016, UNICEF 2016 

At government level, the responsibility for formulating and implementing policy pertaining to 

education is shared between the Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education (MoPSE) and the 

Ministry of Higher and Tertiary Education, Science and Technology Development (MoHTESTD). 

MoPSE is responsible for infant, junior and secondary education and MoHTESTD is responsible 

for teacher education, technical and vocational education and the university level. Some other 

ministries, such as Health, Labour and Social Welfare, Agriculture, Youth, supervise and fund 

specialized institutions, mainly at college level. Each ministry has a separate vote on the 

government budget, vote 15 for MoPSE and vote 16 for MoHTESTD (DFID 2015). 

MoPSE, in charge of infant, junior and secondary education, manages the largest share, with 

two-thirds (66.6%) of government expenditure on education in 2014, and MoHTESTD, in charge 

of higher education, technical and teacher education, manages 22%. The remaining 

contributions are mainly for the pension scheme, complementing employment costs for the 
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permanent staff of the two ministries (11%). Other ministries represent a very small share of 

total expenditure, 0.4% (Table 2.4 and Figure 2.1) (DFID 2015). 

MoPSE is directly responsible for the remuneration of teaching staff for government and 

government-aided schools. Government-aided schools are allowed to increase the number of 

teachers to reduce the pupil/teacher ratio using resources mobilized through the School 

Development Association (SDA) and School Development Committee (SDC). Operational 

expenditures are the responsibility of the respective ministries and the SDCs. Under this 

partnership schools are authorized to complement government funding through levies and 

contributions from parents. Funds collected at school level are managed by the SDC and can be 

used for capital and operational expenses, including the recruitment of additional teachers (DFID 

2015). 

While most spending for school-level recurrent spending is based on locally sourced revenues, 

schools also receive some level of support for these costs through per capita school grants (for 

nongovernment schools) and tuition grants (for government schools). These grants are transfers 

from the central government budget for schools for the purchase of school books and learning 

supplies. Under normal situations this would be a fixed amount per pupil; given current fiscal 

constraints education provinces are receiving much less than the anticipated amounts and ration 

funds to help support the schools most in need. Current low levels of public spending on non-

salary support are inadequate to meet the basic costs of running a school, such as payment for 

teaching and learning supplies and school utilities, or maintaining the operations of MoPSE’s 

national, provincial, or district offices, which often lack funding for basic costs such as fuel 

needed to conduct quality assurance or audit functions (World Bank 2016). Similarly, spending of 

capital expenses is far from meeting the needs of the sector. Overall investment in capital 

spending averaged approximately US$3.4 million per year between 2009 and 2014, which 

represents only 0.6 percent of overall spending over the period. This amount is far short of the 

budgeted amounts, which represented on average $8.9 million per year and about 1.6 percent 

of the overall budget. Building grants, which are capital transfers from the central government 

budget for school capital improvement projects, are the main mechanism through which schools 

receive funding to undertake capital improvements (World Bank 2016). 

Figure 4. School Expenditure per Student by Level of Education and Category, 2013 
(a) Primary (b) Secondary 

Total expenditure = $89 per student Total expenditure = $480 per student 

  
Source: Calculations using EMIS 2014 data (DFID 2015). 
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Apart from the sources detailed above, schools also receive some funding from other Ministries. 

The BEAM programme, which was established in 2001 to improve access to quality education for 

orphans and vulnerable children (OVC) is one example. BEAM is funded through Department of 

Social Services (DSS) of the Ministry of Public Service, Labour and Social Welfare (MPSLSW), and 

transfers funds directly to primary and secondary schools to cover fees and levies of eligible 

students, as well as examination fees in secondary schools. Between 2010 and 2014, GoZ 

budgeted average about $11.8 million per year to the BEAM programme (now discontinued), 

which also has funding from donors (World Bank 2016). 

DFID has also provided the Campaign for Female Education (CAMFED), with £12 million (2012-

16) to implement the Zimbabwe Girls’ Secondary Education Programme. 24,000 disadvantaged 

girls are being provided with bursaries to complete secondary school. In 2013 this funding was 

augmented with an additional £25 million from DFID’s Girls Education Challenge (GEC) for two 

further projects, one implemented by CAMFED and one by World Vision, supporting a further 

89,000 disadvantaged girls to complete secondary school (DFID 2015).  

 

Strengths and weaknesses of Zimbabwe’s current financing models 

Due to the challenges facing the country, its fractious relationship with both donors and civil 

society, the Government of Zimbabwe has not embraced any innovative financing mechanisms 

in the education sector in the last 5-10 years. Similarly, space for other actors to explore 

innovations has been extremely limited. The next section looks at goes on to analyse in more 

detail the merits and demerits of the current financing of the education sector, before looking at 

examples of innovative financing for education from the region and elsewhere. 

National budget allocations: Strengths and weaknesses 

Domestic financing constitutes the overwhelming source of funding for the education sector in 

Zimbabwe. The Government of Zimbabwe allocates 20.5% of the national budget to primary and 

secondary education, well over the Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) average of 16.5%, and in line with 

the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) recommendations on the levels required to provide 

sustainable domestic finance to the sector (UNICEF 2015).  

However, the overwhelming proportion (98.4%) of the education budget goes to employment 

costs. Such a ratio is not seen in any other country of the world and hampers the development 

of the sector. With less than 2% of the budget being spent on non-wage investments, the risks to 

the sector remain high, characterized by dilapidated and inadequate school infrastructure, 

teaching and learning environments and acute shortages of teaching-learning materials. 

Persistent under-funding of the capital budget has resulted in a deficit of 33,600 classrooms 

nationwide, severely impacting on children’s wellbeing, particularly in the rural and resettlement 

areas (UNICEF 2015). To rectify the situation, the size and quality of government investment in 

non-wage education infrastructure needs to be increased, prioritizing the more deprived 

provinces and districts, to ensure equitable education outcomes of all children (GIZ 2016). 
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The Education Sector Strategic Plan (ESSP 2016 – 2020) is designed to address a number of these 

problems while recognizing that given the fiscal space and the capacity within the Ministry 

priorities will have to be established. The ESSP commits the Ministry to: 

 Create fiscal space within the national budget for a minimum package of non-personnel 

expenditures;  

 Develop a mechanism to reduce the imbalance between disposable income that schools 

can access; 

 Find fiscal space in the national budget; and to implement innovative partnership 

agreements to increase the overall funds available for infrastructure; 

 Redress, over the medium to longer term, the imbalance between primary and 

secondary education in terms of staffing ratios;  

 Secure adequate funding for the roll out of the new curriculum which includes: teacher 

professional development, learning materials, adequate equipment for ICT and 

STEAM/STEM, development and implementation of the assessment system ; and 

 Improve the impact of grant and other funding at school level through more efficient 

management of funds (MOPSE 2015).   

The Government has taken steps to rectify the situation, addressing in particular the disparities 

in expenditure at district level between urban and rural areas and by terminating the salaries 

paid to teachers in private schools.  An estimated US$ 170,389,784 was saved by wage bill 

rationalisation measures undertaken by MOPSE in 2016. If progress towards these and other 

commitments made in the Education Sector Strategic Plan (ESSP 2016 – 2020) continues, the 

Government will have established a solid base for refinancing the education system. 

Fees and levies: Strengths and Weaknesses 

There is significant bottom-up funding of the education system, with almost 3% of the national 

education budget derived from fees and levies raised by individual schools and institutions. This 

situation is accentuated by the bulk of government resources going towards salary expenditure. 

As Figure 5 below illustrates, private resources therefore form the greater part of disposable 

school income. Evidence suggests that Zimbabwe’s population continue to place great 

importance on education, and families say they are willing to make sacrifices to pay for their 

children’s education (MoPSE 2015). During initial public consultations for ESSP, communities 

voiced a desire to contribute to the education of their children, while recognising the need for 

government funding of the system1. Consequently, the current ESSP school financing policy 

recognizes the importance of both public and private funding of education (MoPSE 2015). 

The case for user fees primarily rests upon their supporting the fiscal sustainability of 

infrastructure and quality investments in the education sector. The argument is that, with a hard 

resource constraint, freely provided education in developing countries will lead to poorer quality 

provision and restricted supply, both of which tend to disadvantage the poor more. In principle, 

distributional concerns can be addressed alongside user fees by introducing price discrimination 

through scholarships or means-tested fee subsidies for the poor. 

                                                           
1
 Based on consultations with 600,000 individuals at more than 8,000 school centres (MoPSE 2015). 
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Figure 5:  Sources of school income for primary schools in Zimbabwe 

Primary schools 

Total income = $134 per student 

 
Source: UNICEF 2015 

Zimbabwe is also an example of how user fees may also foster parent buy-in and ownership of 

the education system. More broadly, levies that are raised for a common purpose may 

encourage a sense of social citizenship and altruism. As Zimbabwe Teachers Association (ZIMTA) 

chief executive officer Mr Sifiso Ndlovu explains, the introduction of the recent levy for the 

creation of new schools may be seen as noble as it is going to make education affordable to the 

poor. 

“Parents have been paying the building fund but in this case, the fund is now being 

centralized for the benefit of the whole country. This is good development where 

Zimbabweans will now be funding their education and the idea is very important to the 

development of public education. The public sector must be able to fund itself, not a 

scenario where our education is being funded by the private sector which makes 

education expensive” (Sunday News Online 2016). 

However, parents are understandably concerned that their money will be used in a clear and 

transparent fashion, as National Association of School Development Associations and 

Committees president Mr Xolisani Dlamini argues: 

“We will pay the building fund because as parents we have been paying the 

money and many buildings have been built using our levy. As parents we are 

committed and it has been our goal to improve the infrastructure in our schools. 

However, we are still waiting for the clarification from the Ministry on how then 

we will go about with this levy as parents have been paying building levy. We 

don’t want to be paying twice for the same product” (Sunday News Online 

2016). 

Nonetheless, the reliance on private fees has grown in recent years, putting additional pressure 

on households that are not able to afford these payments. According to the 2014 Education 

Management Information System (EMIS) figures, the median school fee paid by households is 

$40 per year per primary pupil and $95 per year per secondary pupil. This amount varies widely, 

however, based on the type and location of the school.  In the second half of 2015 alone, for 
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example, the cost of pre-primary and primary education—as measured by the consumer price 

index for these services—grew by more than 11 percent, a sharp increase in out-of-pocket costs 

for many Zimbabwean households (MoPSE/World Bank 2016). 

As parents are shouldering the greater burden of responsibility in financing the education 

system through school fees, the equitable resourcing of schools remains arguably the greatest 

challenge facing Zimbabwean education. The problem is two-fold. Not only are some children 

still unable to attend school due to lack of funds (despite education being a right guaranteed by 

the Constitution); schools in disadvantaged communities are unable to raise sufficient funds to 

provide a quality education for all children. 

The burden of fees and levies in poor communities is widely recognised as the most important 

factor driving pupils to drop out. An analysis, conducted by UNICEF (2015), found that 43% of 

primary and 50% of secondary drop outs could be attributed to inability to pay feesi. Significant 

inequity gaps based predominantly on socio-economic status exist within the education system, 

and this becomes more acute at higher levels of education attainment. Poor income households 

are not accessing higher and tertiary education and there is evidence that secondary education 

dropouts are concentrated in the poorer wealth quintiles. In addition, there is poor progression 

to A Level amongst the poorest sections of society. This suggests that parents’ limited ability to 

pay fees for their children, compounded by the quality of education in schools attended by 

children in the poorest households is hampering social mobility in Zimbabwe. In the long term 

therefore, many would agree that the government should embark on progressively abolishing 

user fees and financing the gaps through general taxation to facilitate Universal Basic Education 

goals (UNESCO 2015).  

 

International Support: Strengths and weaknesses 

Donors are working with the Government of Zimbabwe (GoZ) to provide technical support, as 

well as financial assistance, to assist in the implementation of the Education Sector Support Plan 

(ESSP 2016-2020). Funding comes mainly in form of multi-donor trust funds, which aim to 

streamline aid and lessen the administrative burden for GoZ. The two main funds, the Education 

Development Fund (EDF) and the Global Partnership for Education (GPE), represent significant 

levels of ongoing support, with a combined budget of US$82.6 million for the period 2017-2020. 

Both funds have been in place for a number of years and are managed by one entity, UNICEF. 

This has also allowed the GOZ to build up a solid working relationship with their development 

partners, and plan for the future, and build up its own technical capacity. GPE has also played a 

key role in helping civil society make credible contributions to ESSP processes. 

For example, in line with the aid effectiveness agenda 5 the GPE actively encourages country 

ownership, donor alignment and donor harmonisation – reducing the danger of duplicating or 

competing education aid projects. It is premised on one unifying national education plan which 

should be scrutinised and discussed by all actors. As part of this, it includes a significant capacity 

building component, supporting MOPSE to build up its own technical capacity. GPE has been 

highly innovative in helping civil society be able to make credible contributions to national 
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processes through the Civil Society Education Fund6 that supports national education coalitions 

in over 50 countries. 

Since the original DFID-funded Education Transition Fund (ETF) began in 2010, the multi-donor 

funds have had measurable positive outcomes in both access and learning outcomes. The 

enrolment of 5 year olds in ECD classes increased from 35% in 2011 to 45% in 2014. The Grade 7 

Completion Rate increased from 68% in 2011 to 77% in 2014. The Transition Rate from primary 

to secondary education increased from 74% in 2011 to 78% in 2014. The Net Enrolment Rate 

(NER) in Form 4 has increased from a 2011 baseline of 12% to 19% in 2014. However, there is 

still progress to be made in many areas, including gender equity, with secondary Completion 

Rates revealing that boys outnumber girls (m: 66%, f: 61%). However, despite donor support 

focusing on marginalised groups, there continue to be many children, who are out of school and 

many more vulnerable children who are in school, but at high risk of dropping out. Based on a 

comparison of the2012 census and EMIS data, UNICEF estimates that there are 783,000 children 

of school going age (4-18) not attending school (286,000 primary and 497,000 secondary). In 

addition, many of the poorer schools (P3 and S3 schools) work with only basic facilities and 

supplies with donor support falling far short of need (DFID 2015).  

A study of the Transition Fund Model across sectors in Zimbabwe found that the major 

challenges in implementation of the transition fund model have been the following: a) since 

discussions are sectorally based and managed, there is a risk that such programmes are not fully 

captured by Ministry of Finance as ‘on-budget’ or simply result in substitution of domestic 

resources for aid; b) given the ongoing restrictions imposed by the sanctions environment, there 

has been a constant tension between donor demands for separate financial management 

outside government systems and the capacity building requirements of government following 

years of underinvestment. In the education sector, the Government has maintained and 

increased budget allocations therefore the substitution of domestic resources for aid is not a 

significant factor. However, tensions remain surrounding the negotiation of domestic and 

international priorities and the capacity building requirements of government (Salama, P. et al. 

2014). 

Most significant, therefore, remains the question of the extent to which international support 

impacts on national autonomy in education policy. In 2013 the GPE’s Financial Advisory 

Committee (FAC) itself warned that “the preferences and priorities of the various agencies are 

becoming more obvious in the program design. The FAC is concerned as to whether the 

applications are truly country-led”. The concern here is that supervising entities at country level 

often have a disproportionate influence over the shape of the national education plan supported 

by international donors, suggesting that the country-level process is not as inclusive, democratic 

or nationally-owned as is envisaged. As the default supervising entity, the World Bank clearly has 

an ascendant voice in many countries, with UNICEF often playing the role in fragile and conflict-

affected countries (Archer 2016). 

Therefore some, such as ActionAid argue that, although civil society is more involved than in the 

past, this is sometimes still with limited influence and, too often, in cases where there is broad 

collaboration in developing a plan, this partnership is not sustained in the same way in 

monitoring and evaluating delivery. In many countries, the education plans supported by GPE do 
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not routinely generate wide public awareness or involve media debate; they are rarely subject to 

parliamentary scrutiny or national legislation. This, as ActionAid argue, is a missed opportunity, 

because broad national ownership of education reforms massively facilitates their 

implementation in practice. Most education policy reforms depend on a level of continuity that 

few governments can provide on their own (Archer 2016). 

Although a small proportion of the overall budget, with government resources directed towards 

the personnel wage-bill, donor support remains the most important source of funds for investing 

in educational reform. As Figure 7 below illustrates, the EDF fund alone provides most of the 

funding for education materials in Zimbabwe. In addition, the EDF fund heavily supports school 

monitoring and supervision, while the GPE fund invests in curriculum reform. As a result, in 

Zimbabwe, as elsewhere, it retains a significant influence over government policy. This has its 

strengths, but it remains essential that the direction for education reform should emerge from a 

democratic and inclusive political process, where there is public awareness, civil society 

involvement, media debate, parliamentary scrutiny and national legislation. It is therefore 

essential that civil society coalitions such as ECOZI maintain the social dialogue to promote 

national ownership of education sector plans, and to monitor the implementation of the 

financial component of the ESSP.  

Figure 6  Annual Average Spending on Selected Non-Salary Recurrent Costs, 2012-14 

 

Source: DFID 2015 

Summary: strengths and weaknesses of Zimbabwe’s current education financing models 
 
The current funding arrangements raise several important questions from the perspective of 

equity, sustainability and accountability. These include the burden of fees and levies on parents, 

the discrepancy in the income of schools in richer and poorer areas, and the continued reliance 

on donor fund for non-recurrent expenditure. While public resources are allocated in a generally 

pro-poor manner across different categories of schools, the amount of private funds raised by 

these schools is highly regressive. Public financing reaching the schools comes through 4 main 

channels: per capita grants, salary grants, building grants, and BEAM payments. All of these are 

distributed in a generally progressive manner, with students in P3 and S3 schools—those that 

tend to come from the most disadvantaged backgrounds (and make up 79% and 69% of primary 

and secondary school students, respectively)—benefitting from a larger share of public transfers. 
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External donor funds reach schools in a generally regressive manner, with P1 and S1 schools 

receiving four times as much per student as other schools. But the most regressive flows are 

from private sources. P1 schools received $608 per student in 2013 in private income, twice the 

amount received by P2 schools and a staggering nine times more than P3 schools. Similarly, S1 

schools—receiving $1,827 per student—collected four times as much in fees and levies as S2 

schools and eight times more than S3 schools (DFID 2015). Any innovative solution to 

sustainable financing of the education sector must therefore address these discrepancies. 

 

Innovative options for future financing of the sector 

As the above analysis highlights, reforming domestic financing will at the core of sustainable 

funding of the education sector in Zimbabwe. Domestic resources remain the most important 

source of funding for education and, in an era of declining global aid flows, this is unlikely to 

change. As signatories to the Incheon Declaration, governments signed up to providing equitable 

financing to advance the progressive realization of the right to education. To meet its 

commitments under Framework 2030, Zimbabwe will need to increase public funding for 

education, prioritizing those most in need, and increase efficiency and accountability of its 

budget allocations. Potential policy options for achieving these goals are outlined below. 

Tax reform 

According to the Education For All Global Monitoring Report (UNESCO 2015), improving tax 

systems in 67 countries and devoting a fifth of government budgets to education could more 

than double the average spending per primary school age child in developing countries. 

ActionAid (Archer 2016). argue that there is a particularly strong case for teachers and education 

activists to push for tax reforms in the following four areas: 

 Ending harmful tax incentives (US$139 billion in revenue is foregone by governments in 

tax breaks to foreign companies) 

 Challenging aggressive tax avoidance (between $100 and $200 million is lost to 

education and other public services by increasingly common but unethical practices), 

 Renegotiating tax treaties (many treaties are profoundly imbalanced, depriving 

developing countries of desperately needed resources), and 

 Raising earmarked taxes (specifically for education). 

As AFRODAD (2011) argue, while in the past the emphasis on financing development has 

focused on scaling aid and external borrowing, mobilising domestic revenue has been neglected, 

most evidence suggests it is a better long-term option. Focusing on tax as a source of revenue 

has wider societal benefits – as well as raising predictable revenue, it is a key means to 

redistribute resources and reduce inequality. There are also major benefits in terms of building 

accountability – strengthening relations between citizens and state and encouraging better 

governance. 

It is clear that revenue collection in Zimbabwe requires improvement. The Government has 

taken steps to increase revenue collection, and some legislative reforms are in process. 
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However, problems continue to surround the failure of the Zimbabwe Revenue Authority 

(ZIMRA) to effectively monitor business transactions and the Government’s lack of expertise to 

monitor mining operations. Corporate tax remains low as industry continues to operate below 

capacity. Incidences of bribery of ZIMRA officials remain high resulting in the loss of revenue 

from non-payment of taxes. In addition, not much progress has been made in bringing the 

informal sector into the tax net. AFRODAD’s (2011) recommendation for increasing tax revenues 

in Zimbabwe include: 

 The use of local authorities to collect taxes for the government and keep ten percent for 

themselves (as was proposed in the 2011 budget)  

 Strategies which could be used to encourage small businesses to pay tax include offering 

amnesty for past non-payment of tax. 

 Awareness-raising on the importance of paying tax could also be a strategy to develop a 

culture of paying tax in the nation. 

 In the long term a focus on PAYE rather than flat-rate taxes will improve equity of the 

tax system and will ultimately raise more tax revenue. 

As Zimbabwe’s manufacturing sector has declined in recent years, there has been a rise in 

natural resource extraction, growing from 24% of total exports in 2005 to36% in 2011. However, 

the general tax system may not be efficient-enough for the extractives sector ' (CNRG no date). 

Zimbabwe's mining taxation system has been criticized for being weak, outdated and facing 

corruption, with Revenue Watch observing that 'a significant portion of mineral revenues never 

reach the treasury'. Therefore, as UNDP argue, 'it is crucial for governments to promote more 

institutional cooperation and coordination between the ministries of finance and mining. Tax 

instruments available to governments include, apart from standard corporate taxes: additional 

profit tax on mining companies; royalties levied on either the gross value of the mineral ore or 

the net value of exports; other resource rents including surface rentals, licensing and registration 

fees, competitive bonus bidding or auction fees. As IDS (2012) argue Natural resource revenues 

could but do not always play a significant role to ensure continued investment in social sectors, 

especially education. However, in Zimbabwe’s current economic climate, the prospect of raising 

greater tax revenue in the shorter-term looks unlikely, and the prospect of increased revenues 

from general or corporate taxation going directly to the education sector, even less likely.  

Other countries have had some success in raising revenue through an ear-marked tax for 

education. Examples include the Ghana Education Trust Fund (funded by 2.5% of VAT 

collections), the Nigeria Tertiary Education Trust Fund (to which national companies pay 2% of 

assessable profits), the Brazilian Fund for Maintenance and Development of Basic Education 

(partly financed by earmarking 15% of VAT revenues), China’s Educational Surcharge levied on 

VAT taxpayers at 3% of Consumption and Business Taxes; and India’s flagship education 

programme that is funded partly by an ‘education cess’ (a ‘tax-on-tax’ introduced on all Union 

taxes at the rate of 2 per cent). These policies have shown some success (see Box 1) and could 

be an option for Zimbabwe, if enough public support was garnered.  
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Private sector 

In recognition of the role of the private sector in service delivery, since 2009 Zimbabwe has had 

in place a legal and institutional framework for public-private partnerships to guide relevant 

Ministries, and there has been some exploration of the role of public-private partnerships in the 

education sector. The government launched the National Manpower Advisory Council 

(NAMACO) with a mandate to explore possibilities and opportunities for PPPs in the Higher and 

Tertiary education sector that already has other corporate players such as Mimosa Mining 

Holdings, British America Tobacco (BAT) Unilever and Metallion Gold, through its scholarship  

Programs (BPRA no date). However, to date the involvement of the corporate sector in primary 

and secondary education financing remains limited. The key exception to this has been the 

Econet Wireless Group, which has begun to invest in mobile education in the country. 

Econet has been involved in education philanthropy since 1996, and has granted scholarships to 

over 200,000 students over the years. More recently, however, it has moved from philanthropy 

to investment in education, leveraging its core business expertise: mobile technology. In 2013, 

Econet launched EcoSchool, which aims to improve access to educational content for learners in 

formal and informal institutes of learning at tertiary level. In 2016, it launched Ruzivo, an online 

interactive digital learning platform targeted at both primary and secondary students to 

complement government’s efforts in providing education resources to help improve the pass 

rate (see Box 2). Ruzivo allows students and teachers to subscribe and access content at zero 

rated e-learning platforms for a nominal fee (US$2) (Econet 2016).  

Econet sees its flagships investments in education as a strategy to improve its brand 

differentiation and establish the company as a champion of education.  At six months since 

commercial introduction EcoSchool user adoption was estimated at 25% of the total tertiary 

enrolment of Zimbabwe and has driven profitability in Econet’s other lines of business.  With the 

Box 1 

The Ghana Education Trust Fund (GETFund) is a public trust set up by an Act of Parliament 

in the year 2000. Its core mandate is to provide funding to supplement government effort for 

the provision of educational infrastructure and facilities within the public sector from the pre-

tertiary to the tertiary level. Using social media such as the blog and twitter, the Fund and its 

stakeholders are provided with real time opportunity to exchange ideas and views that will help 

execute its mandate to the benefit of the broader Ghanaian society. It is financed through 

revenue from an additional 2.5% on VAT, which is ring-fenced for the fund, any profits from 

investment of the fund, and voluntary grants and donations.  

Since 2001, the GetFund has disbursed funds for the following purposes: school 

infrastructure construction, school transport, scholarships and loans, text books, computers 

and ICT equipment. Professor Jane Naana Opoku-Agyeman, the Minister of Education, said 

the importance of the Ghana Education Trust Fund (GETFund) in providing funding for 

educational infrastructure and facilities within the public sector cannot be understated. 

Source: http://getfund.gov.gh/ 

 

http://getfund.gov.gh/
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annual mobile education (mEducation) market size estimated to reach US$70 billion by 2020, 

the education sector offers a range of revenue opportunities for the private sector in this area. 

Public-private partnerships clearly have potential in supporting education in Zimbabwe, and 

need to be encouraged further by Government policy. However, PPPs are unlikely to raise core 

funds for the sector. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Harnessing Remittances  

Remittances, or funds transferred from migrant workers to their relatives in the home country, 

are a significant part of international capital flow. In 2014, remittances totalled US$582 billion 

worldwide, out of which US$435 billion went to developing countries. Remittances in developing 

countries are significantly larger than both Official Development Aid (ODA) and Foreign Direct 

Investment (FDI), and have the potential to be a stable source of development finance. Funding 

schooling of migrant’s children or that of relatives in the home country is one of the major uses 

of remittance funds and several studies have linked an increase in schooling with increasing 

remittances (Theoharides, 2014). Several experiments have attempted to further increase 

remittance funding for education: labelling remittance transfers for education (De Arcangelis et 

al, 2014); direct payments to education institutions (for example EduPay for the Philippines 

(USAID, 2013)); matching funds (for example EduRemesa in El Salvador (Ambler et al, 2015)); 

and subsidizing transaction fees for education related transfers. Multiplying remittances in this 

way has the following potential, it can: 

 Provide a source of predictable and sustainable funding; 

 Attract greater funding for education from diaspora; 

 Amplify existing remittances using existing channels; and 

 Provide local ownership on how the funding is spent and so addresses local needs. 

Box 2 

Econet’s efforts to improve access to educational opportunities 

Ruzivo is an online interactive digital learning platform targeted at both primary and secondary 

students to complement government’s efforts in providing education resources to help 

improve the pass rate. Launched in February 2016, Ruzivo allows students and teachers to 

subscribe and access content at zero rated e-learning platforms. Currently, the Ruzivo 

platform has content for primary school children and soon will be announcing content for 

secondary school children. Ruzivo contains locally developed digitalized academic content, 

including interactive lessons, exercises and tests. The packages can be used both in the 

classroom for lessons and at home for revisions and once a child gets started, Ruzivo will 

keep his or her progress in all exercises and tests. Higher Life Foundation executive director 

Fungai Mandivheyi said Econet was addressing a fundamental need, as currently there were 

people with little access to information. “We all know that out there are children with little 

access to education. It is very important and it will go a long way in providing access to 

education. I believe through the Ruzivo platform Econet is not just introducing a product that 

meets the needs, but meets the needs of the new generation and impacting and changing the 

world by impacting on education,” he said.  

Source: Econet Wireless Zimbabwe, press release. 03 February 2016. 
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There is some evidence to suggest that migrants are willing to increase remittances for 

education to relatives if they are subsidized through matching funds. And maybe particularly 

pertinent for Zimbabwe is the example of migrants mobilizing collective remittances to improve 

social welfare through hometown associations, a policy that could move remittances beyond the 

individual sphere to a village or district one (see Box 3). However, these findings should be 

treated with some caution, as the current experience is based on small-scale pilots, and 

scalability needs to be tested. The way remittances are spent is likely to be small scale and 

piecemeal, and a cost effective way of measuring how the funding was spent still needs to be 

developed.  

Therefore, although the potential to harness remittances for education is an attractive and 

positive option, more research is needed before it should be considered as a stand-alone 

mechanism for financing education in Zimbabwe. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 3  Financing education through remittances: some examples 

An experiment with Salvadorian migrants in the Washington, DC area using EduRemesa 

showed that migrants are willing to increase remittances for education to relatives in El 

Salvador if they are subsidized through matching funds (3:1 and 1:1 matching provided by 

IADB); (for each US$1 received by beneficiaries, educational expenditures rose by US$3.72), 

furthermore, when the funds are targeted to a specific student through an ATM card, it has a 

crowd-in effect with the family in the home country increasing their expenditure on the student 

(Ambler et al, 2015).   

Migrant hometown associations (HTAs) are mobilizing collective remittances to improve social 

welfare in their countries of origin (Duquette-Rury 2014).  

Ratha (2016) states that ‘Beauchemin and Schoumaker (2009) find that villages in Burkina 

Faso with hometown associations were 2.8 times more likely than others to have a primary 

school, while Chauvet et al (2013) find evidence that Malian HTAs have helped improve 

schools’. 

In the Mexican 3×1 Program for Migrants, the Mexican local, state, and federal government 

matches funding raised by HTAs to improve public services. Duquette-Rury (2014) has found 

that this program has been effective in infrastructure construction (2014) but Ratha (2016) 

points out that this best serves the richer communities as they tend to be more organized and 

selection can be political. It has been copied by other countries in Central America and the 

Caribbean though (Newland 2004).   

De Arcangelis et al, 2014, in a lab-in-field experiment, found that Filipino migrants in Rome 

were willing to increase remittances by 15% if they were allowed to label them. 

Source: International Commission on Financing Global Education (2016). 
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Harnessing international finance 

Finally, although sustainable financing can only come from the domestic sector in the long term, 

there are alternative ways of harnessing international finance that do not necessarily rely on 

donor aid. These include harnessing market mechanisms, corporate finance as part of a 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) agenda and international remittances to raise money for 

the education sector.  As a recent report from the International Commission on Financing Global 

Education (2016) points out, the decline in global aid to education (which, despite an upturn in 

2014, has still not returned to its 2010 peak) and the decline in other official flows to education, 

will struggle to help support developing countries’ growing education financing needs. The 

report argues that an innovative approach to financing is needed in order to raise additional 

resources. While innovative financing in development is estimated to have raised nearly US$100 

billion between 2000 and 2013 and is expected to grow to US$24 billion per year by 2020 

(Dalberg, 2014), education has yet to access its share. Between 2000 and 2008, for example, 

education only received 1.6% of the funds raised by the World Bank for innovative financing, 

whereas health received 12.2% (Girishankar, 2009).  

As a result of their analysis, they recommend that a Global Financing Facility for Education be 

set up by the international community in order to raise awareness of the needs of the education 

sector in the current context, and to focus financial and technical support on areas of priority 

need. The International Commission on Financing Global Education argues that a global financing 

facility has the potential to raise significant amounts of funding from new sources given the 

range of innovative financing mechanisms that can be employed to crowd in sustainable and 

scalable funds from donor, domestic government and private sources. However it would need 

very careful design to demonstrate additionality, fit with the overall education architecture and 

considerable global and domestic buy-in (see Box 4). 
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Box 4  Global Financing Facility for Education  

A global financing facility is an instrument that aims to raise the profile of a particular 

issue and to crowd in sustainable and scalable funds from donor, domestic government 

and private sources using both traditional and innovative financing mechanisms, as well as 

providing technical support to accelerate improvements in the relevant systems at country 

level.  

It is envisaged that the financing facility would include:  

 Support to country governments to develop robust plans to deliver significant 

improvements in the relevant part of the education system, underpinned by a strong 

focus on results; 

 Loan buy Downs and/ or donor funding to leverage IBRD/ IDA funds and soften the 

terms for country governments to spend on delivering the above improvements;  

 A pooled fund for infrastructure funded from public and private sources including 

Education bonds for example, to fund the construction of the necessary facilities; 

 Social impact investing to stimulate innovation in businesses that drive an improvement 

in learning outcomes through tools and services or provision; and 

 The ability to test and rapidly learn from other innovative financing mechanisms that 

attract financing from new sources, in order to accelerate the quantity and quality of 

provision.  

A global financing facility has the potential to raise significant amounts of funding from 

new sources given the range of innovative financing mechanisms that can be employed. 

Furthermore, it could focus profile, financing and expertise on catalyzing improvements in a 

specific part of the education system, could be cost-effective if hosted within the current 

global education architecture and if it uses existing domestic planning and financing 

processes, and it could provide sustainable and predictable sources of funding. However it 

would need very careful design, to demonstrate additionality, fit with the overall education 

architecture and considerable global and domestic buy-in. 

Source: International Commission on Financing Global Education (2016). 
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Recommendations 

This report has discussed the merits of various innovative financing options, including reforming 

the tax system to raise more revenue for education, working with the private sector to explore 

mutually beneficial cooperation in the sector, exploring options on how to more effectively 

harness remittances from Zimbabwe’s diaspora population, and the potential of a global fund 

for education. While all the above policy options have merit and potential, they are mechanisms 

that GOZ may choose to adopt in the long term to support the education in various sectoral 

capacities. In the short-medium term, and in order to raise core funds for the sector, this report 

recommends the following option. 

The Zimbabwe National Education Fund 

What. This proposal advocates for the creation of a Zimbabwe National Education Fund, 

financed through three core components: i) a tax on private school income; ii) an additional 

2.5% on VAT on imported goods; iii) a government contribution, funded through savings on the 

teachers’ wage bill. In this proposal, 25% of all school private income goes directly to a 

centralised fund into which the government puts an equivalent amount of public funds, along 

with the ring-fenced levy on VAT. The Fund is then redistributed to schools on an equitable basis 

per child.  

How. There are already proposals for directing a proportion of the levies raised by schools 

towards a centralised fund to facilitate the building of new schools. This proposal is based on a 

more ambitious interpretation of this idea. A core barrier to equity in Zimbabwe is the 

discrepancy between the private income and expenditure in schools across the country. As Table 

1 shows, P1 schools at primary level have a private income over 8 times that of P3 schools. As P3 

schools enrol the vast majority of Zimbabwe’s children, this discrepancy cannot be addressed 

without some form of redistribution. If 25% of private school income is directed towards a 

centralised pot, which is used to facilitate more equitable redistribution, this could represent a 

first step towards addressing the inequality that affects the education sector in the country. 

The fund will be additionally financed through both government revenue and a tax on imported 

goods. In 2016, the government was estimated to have made around US$170.4 million savings 

on cost-cutting measures within the personnel wage bill at MoPSE. At this point in time, it does 

not appear as if the education sector is benefiting directly from these savings. In this proposal, 

these funds would be channeled directly back to schools. The third component of the proposal is 

to generate money from the private sector through a raised levy on imported goods. VAT on 

Imports raised US$358,251,387 in 2016 (ref). While VAT rates on imported goods vary, a rough 

calculation based on a rate of 15% VAT, suggests that an additional 2.5% on goods imported 

from abroad might raise US$59,708,565. Levying the higher VAT rate solely on imported goods, 

while generating less revenue than raising VAT across the board, appears a more equitable 

measure and in line with Government policy of encouraging consumption of domestic goods. 
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Table 1. School Income per Student by School Category, 2013 
 Total Enrollment Total Income (US$) Income (US$) 

per Student 
Of which (US$): 

Private Public External 

Primary       

P1 140,562 86,143,013 613 608 3 1
.94

 

P2 509,328 138,322,746 272 268 3 0
.47

 

P3 2,386,888 181,685,080 76 70 5 0
.59

 

Total 
primary 3,036,778 406,141,839 134* 128*   

Source: Calculations using EMIS 2014 data. (*average income per pupil nationally) 
 

 

How much. A rough calculation shows that a fund that was distributed equally to each child in 

the country, with no adjustment for equity, would more than double the resources for children 

in P3 schools. Primary school income from private sources is an average of US$128 per child in 

country. There are approximately 3,036,778 primary school pupils in the country. Total private 

primary school income currently stands at around US$388,707,584. A 25% tax on private school 

income could therefore raise US$97,176,896. If this was matched by US$170,389,784 of 

government savings on the wage bill, plus US$59,708,565 from the ring-fenced VAT levy, the 

total amount raised would be US$327,275,245per year. If this amount was distributed equally 

across all schools countrywide, each school would receive US$$108 per child on top of the 

balance (75%) of its private income, plus existing income from public sources. For P3 schools, 

expenditure per child at primary level would increase from US$76 per child to US$161, more 

than doubling the resources available for the poorest children. (Note: these calculations are 

based on primary schools only). 

Equity. This amount is evidently still low and it is possible that MoPSE would want to distribute 

the fund with preference to the poorest areas, possibly using existing formula in use for this 

purpose. The formula for redistribution must be worked out with careful thought. While the 

most equitable redistribution would raise most funds for the poorest schools, it would be 

essential to gain the support of all schools and communities across the country, and therefore it 

is important that the fund levy is not seen as a punishing or unfair tax on the richest schools. 

Therefore, while adjustments need to be made to address equity, these must be gradual and all 

schools should receive back some proportion of the Fund, even if this is nominal for P1 schools. 

Management. A representative Board of Trustees would be responsible for the administration of 

the fund. A representative mix of stakeholders, who would guarantee proper use of funds, 

would sit on the Board. Board members should include, amongst others, representatives from 

the Ministries of Education and Finance, teacher’s associations/unions, school associations, 

religious bodies and civil society organisations. 

Garnering support. In order to build support for the Zimbabwe National Education Fund, GOZ 

and development partners would need to establish a narrative of social citizenship and social 

cohesion around the fund. Building support would require effectively communicating the social 

benefits of an educated population to society as a whole, harnessing national pride in 

Zimbabwe’s high literacy rate, highlighting existing inequities in the system, and outlining the 

current dangers facing the system. There would be potential for donors to work on the 

communications and logistics around building support and setting up the fund. However, it is 
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important that the fund be conceived as self-sustaining, and based on an established stream of 

domestic income in the long-term. 

In conclusion, the strengths and potential weaknesses of the proposed Fund are outlined below 

(Table 2). 

 

Table 2.    Strengths and Weaknesses of the proposed Zimbabwe National Education Fund 

Strengths and potential Weaknesses and concerns 

Address equity Resistance of schools/loss of income P1 

schools 

Raise additional funds for sector.  

Has in place measures to ensure proper 

use 

Concerns over how fund will be used; if 

funds will go directly to schools 

May prompt GoZ to look into 

rebalancing MoPSE budget further in 

future 

Public contribution based on savings 

teachers’ wage bill.  

Could be opened to contributions from 

other sources i.e. private sector, 

international finance, tax revenue (VAT 

increase across board?) 

Limited funds, economic challenges 

ahead 

 

Conclusion 

Zimbabwe’s education system has made a remarkable recovery since the economic crisis of 2008, 

when a crumbling physical infrastructure, brain drain, and declining standards in school 

performance deteriorated its quality. Zimbabwe’s highly respected teaching profession is 

returning to employment, a new curriculum is being rolled out, and salaries are being paid on 

time. Pupil enrolment has grown and learning outcomes, measured through exam pass rates, 

have improved. The sector has shown its ability to overcome major obstacles and rebuild itself 

into an effective system for the delivery of essential education services (UNICEF 2015).  

However, Zimbabwe continues to face serious economic challenges, which have significant 

implications on the education system. While the Constitution guarantees the right to education, 

and the Government is committed to ensuring access for students from households that cannot 

afford to pay the required fees, in the most disadvantaged communities poor quality schooling 

and infrastructure stands as a barrier to achieving educational goals. And although the 

government allocates a significant proportion of the national budget to primary and secondary 
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education, almost all of this goes towards employment costs. While a respectable percentage of 

the national budget is allocated to primary and secondary education (US$803.8 million or 23 per 

cent of total budget in 2016), 98 per cent is eaten up by the wage bill. Non-salary expenditure 

currently equates to only US$3.34 per year per child, and families are increasingly called upon to 

shoulder most of the costs of school facilities and supplies (UNICEF 2015). While families appear 

to remain willing to pay for education, advocacy for free primary education should and will 

continue. 

The sector currently remains reliant on donor support to make up the shortfall in non-recurrent 

government expenditure. However, within the global context, development aid for education 

continues to fall. As is stated in the 2015 Incheon Declaration, this critical limitation of financing 

for education calls for both state and non-state actors to explore innovative financing approaches 

that can support governments to deliver on the right to quality education for all. Domestic 

financing must be at the core of sustainable funding of the education sector in Zimbabwe. To 

meet its commitments under Framework 2030, Zimbabwe will need to increase public funding for 

education, prioritizing those most in need, and increase efficiency and accountability of its 

budget allocations. In particular, the country needs to improve its tax revenue collection systems, 

focusing on corporate taxation and the extractive sector.  

The education sector has yet to access much of the innovative financing in development that is 

estimated to have raised nearly $100 billion between 2000 and 2013 and is expected to grow to 

$24 billion per year by 2020 (Dalberg, 2014). ). Between 2000 and 2008, education only received 

1.6% of the funds raised by the World Bank for innovative financing, whereas health received 

12.2% (Girishankar, 2009). This report has taken a preliminary look at the immediate options for 

raising sustainable finance for Zimbabwe’ education sector in the short to medium-term, 

recognizing that tapping into international private finance is currently unlikely given the political-

economic uncertainties facing the country. Further research is needed into the options that may 

become open to the country if the situation improves in the near future. In particular, a particular 

area of interest is the potential of education outcome funds, using results-based financing 

methods to raise finance to support improved performance in poorer and rural areas. 
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