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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

Many countries are reforming their education systems in an effort to provide access to an 
education that is equitable, affordable and of good quality. These efforts are consistent with the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) that envisage a right to education, elimination of extreme 
poverty, and a decrease in income inequality and vulnerability. Efforts to expand access to 
secondary education in Uganda have led to implementation of the Universal Secondary 
Education (USE) program, which has considerably expanded access. However, the USE 
programme provides capitation grants for only some students, as it is based on academic 
performance at primary leaving exams; as such many pupils each year do not qualify and may  
not be able to afford to transit to secondary schools.  Furthermore, there are not near enough 
secondary school places available to absorb all the children who graduate from primary each 
year.  Approximately 590,000 pupils sat for PLE in 2014, but only an estimated 330,000 were 
absorbed in secondary school (MoES 2015). It is against this backdrop that Public Private 
Partnership (PPPs) with non-state education programs such as the Promoting Equality in African 
Schools (PEAS) program come in to fill the gap of secondary education provision. However, a 
question remains whether PPPs improve access, quality and sustainability. 

Ark and PEAS commissioned the Economic Policy Research Centre (EPRC) to evaluate the PEAS 
program in Uganda in comparison to private schools and government schools. The objective is to 
establish the pathways through which the PEAS programme impacts on the quality, access and 
sustainability of secondary education provision in Uganda. EPRC conducted a baseline survey in 
28 schools during the third school term of 2015. As follow up of the baseline survey, EPRC 
conducted a midline survey in August 2016 with a view to comparing access and quality for the 
two survey periods. Most importantly, the midline evaluation has added tools to examine in 
detail the sustainability and cost-efficiency of PEAS schools relative to other schools.   Both 
baseline and midline surveys were complemented with student achievement tests in literacy and 
numeracy conducted by the National Assessment of Progress in Education (NAPE). 

Access  

The PEAS program provides schooling to students that would otherwise not have access to 
secondary education. In most instances, a majority of students admitted by PEAS have scored 
below the threshold required to join secondary school. The average performance of PEAS 
students in their Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE) is significantly worse than that of students 
enrolled in non-PEAS private schools and government schools.  The average performance of PEAS 
students in the year 2015 was 20.6 aggregate while that in non-PEAS Government and Private 
schools was 19.7 and 16.9 aggregate, respectively. According to Uganda’s grading system, the 
lower the PLE aggregate the better the performance (grades range from Distinction 1 to Failure 
9). In addition, PEAS schools are more likely to accommodate students from disadvantaged 
households: the biggest single group of students in PEAS schools (32%) comes from the poorest 
20 percent of households in Uganda ranked by asset holdings. In comparison, only 15 percent of 



vii 
 

the surveyed government school students and 10 percent of private school students emanate 
from the poorest 20 percent of households ranked by asset holding. These midline results are 
largely consistent with those obtained in the baseline results. 

Quality 

Even though PEAS students are from poorer backgrounds with worse prior attainment, they 
perform just as well as other students in literacy and numeracy assessments. The National 
Assessment Progress of Education (NAPE) English and Math test scores indicate that PEAS 
students are performing as well as other students. In addition, the percentage of students who 
sat the 2015 Uganda Certificate of Education (UCE) examinations and qualified for A‘level was 
highest among PEAS students (97% pass rate) followed by private (96%) and lastly government 
(92%) school schools. Given that PEAS schools admitted students that had performed poorly at 
PLE, these results suggest that the PEAS intervention improves students’ performance. These 
results affirm the evaluation done at baseline. 

Sustainability 

In terms of total termly schooling costs, generally, parents/guardians incur significantly less 

school fees when they take their children to PEAS schools instead of Government and private 

schools. Evidence from the midline survey shows that at O’level, day non-USE students in PEAS 

schools pay significantly lower fees than their counterparts in non-PEAS private schools. Similarly, 

for all categories of boarding students (i.e. O’level USE & non-USE and A’level non-UPOLET), PEAS 

schools charge significantly less total termly fees than government and private schools. This 

finding is consistent with results obtained in the baseline survey, which showed that students in 

PEAS schools on average paid 97.5 percent of total fees paid in government schools and 60 

percent of what was paid in private schools. 

Compared to non-PEAS Government and Private schools, PEAS schools are more efficient in 

collecting school fees. More students in PEAS schools (about 23%) pay fees within the first week 

of reporting for the term than in Government (13%) and Private (13%) schools. 

On average, PEAS schools receive less income annually (293.7 million UGX/year) than 
government (526 million UGX/year) and private schools (252.9 million UGX/year). Also, PEAS 
schools spend significantly less money on operations and capital costs than government and 
private non-PEAS schools. In per capita terms, PEAS schools spent the least amount of money per 
student (both recurrent and development), which might signify greater operational efficiency. At 
the end of 2015, most PEAS schools (54%) had either a surplus or balanced budget, compared to 
14 percent of government schools and 28 percent of private schools in the same period.  
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Summary 

Consistent with the baseline survey, the midline survey finds again that PEAS admits relatively 
disadvantaged students who otherwise would not have access to secondary education in 
mainstream schools. Even though PEAS students have lower prior academic attainment, there 
are no significant differences in their performance in English and Maths tests compared with 
students in other school types, demonstrating that PEAS helps students to close the attainment 
gap.  On average, PEAS schools are more financially sustainable and tend to be less costly per 
child. On average, PEAS students pay lower total fees than their counterparts in non-PEAS 
government and private schools.  
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1 BACKGROUND 

Efforts by many countries to meet targets set under the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

have seen renewed emphasis on equitable and affordable access to good quality education. 

Specifically, SDG Goal 4 on Quality Education aims to “ensure inclusive and equitable quality 

education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all.” It was recognised that while 

implementing the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) made progress on expanding 

education access—especially at the primary school level for both boys and girls - this did not 

necessarily translate to quality learning outcomes or completion of primary school. By 2015, at 

least 103 million youth worldwide still lack basic literacy skills and more than 60 percent of them 

are female (UNDP 2015). To this end, efforts to absorb and expand access to secondary education 

in Uganda for pupils who had completed the primary cycle led to the implementation of the 

Universal Secondary Education (USE) program in 2007. Before the USE program approximately 

814,000 students were enrolled in secondary education (Ministry of Education and Sports, 2009). 

After USE, more than 1 million students are enrolled in secondary schools, a significant 

improvement in enrolment (Ministry of Education, Sports, Science and Technology, 2015).   

 

1.1 The USE Program 

The USE programme caters for students who are able to score an aggregate of 28 or lower in the 

Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE). In 2013 and 2014, at least 27 percent of the pupils who sat 

PLE scored an aggregate score ranging between 29-36 points (Uganda National Examination 

Board, 2015). As such, about 150,000 pupils each year do not qualify for the USE scholarship. This 

category can transit to secondary schools but may not join secondary school for various reasons, 

key among the inadequacy of public funding. Furthermore, there are not enough places for all 

the pupils who are able to score aggregate 28. For instance, in 2013, at least 426,000 pupils 

scored aggregate 28 and below on the primary leaving examinations (PLE); however, based on 

the Education Management Information System (EMIS) data, only 348,000 (about 81%) of these 

were enrolled in Senior 1 in 2014 (MoESTS, 2015).  

Even with increased access to secondary schooling under the USE program, secondary school 

drop-out rates are relatively high. In 2014, there were about 26 percent fewer students in Senior 

4 than in Senior 1 in USE schools, compared to 17 percent in non-USE schools.1 Furthermore, the 

dropout rate disproportionately affects girls more than boys (Barungi et al., 2015). On average, 

fewer girls completed S4 than boys between the years 2002 to 2012 inclusive. Using the Uganda 

household surveys, Barungi et al. (2015) show that only 34 percent of girls who enrol in lower 

                                                           
1 Economic Policy Research Centre (EPRC) (2016). Evaluation of the PEAS Network under the Uganda USE 
programme: Baseline Survey Report  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inclusion_(education)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Educational_equity
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lifelong_learning
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secondary transited to higher secondary level compared to 52 percent of boys.  Results from the 

Uganda National Panel Survey (UNPS) show that the leading reasons for females leaving school 

early were lack of school fees, pregnancy and marriage (Uganda Bureau of Statistics, 2014). This 

suggests that there is a scope for improving equity among female students and child protection 

in USE facilities. 

In addition, affordability of the USE program is undermined by extra costs such as boarding fees, 

scholastic materials and medical care that are charged by schools and paid out of the student’s 

pocket. This suggests that there is a scope for improving the quality and equity of the USE 

program through private investments and Public Private Partnership (PPPs) with non-state 

education programs such as PEAS (Promoting Equality in African Schools).  

 

1.2 The PEAS programme 

The PEAS programme started in 2008 in Uganda. PEAS aims to substantially increase the number 

of secondary schools targeting the remote and hard to reach areas in Uganda. Most schools in 

the PEAS programme are built in areas with the most need for a secondary school, especially 

rural areas.  The PEAS schools also target vulnerable groups such as the disabled, orphans and 

child mothers. PEAS uses a ‘SmartAid’ model that emphasizes financial independence of its 

schools within two years of establishment. School-level financial sustainability is expected to be 

achieved through collection of school fees, receipt of USE payments, school-led income 

generating activities, and sound financial management. In addition, PEAS uses a two-pronged 

school support and supervision model to empower school leaders while also building their 

capacity and holding them to account. The support and supervision model is flexible and is 

adjusted to cater for differing school situations and needs.  

In particular, the support and the supervision model supports schools through leadership 

development, supporting gender inclusivity and enforcement of child protection policies, and 

supporting students’ skill development through a supplementary curriculum. PEAS schools are 

supervised through a termly review of performance, annual school inspections, performance 

management of school leaders and regular school audits. This model has been shown to 

contribute towards excellent outcomes for students.  
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1.3 The Baseline Report 

Education charity ARK appointed EPRC to evaluate the PEAS program in Uganda in comparison 

to private schools and government schools to establish pathways through which the PEAS 

program impacts on the quality, access, and sustainability of secondary education provision in 

Uganda. The baseline evaluation conducted in September 2015 revealed the following:  

1. The PEAS program provides schooling to disadvantaged students that would otherwise 

not have access to secondary education. Most students admitted by PEAS are from rural 

areas and in most instances have scored below the threshold required to join secondary 

school. More students in PEAS schools come from poorer and relatively larger households 

than students in government and private schools. 

 

2. Even though PEAS students are from poorer backgrounds with worse prior learning 

achievement at PLE, they perform just as well as other students in literacy and numeracy 

at secondary school. On the other hand, PEAS students out-performed those in 

government schools both in Math and English, and performed as well as those in private 

schools. A propensity score matching of students based on observed characteristics 

shows that the performance of PEAS students is the same as those in non-PEAS schools.  

 

3. PEAS schools are the most affordable on 'total' costs to attend compared to non- PEAS 

schools. Students in PEAS schools pay 60 percent of what their counterparts in other 

private schools pay. Also PEAS students pay 97.5 percent of total schooling costs incurred 

by students in government schools. However, there are no statistically significant 

differences in tuition fees between PEAS and non- PEAS schools at all class levels except 

in S3, where private school students pay much higher tuition fees than PEAS students. 

 

1.4 The Midline Report 

As follow up of the baseline survey, EPRC conducted a midline survey in July 2016 with a view to 

comparing access and quality for the two survey periods. Both surveys examined numeracy and 

literacy for S1, S2 and S3 students. In addition, surveys collected data on teachers, head teachers 

and lesson quality through class room observations. Most importantly, the midline evaluation 

has added tools to examine the financial sustainability and cost-efficiency of PEAS schools relative 

to other schools in detail.  Sustainability is important for project decision making and to 

determine whether the programme run in PEAS schools may be replicable to other school types. 

As such, this report will explore more on the sustainability question than was done in the baseline 

review.  
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The rest of the report is organised as follows:  

- Section two documents the evaluation design, including procedures followed when 

determining the sample size, selecting schools, teachers and students, and collecting 

data.  

- Section three examines access to secondary schooling and focuses on enrolment and class 

progression.  

- Section four assesses the quality of secondary education provided in different school 

types. 

- Section five analyses the financial sustainability of schools.  

- The report ends in Section 6 with a set of conclusions. 
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2 EVALUATION APPROACH 

 

2.1 Sample size and sampling 

The midline survey followed the same schools that were selected during the baseline survey in 

2015. Hence, the sample size remained 28 schools (see details in Appendix 1). However, the 

midline survey did not necessarily follow the same respondents (headteachers, teachers and 

students) because of staff turnover/transfers and cases of student dropping out of schools, which 

would affect sample sizes. Following the same sampling procedure as at the baseline, Table 1 

summarises the overall sample size of schools, teachers and students by sub region (stratum) and 

school type. Again the midline survey, as at baseline, sampled 25 students per class from those 

enrolled in Senior 1 (S1), Senior 2 (S2) and Senior 3 (S3) classes, to sit Maths and English NAPE 

tests and also answer a student level questionnaire. English and Mathematics teachers were also 

selected for interviews for each class. In summary, 168 teachers and 2,100 students were 

selected to participate in the midline survey. Throughout the analysis, PEAS schools refer to those 

set up under the PEAS program while Non-PEAS schools combines both the Government and 

private schools whose set put is not PEAS founded. To allow a comprehensive comparison of 

financial sustainability and cost-effectiveness between PEAS and non-PEAS schools, information 

on both wage and non-wage operating expenses incurred by each school was collected. The 

sample selection was at school level unless otherwise stated. 

Table 1: Sample size (schools, teachers and students) for the midline survey 

Sub-region 
PEAS 
schools 

Non-PEAS (control) schools 
All schools Teachers Students  

Government Private 

Acholi 1 1 0 2 12 150 

Ankole 1 1 2 4 24 300 

Buganda 2 3 4 9 54 675 

Busoga 2 1 1 4 24 300 

Bunyoro 1 0 1 2 12 150 

Teso 3 1 0 4 24 300 

Tororo 1 1 1 3 18 225 

Total 11 8 9 28 168      2,100  
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2.2 Data collection 

Seven survey teams, each composed of four enumerators and two examiners from the Uganda 

National Examination Board (UNEB)’s NAPE division, collected information in the sampled 

schools. Each team of six handled four schools and were supported by a supervisor from EPRC 

for overall quality control in survey conduct. The enumerators2 were sourced from the Uganda 

Bureau of Statistics (UBOS) and were trained for a week prior to field data collection. 

In each school, six sets of survey instruments were administered (school-level, standardised tests, 

headteacher, teacher, student and classroom observations questionnaires). Briefly, a school-level 

instrument collected data on the school’s history, governance, student enrolment, school fees 

structure, staffing, facilities and community relations; standardized tests in English and 

Mathematics provide an objective measure of education quality and were administered to 25 

randomly selected students in each class of S1, S2 and S3; individual level teacher and student 

surveys were administered to the sampled classes and their Mathematics and English teachers. 

The teacher survey picked information on teachers’ education qualifications, classroom 

preparation and access to teaching aids; their household wealth; and teacher and student 

absenteeism, among other issues. The latter student survey gathered information on students’ 

demographic characteristics, including; family background; distance and method of 

transportation to school; safety at school and past performance at PLE.   

The classroom observation tool captured information on the classroom environment and 

teaching and learning methods, including capturing student activity in the classroom over a 30 

minute observation. The headteacher tool gathered information on headteacher characteristics 

and governance indicators.  

 

  

                                                           
2 We tried as much as possible to maintain the enumerators who had participated in the baseline survey and filled 
gaps where necessary.  
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3 FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

This section provides a synthesised analysis and discussion around the three indicators of 

interest, that is: access, quality and sustainability, while making comparisons across school types 

(PEAS and non-PEAS government and private schools).  

 

3.1 ACCESS AND STUDENT PROGRESSION 

This sub-section examines access to secondary schooling. It compares PEAS to non-PEAS schools. 

Examined indicators herein include: student enrolment, class progression, and pre-secondary 

school cognitive abilities as captured by past performance at PLE. In addition, we examine key 

background characteristics that can impact on enrolment including demographics, household 

wealth status, frequency of meals, and time allocation between school and non-school activities. 

Below is a summary of key findings:  

 Compared to students in non-PEAS schools, those in PEAS schools come from relatively 

bigger and poorer households, with less educated parents. 

 PEAS schools enrol proportionately more girls at O’level than do government or private 

schools (especially in S.1 and S.2) 

 All schools have admission cut-off points; compared with non-PEAS schools (Government 

and private), PEAS schools have the most generous cut-off points and enrol S.1 students 

with the worst performance in PLE. 

 Students in PEAS eat fewer meals compared to private students, which perhaps is driven 

by poorer families having to make trade-offs between other important basic needs (like 

medical bills) and purchasing adequate food. 

 Students in PEAS schools travel for longer times to school than those in non-PEAS schools. 

 There is overcrowding in government and private schools – the numbers of students per 

stream in non-PEAS schools exceed the recommended government ceiling of 60 students 

per class. 

 Students in private schools spend significantly more time in class and doing homework 

compared to PEAS students. On the other hand, PEAS students spend significantly more 

time on responsibilities outside school (e.g. working and looking after family members). 

 Majority of the students in both PEAS and non-PEAS schools reported that they always 

feel safe at school. However, this conflicts with alternative studies suggesting high rates 

of child abuse in schools in Uganda. Caning and bullying of students is less common in 

PEAS schools than in non-PEAS schools. 

 Probability of a PEAS student to have repeated a class both in primary and secondary was 

high. This is consistent with PEAS students having worse prior academic attainment. 
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 Most of the key findings from the midline survey confirm what was found during the 

baseline. However, a notable change in PEAS schools is the reduced students’ study time. 

Contrary to what was noted at baseline, students in private schools spend significantly 

more time in class and doing homework compared to PEAS students. The time spent in 

class by PEAS students has reduced from 9.2 to 7.9 hours while the time spent doing home 

has reduced from 2.0 to 1.2 hours.  

3.1.1 Student admission and enrolment 

Table 2 presents analysis of 2015 Term III and 2016 Term I student enrolment and the findings 

are generally consistent with those observed in the baseline survey period during 2015 Term III. 

Looking at 2016 Term I, PEAS schools enrolled significantly more students in S1 compared to 

government schools (on average a total of 163 Vs 118 respectively). Bringing in the gender 

dimension, we note that PEAS schools enrol comparably more girls at O’level than do government 

or private schools (especially in S.1 and S.2). At A’level, private schools have a better gender 

balance (Figures 1 & 2). Generally, while girl child enrolment is high at the lower grade levels (S1-

S3), this trend reverses as class transition occurs with more boys than girls progressing to S4-S6. 

These findings corroborate with the MoES (2013) report that secondary school dropout rates are 

highest among girls as there is continued persistence of low value attached to girls’ education, 

sexual abuse of girls, early sexual engagement and teenage pregnancy. 

Table 2: Total student enrolment by class for 2015 Term III and 2016 Term I 

School type   PEAS   GOVERNMENT   PRIVATE   
t-tests  

(Mean difference) 

Class   Mean (A) SD   Mean (B) SD   Mean (C) SD   (A-B) (A-C) 

2015 Term III 

Senior One   134 72   116 68   137 65   18 -3 

Senior Two   120 58   124 65   131 48   -4 -11 

Senior Three   93 55   115 69   120 59   -22 -27 

Senior Four   70 38   112 49   108 56   -42** -38** 

Senior Five   19 6   38 53   83 61   -19 -64 

Senior Six   4 8   49 63   77 56   -45 -73* 

2016 Term I 

Senior One   163 50   118 55   153 95   45* 10 

Senior Two   148 39   116 61   134 88   32 14 

Senior Three   139 43   120 68   131 72   19 8 

Senior Four   106 33   120 58   109 62   -14 -3 

Senior Five   13 7   40 47   92 79   -27 -79 

Senior Six   19 5   42 53   83 66   -23 -64 

 * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%  
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Figure 1: Percentage of girls enrolled in different classes; 2016 Term I 

 

 

Figure 2: Percentage of girls enrolled in O’level and A’level; 2015 Term III and 2016 Term I 

 

Findings in Appendix 2 indicate that for classes S.1 to S.3, similar to what was observed in Term 

I and II of 2015 at the baseline, PEAS schools on average have more streams per class than 

government and private non—PEAS schools. Statistically significant differences between PEAS 

and non-PEAS schools with respect to number of streams per class are reported for S.1 and S.2, 

with PEAS schools on average having 2.36 streams per S1 class versus 1.88 streams per class for 

government schools and 1.67 for private schools. In addition, PEAS schools have relatively fewer 

students per class compared to non-PEAS schools, which implies PEAS schools disaggregate 
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students into smaller sub-groups (streams) to form smaller class sizes. Indeed, further analysis 

presented in Table 3 about student to classroom ratios indicate there is overcrowding in 

government and private schools – the numbers of students per stream in non-PEAS schools 

exceed the recommended government ceiling of 60 students per class. The fact that PEAS schools 

have more streams and fewer students per class signifies less crowding and perhaps a more 

conducive learning environment. Similarly, in candidate classes (S.4 and S.6), student enrolment 

per class for 2015 term III indicates that PEAS schools on average have significantly fewer 

students than government and private non-PEAS schools. This perhaps is because the PEAS 

schools in the study have opened in the last 3-5 years, and so have smaller classes in the older 

age groups.  

Table 3: Average class size in 2016 Term I 

Class PEAS (A) Government (B)  Private (C) 
Mean difference 

(A-B) (A-C) 

Senior One 47 62 76 -15 -28 

Senior Two 56 65 84 -9 -28 

Senior Three 43 62 73 -19 -30 

Senior Four 31 52 66 -22 -35 

Senior Five 12 22 41 -10 -29 

Senior Six 3 28 37 -26 -34 

Note: Computed as Total enrolment per class divided by the number of streams per class  

Irrespective of school type, Headteachers reported use of S.1 admission cut-off points based on 

PLE results as the first step to admitting students. From Table 4, the average cut-off PLE 

aggregates for S.1 admission in PEAS schools is significantly higher than for government and 

private schools (31 Vs 25 Vs 27 aggregates respectively), meaning PEAS schools are open to 

students with worse prior attainment (n.b. a higher PLE score is a worse score). Moreover, most 

PEAS schools (73%) adhere to the cut-off score, followed by private schools (52%). Although 

government schools have the lowest average cut-off scores, only 25 percent of government 

schools in our sample report that they adhere to the set standards. It should be noted that the 

minimum PLE score a pupil would need to achieve to be considered to have passed is 32 

aggregates. Since the average cut-off score for PEAS schools is the nearest to 32 aggregates, it 

means PEAS schools are broadly operating in line with PEAS’ non-selective policy of accepting 

any pupils who have passed PLE. Nonetheless, six out of ten PEAS schools are non-compliant with 

the non-selective policy—they operate a cut-off score that is lower than 32 aggregates. 
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Table 4: Cut-off PLE aggregate scores for the past three years (2014, 2015 and 2016) 

School type   PEAS     GOVERNMENT   PRIVATE   t-tests 

Cut-off Points   Mean (A) SD   Mean (B) SD   Mean (C) SD   (A-B) (A-C) 

2016   30.91 2.39   24.50 5.32   26.89 6.03   6.41*** 4.02** 

2015   30.91 2.39   24.75 5.44   26.78 6.30   6.16*** 4.13** 

2014   30.91 2.39   24.75 5.44   26.78 5.26   6.16*** 4.13** 

Proportion of 
schools that 

adhered to cut-off 
PLE score 

  0.73 0.47   0.25 0.46   0.52 0.50   0.48** 0.21 

Number of Schools   11     8     9          

 * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   
Note: ‘t-test' columns present the mean differences between PEAS and non-PEAS schools 

 

3.1.2 Student absenteeism and grade progression 

Figure 3 and Appendix 3a and 3b present the percentage of students who started but never 

completed 2015 Term III and 2016 Term I. Results generally indicate that at both O’level and 

A’level, the tendency of students leaving school before completing the term is not a very common 

occurrence; however it is highest among PEAS schools. In PEAS and Private schools, noticeable 

gender differences are observed at A’level, with the percentage of girls leaving school before 

completing the term exceeding that of boys. Government schools have the lowest percentage of 

students leaving school before completing a term. The departure of students from schools before 

end of term does not strictly translate to dropping out of school, but could in part be attributed 

to students transferring to other schools or dropping out temporarily to save on fees.  Still 

focusing on students’ absence from school, all school types reported cases of student 

absenteeism with the most frequently cited reason for school absence being delayed payment of 

school fees especially among private schools. All (100%) headteachers in private schools 

mentioned delayed fees payment as a reason for student absenteeism, followed by 88 percent 

of teachers in government schools, and  64 percent in PEAS schools - the difference between 

PEAS and private schools is statistically significant (Table 5).  

Generally, students’ transition rates from one class to the next are very good in both PEAS and 

non-PEAS schools, as reflected by the very small numbers of repeaters across different classes 

(Table 5). Largely, there were no significant differences in grade repetition by class and school 

type. However, there was a significant difference among girls who repeated S.3 between PEAS 

and private schools, where more girls were repeating S3 in PEAS schools. Such findings partly 

explain the nature of USE system to-date. Compared to other school types, fewer Government 

schools accept class repetitions because they are signatory to the USE policy, which requires 

automatic promotion. This practice might not be adopted in private or PEAS schools. In cases 
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where some students are not promoted to the next class, many schools (67% of private, 64% of 

PEAS, and 50% of Government schools) retain and allow such students to repeat. 

Figure 3: Percentage of students who started 2016 Term I at school but left before end of term 
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Table 5: Student absenteeism and grade repetition 
School type PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests  

(Mean 
difference) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Main reasons for student absenteeism proportion of students reporting cause) 

 Delayed Fees Payment 0.64 0.50 0.88 0.35 1.00 0.00 -0.24 -0.36** 

 Illness 0.73 0.47 0.63 0.52 0.44 0.53 0.10 0.28 

 Domestic chores 0.64 0.50 0.38 0.52 0.33 0.50 0.26 0.30 

 Menstrual periods  
(girls only) 

0.09 0.30 0.13 0.35 0.11 0.33 -0.03 -0.02 

Proportion of schools that 
retain repeating students 

0.64 0.50 0.50 0.53 0.67 0.50 0.14 -0.03 

Total students who repeated class 

 Senior One 0.71 1.50 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.52 0.71 0.38 

 Senior Two 1.50 3.21 2.00 4.00 0.67 1.03 -0.50 0.83 

 Senior Three 4.43 5.68 4.50 9.00 0.67 0.82 -0.07 3.76 

 Senior Four 5.14 7.45 12.75 11.73 1.17 2.86 -7.61 3.98 

 Senior Five 0.00 0.00 2.25 4.50 0.60 0.89 -2.25 -0.60 

 Senior Six 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.82 0.60 0.89 -1.00 -0.60 

Boys Repeated (count) 

 Senior One 0.57 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.57 

 Senior Two 0.83 2.04 1.50 3.00 0.33 0.52 -0.67 0.50 

 Senior Three 2.86 4.26 1.75 3.50 0.67 0.82 1.11 2.19 

 Senior Four 2.57 4.31 5.00 3.37 0.33 0.82 -2.43 2.24 

 Senior Five 0.00 0.00 1.00 2.00 0.40 0.55 -1.00 -0.40 

 Senior Six 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.82 0.60 0.89 -1.00 -0.60 

Girls Repeated (count) 

 Senior One 0.14 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.52 0.14 -0.19 

 Senior Two 0.67 1.21 0.50 1.00 0.33 0.52 0.17 0.33 

 Senior Three 1.83 1.72 2.75 5.50 0.00 0.00 -0.92 1.83** 

 Senior Four 2.57 3.41 7.75 8.58 1.17 2.04 -5.18 1.40 

 Senior Five 0.00 0.00 1.25 2.50 0.20 0.45 -1.25 -0.20 

 Senior Six 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Number of Schools             11        8            9       

 * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   
Note: ‘t-test' columns present the mean differences between PEAS and non-PEAS schools 
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3.1.3 Student Socio-economic characteristics 

 

3.1.3.1 PLE attainment of students in PEAS and non-PEAS schools 

Figure 4 disaggregates PLE results by school type.3 There are observable differences in the prior 

attainment of students admitted by PEAS and non-PEAS schools. Private schools admit students 

with the best overall grades on average (17 aggregates), followed by government schools (20 

aggregates) and PEAS schools (21 aggregates), in that order (Table 6). The findings are consistent 

with the reported admission cut-off points; it was noted that PEAS schools have the most 

generous cut-off aggregate (31 aggregates on average). 

 

Figure 4: Distribution of overall PLE results by school type 

 

                                                           
3The explanation for the PLE grading system by UNEB is as follows. Pupils sit 4 papers and each paper is graded with 
a score ranging from 1 to 9, with a lower value indicating the best performance and a score of 9 indicating a fail for 
a given paper. The best performance in a subject is classified as a distinction i.e. a score of either 1 or 2 (D1 or D2). 
The next ranking in performance is a credit with scores ranging from 3-6 i.e. (C3-C6). This is followed by a pass score—
with a range 7-8 (i.e. P7 or P8) and finally the F9 or fail score mentioned earlier. The best grade is 4, indicating that 
a student got D1 distinctions in all the four (Math, English, Science and Social studies) subjects. The worst grade is 
36 which means that the student got Failure 9 (F9) in all the four subjects. Based on the above criteria, performance 
is categorized in five divisions depending on both the aggregate score in the four subjects as well as whether a 
student scored a poor grade in any of the subject i.e. whether he/she scored a pass or fail in any subject. The 
minimum aggregate score for Division I and II is 12 and 24 respectively; however, a pass in any of the 4 subjects 
pushes a pupil to a lower division. A pupil is classified in Division I only if the final aggregate is less than 12 and the 
worst score in the individual subject is a credit. Similarly, for Division II, the student must at least pass all the 4 
subjects (i.e. score 8 or below in each subject) and aggregate score must not exceed 24. On the other hand, Division 
III is based on scoring at least 3 credits or passes with no minimum aggregate. Similarly Division IV is based on scoring 
at least one credit or a Pass Seven in two subjects or a Pass Eight in three subjects. Consequently, an average 
aggregate score of 17 can fall either in Division II or Division III. The same applies to average aggregate score of 20 
could fall either in Division II or III depending on subject performance by the pupil. 
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Figures 5 and 6 show primary leaving exam (PLE) performance in Math and English respectively 

by school type. Consistent with the overall performance results, PEAS students had significantly 

poorer performance in both Math and English at PLE, followed by students in government 

schools. Students enrolled in private schools had performed significantly better in both subjects 

at PLE. PEAS students on average scored credit six in English while Government and private 

students had an average score of credit five. In Mathematics, the average score for PEAS and 

government students was credit five versus credit four for private schools. Such dynamics in 

distribution of PLE grades across school types are not surprising—they are consistent with the 

reported cut-off points.  

Figure 5: Distribution of PLE Mathematics results by school type 

 
 

Figure 6: Distribution of PLE English results by school type 

 
 

0
.2

.4
.6

D
e
n

si
ty

-1 0 1 2 3
Log of PLE Math grades

PEAS GOVT PRIVATE

kernel = epanechnikov, bandwidth = 0.5000

0
.2

.4
.6

D
e
n

si
ty

-1 0 1 2 3
Log of PLE Math grades

PEAS GOVT PRIVATE

kernel = epanechnikov, bandwidth = 0.5000



16 
 

Table 6:   Students performance in PLE disaggregated by school type 

School type 
PEAS   GOVERNMENT   PRIVATE   

t-test 

(Mean difference) 

Mean (A) SD   Mean (B) SD   Mean (C) SD   (A-B) (A-C) 

PLE Aggregate 20.65 4.74  19.73 5.23  16.85 5.74  0.92** 3.80*** 

PLE- Maths 

score 
5.71 1.56  5.46 1.73  4.93 1.86  0.25** 0.78*** 

PLE- English 

score 
5.01 1.52  4.78 1.64  3.86 1.71  0.23** 1.15*** 

Observations 813   597   668     

Source: Authors’ computation using Midline PEAS data 

Findings presented in Table 6 indicate that overall, the PLE performance of the surveyed students 

in all schools was poor. On average, students in all surveyed schools had obtained a second grade, 

but the performance of those who joined PEAS schools was even poorer.4 Students in 

government and private schools had on average significantly better PLE aggregates compared to 

those in PEAS schools and this performance is also reflected in the Math and English PLE scores. 

The students’ average PLE performance in PEAS schools is 20.6 aggregate (an average of Credit 5 

per subject) while that in non-PEAS Government and Private schools is 19.7 and 16.9 aggregates, 

respectively. Simply put, PEAS schools recruit students with worse prior attainment in primary 

school compared to other schools.  

 

3.1.3.2 Student-level characteristics 

The survey inquired from students how many times they have ever repeated a class and analysis 

of the extent of grade repetitions shows that PEAS students are more likely to report grade 

repetition than non-PEAS students in Government and private schools.  Furthermore, Figure 7 

plots repetition by grade and shows that PEAS students are significantly more likely to report 

having ever repeated upper primary classes than their non-PEAS counterparts—i.e. Primary 4, 

Primary 5 and Primary 6. The findings on grade repetition corroborate the overall performance 

of PEAS students in PLE.  

 

 

                                                           
4 Students sit for four subjects at primary seven. The PLE grades are classified as: First grade (Division 1) ranges from 
4-12; Second grade (Division 2) from 13-23; Third Grade (Division 3) is 24-29; while those with 30-34 aggregates pass 
in the fourth grade (Division 4). 
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Figure 7: Percentage of students who repeated a given class at primary level 

 
 

Table 7 highlights select student characteristics by school governance type. Given that many of 

the enrolled PEAS students have repeated a class at primary level, it is not surprising that PEAS 

students are significantly older than their counterparts in Government and private schools.   

The survey also elicited information on how often students have breakfast and the number of 

meals they usually have per day. In PEAS schools, 60 percent of the students reported to have 

breakfast very often, compared with 62 percent and 70 percent for non-PEAS Government and 

Private schools respectively. Also, the percentage of students in PEAS schools who said they never 

have breakfast (15%) is significantly higher than that of their counterparts in non-PEAS private 

schools (10%).  On the number of meals, students in PEAS schools eat significantly fewer meals 

per day compared to their counterparts in non-PEAS private schools. The findings generally 

suggest that students in PEAS schools are from poorer households that are sometimes food 

insecure—they eat fewer meals perhaps due to their families having to make trade-offs between 

other important basic needs (like medical bills) and purchasing adequate food.  
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Table 7:   Students characteristics disaggregated by school type 
School type PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests 

(Mean differences) 

Variables Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Age (years of life completed) 16.00 1.64 15.76 1.80 15.57 1.51 0.23** 0.42*** 

Distance to School (travel time in minutes) 50.97 32.49 48.05 34.43 42.89 32.17 2.92 8.08** 

Number of meals usually eaten per day 2.69 0.52 2.73 1.35 2.82 0.57 -0.04 -0.13*** 

Proportion of students who eat breakfast often  0.60 0.49 0.62 0.49 0.70 0.46 -0.02 -0.10*** 

Proportion of students who eat breakfast sometimes 0.25 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.20 0.40 0.04 0.05** 

Proportion of students who never eat breakfast 0.15 0.35 0.17 0.37 0.10 0.30 -0.02 0.04** 

Proportion of students who are in boarding 0.50 0.50 0.27 0.45 0.58 0.49 0.23*** -0.08** 

Proportion of students who report there are other 
schools available for them to go to  

0.51 0.50 0.44 0.50 0.48 0.50 0.08** 0.03 

Proportion of students who were absent in the past 2 
weeks  

0.38 0.49 0.45 0.50 0.34 0.47 -0.07** 0.04* 

Proportion of students who always feel safe at school 0.92 0.28 0.90 0.31 0.89 0.31 0.02 0.02 

Proportion of students who sometimes feel safe at 
school 

0.07 0.26 0.10 0.29 0.10 0.30 -0.03 -0.03* 

Proportion of students who feel unsafe at school. 0.01 0.11 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.01 

For students who feel unsafe at school, what's the cause(Proportion of students citing a given cause) 

 School neighbourhood not safe 0.16 0.37 0.18 0.39 0.03 0.17 -0.02 0.13** 

 School Facilities unsafe 0.09 0.28 0.10 0.30 0.10 0.30 -0.01 -0.01 

 Teacher Caning 0.20 0.41 0.26 0.44 0.35 0.48 -0.06 -0.14** 

 Sexual Harassment 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.22 0.03 0.17 -0.03 -0.01 

 Bullying 0.16 0.37 0.26 0.44 0.29 0.46 -0.10 -0.13** 

 Stigmatization 0.04 0.21 0.06 0.25 0.11 0.32 -0.02 -0.07 

 Other causes 0.46 0.50 0.27 0.45 0.24 0.43 0.19* 0.23** 

Hours spent on an activity in a typical school day (mean)       

 In class  7.93 1.37 7.66 1.21 8.30 3.61 0.27** -0.36** 

 Doing Home Work 1.19 1.02 1.17 2.26 1.32 1.49 0.02 -0.13** 

 Taking care of siblings 1.31 10.18 0.28 0.58 0.35 3.84 1.03** 0.97** 

 Taking care of sick relatives 1.16 10.19 0.16 0.69 0.21 3.82 1.00** 0.94** 

 Doing household chores 1.58 10.18 0.88 0.99 0.63 3.87 0.70 0.95** 

 Working for money 0.13 0.66 0.16 0.59 0.05 0.35 -0.03 0.07** 

 Hobbies 0.85 1.50 0.94 4.10 0.84 0.88 -0.09 0.01 

 Traveling to/from school 1.94 10.19 1.88 8.19 1.21 6.27 0.06 0.73 

 Meals 1.37 0.98 1.36 1.02 1.41 0.68 0.01 -0.04 

 Number of students 813  597  668    

Source: Authors’ computation using Midline PEAS data 
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Students in PEAS schools also take a significantly longer time to travel to school than those in 

private schools. For example, students in PEAS schools take on average 51 minutes (almost an 

hour) to travel to school while those in private schools take on average 43 minutes. This suggests 

that students in PEAS schools reside far from the schools. This is expected as, by design, PEAS 

schools are purposely located in remote and inaccessible areas with no other schools in proximity 

to serve distant students.  

Information was elicited on the time allocation and hours spent on different activities in a typical 

school day. We found that students in PEAS schools spend significantly more time in class 

(average 7.9 hours) than their counterparts in Government schools who spend 7.7 hours in class. 

However, students in private schools spend significantly more time in class (average 8.3 hours) 

and doing homework (1.3 hours) compared to PEAS students. By contrast, students in PEAS 

schools spend significantly more time looking after their siblings, taking care of their relatives, 

doing other house chores, and working for money. This finding is consistent with PEAS students 

being from poorer families, which most likely cannot afford to hire help with the house chores 

and/or where caregivers might be out of the home more working; similarly the students may 

have to work for money in order to contribute to their school fees and other expenses.  

Students were also asked to indicate how often they felt safe at school. There were no statistically 

significant reported differences in safety concerns across schools. The majority of the students 

reported that they always feel safe at school – 92 percent for PEAS schools, 90 percent for 

government schools and 89 percent for private schools. This however, contradicts the findings 

by a recent MoES [Ministry of Education and Sports] study5 (2013) which found a large 

percentage of secondary students experience sexual abuse (82%) and bullying (31%)—such 

violence against children make students feel unsafe at school. Table 7 further shows that across 

all categories of schools, only 1 percent of students reported that they feel unsafe at school, with 

caning of students by teachers and bullying reported as the main causes. There is less reported 

caning and bullying in PEAS schools than in non-PEAS schools. The percentage of students who 

feel unsafe at PEAS schools because of bullying (16%) is significantly less than that of their 

counterparts in private schools (29%) who also feel unsafe for the same reason. The difference 

of 13 percentage points is significant at five percent.  The fact that PEAS schools have the lowest 

percentage of students who report to feel unsafe at school could partly be attributed to the 

existence and implementation of the child protection policy.  

 

                                                           
5 The study was conducted between 2011 and 2012. The sample of students was drawn from ten schools selected 
from Northern, East, West and Central Uganda. 
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We also measured student absenteeism using the percentage of students who self-reported to 

have been absent from school in the last two weeks – this is because at the time of the survey, 

schools had been open for two weeks. For this reason, absenteeism rates should be interpreted 

in the context that the survey was conducted at the beginning of the school term, when 

attendance rates are generally lower than average.6 Nonetheless, findings indicate that the level 

of absenteeism is less in PEAS schools (38%) than in government schools (45%) but it surpasses 

that of private schools (34%). The differences are statistically significant. The relatively low levels 

of absenteeism in Private and PEAS schools could partly be attributed to the comparatively higher 

percentages of students in boarding sections – it is more difficult for boarders to be absent once 

they have reported to school for the term. Private schools have the highest percentage of 

students in boarding section (58%), followed by PEAS (50%) and lastly government (27%) schools. 

The fact that all PEAS schools have boarding facilities is positive because according to Bahadar et 

al. (2014), when space is available, boarders enjoy their studies, living and sports more than day 

scholars, who walk long distances to and from school, sometimes in harsh weather conditions. 

 

3.1.3.3 Students’ family background and wealth status 

Table 8 presents the family background characteristics of the surveyed students. Overall, all the 

surveyed students come from large households. However, students in PEAS schools come from 

relatively larger households compared to those in non-PEAS government and private schools. 

Students in private and government schools come from relatively smaller households of 7 

persons on average, relative to the 8 persons on average living in PEAS students’ households. 

Students in PEAS schools also have a higher number of siblings relative to those in government 

and private schools.  

Looking at highest education attainment, we note significant differences in parents’ education 

between PEAS and non-PEAS schools. A higher percentage of children in PEAS schools reported 

that their parents (fathers and mothers) completed primary school only. Consistent with this, a 

higher percentage of students in non-PEAS schools reported that their parents had completed 

secondary and post-secondary education. This suggests that parents of students from non-PEAS 

schools are more educated than those from PEAS schools. In addition, the students from non-

PEAS schools have a higher number of more educated siblings than those in PEAS schools. This 

means that PEAS students come from a less privileged home situation with probably fewer, 

highly-educated role models. According to Davis-Kean (2005), parental education level shapes 

the child’s education achievements; children living with better educated parents/guardians are 

more likely to achieve better academic grades and complete school. 

                                                           
6 Schools in Uganda use part payment of school fees as a condition for allowing students back to school. A student 
may be unintentionally absent at the beginning of school term due to failure to raise part of the school fees. 
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Table 8:  Family Background characteristics of students by school type     
School type PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests 

(Mean differences) 

Variables Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Number of Siblings 5.20 2.27 4.54 2.25 4.42 2.11 0.66*** 0.77*** 

Student Birth Order 3.26 2.07 3.10 1.99 3.03 2.00 0.16 0.23** 

Number of siblings who are 
more educated than the student 

1.23 1.46 1.37 1.57 1.49 1.64 -0.15* -0.26** 

Family size 7.94 3.24 7.27 3.51 7.05 4.06 0.67** 0.89*** 

Proportion of students with 
dead fathers 

0.13 0.34 0.16 0.36 0.18 0.38 -0.02 -0.04* 

Fathers Age (proportion of students with fathers in a given age bracket) 

 Less than 30 Years 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.10 0.00 -0.01* 

 Between 30 & 50 Years 0.49 0.50 0.48 0.50 0.54 0.50 0.01 -0.05* 

 Above 50 years 0.37 0.48 0.33 0.47 0.28 0.45 0.03 0.09** 

Proportion of students who live 
with their fathers 

0.71 0.45 0.58 0.49 0.60 0.49 0.13*** 0.11** 

Fathers’ highest education attainment (proportion of students reporting on their fathers’ highest completed grade) 

 No formal  education 0.06 0.23 0.03 0.18 0.06 0.24 0.03** -0.01 

 Primary education 0.48 0.50 0.35 0.48 0.31 0.46 0.13*** 0.17*** 

 Secondary education 0.34 0.48 0.38 0.48 0.37 0.48 -0.03 -0.03 

 Post-secondary education  0.09 0.29 0.15 0.36 0.15 0.35 -0.06*** -0.05** 

Proportion of students who have 
no mothers 

0.06 0.24 0.04 0.19 0.06 0.23 0.02* 0.00 

Mothers Age (proportion of students with mothers in a given age bracket)  

 < 30 Years 0.03 0.17 0.03 0.17 0.02 0.15 0.00 0.01 

 Between 30 & 40 Years 0.74 0.44 0.78 0.42 0.78 0.41 -0.04 -0.04* 

 Above 50 0.16 0.37 0.14 0.35 0.13 0.33 0.02 0.04** 

Proportion of students who live 
with their mothers 

0.83 0.38 0.74 0.44 0.76 0.42 0.09** 0.06* 

Mothers’ highest education attainment (proportion of students reporting on their mothers’ highest completed grade) 

 No formal education 0.11 0.31 0.10 0.30 0.10 0.30 0.01 0.01 

 Primary education 0.60 0.49 0.43 0.50 0.36 0.48 0.17*** 0.24*** 

 Secondary education 0.23 0.42 0.33 0.47 0.38 0.49 -0.10*** -0.15*** 

 Post-secondary education 0.03 0.18 0.07 0.25 0.10 0.30 -0.03** -0.07*** 

 Number of students reporting 813  597  668    

Source: Authors’ computation using Midline PEAS data 

 

There are significant differences in the percentage of students that live with their parents. More 

students in PEAS than non-PEAS schools live with their parents (fathers and mothers). Consistent 

with this finding is the fact that the percentage of students whose fathers are dead is less in PEAS 

schools (13%) than in Government (16%) and private schools (18%). Generally, the percentage of 

students without mothers is less than those without fathers. The highest percentage of students 

without mothers was recorded in PEAS schools (6%) and Government schools (6%); the 

percentage of private students without mothers was the smallest at 4 percent. Most parents 

(fathers and mothers) of students in both PEAS and non-PEAS schools are relatively young adults 
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aged between 30 and 40 years. The highest percentage of students whose parents are aged 

above 50 years was recorded in PEAS schools and the lowest in private schools—the difference 

is statistically significant at five percent level. This means parents of private school students are 

younger than parents of government and PEAS schools. 

The survey did not collect information on household income as data collection was at school 

level. Therefore, based on previous studies conducted in Uganda to examine household wealth 

status without income or household expenditure data (e.g. Ssewanyana and Younger, 2008), we 

use an index of assets based on factor analysis of seven household assets as a proxy for the 

household wealth status. The assets are: whether the household owns a refrigerator (factor 1), 

television (factor 2), radio (factor 3), whether the household has a cemented floor (factor 4), 

electricity (factor 5), whether the source of drinking water is either a protected borehole/spring 

or tap (factor 6), and whether the toilet facility is a ventilated improved pit latrine (VIP) (factor 

7). We then generate quintiles so as to be able to determine the relative wealth/asset ranking of 

the students.  

Figure 8: Percentage of students whose families fall in a given asset quintile 

 

Findings presented in Figure 8 indicate that the largest percentage (32%) of the students in PEAS 

schools are from the lowest quintile of the asset index (poorest 20%) while only six percent (6%) 

are from the highest wealth quintile (richest 20%). Most students in government schools are from 

households which are on average relatively richer than the households of PEAS students. On the 

other hand, the majority of the students in Private Schools are from relatively wealthier 

households. Sixty percent of the surveyed students in private schools are from the top two 
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highest quintiles (richest 40%). These results support the findings that most PEAS schools are 

located in remote areas where poverty levels are usually high. The findings underscore the fact 

that PEAS targets the poorest children, many of whom would not otherwise have gone to school.   

 

3.1.4 Characteristics of the school communities 

Figure 9 presents Headteachers’ perceptions about the wealth status of most parents/guardians 

of students studying at their schools. In the view of headteachers, most PEAS schools (10 out of 

11) are located among poor communities; followed by Government schools (5 out of 8).  By 

contrast, most (6 out of 9) private schools are located among communities whose wealth status 

is considered by the headteachers to be average. This result serves to emphasise that the PEAS 

programme is targeting the most in need communities i.e. those that are most deprived of access 

to education services. The information corroborates the finding based on student analysis that 

the largest percentage of the students in PEAS schools are from the poorest households. 

Figure 9: Headteachers’ perceptions about the wealth status of most parents/guardians 

 
 

Source: Authors’ computation using Ark-PEAS Data, 2016  

Also, headteachers were asked to estimate the percentage of PLE graduates within their school 

communities who do not join secondary school; findings are presented in Table 9. Accordingly, 

on average 46 percent of PLE graduates in the communities where PEAS schools are located are 

estimated by headteachers to not transit to secondary school. This percentage is much higher 

than what was reported for communities where Government and private schools are located—

30 percent and 19 percent respectively. The lower primary-to-secondary school transition rates 
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are located in relatively poorer communities where many parents/guardians cannot afford the 

cost of secondary schooling, as earlier mentioned. It also suggests the location of PEAS schools is 

meeting the stated organisational goal of placing schools in communities where transition rates 

to secondary and the availability of secondary schools are the lowest. 

Table 9: Headteachers’ estimates of percentage of PLE graduates who do not 

transit to Secondary school 

 School community Mean SD 

Minimum 

Estimate 

Provided 

Maximum 

Estimate 

Provided N 

PEAS schools communities 46% 25% 10% 90% 11 

GOVT schools communities 30% 29% 3% 75% 8 

Private schools communities 19% 12% 5% 30% 9 

Source: Authors’ computation using Ark-PEAS Data, 2016   
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3.4 QUALITY OF EDUCATION AND TEACHING RESOURCES 

This section presents analysis on the indicators of quality secondary education service provision 

by school type. The indicators or proxies used to measure quality include, among others: 

possession of functioning PTAs, academic achievements, teacher specific characteristics such as 

welfare and preparedness to teach, and access to facilities (like library, computer and internet). 

The key findings regarding quality of secondary schooling are summarized below. 

 Students’ performance in NAPE tests is generally similar across all school types, a sign that 

despite enrolling worst performers in PLE, PEAS schools are able to greatly improve their 

students’ academic grades. The results are robust to different estimation methods 

(regression and matching methods). 

 Most schools have well-functioning PTAs and the results showed that there was a 

significantly higher percentage of PEAS schools with functioning PTAs than other school 

types.  

 Similar to PEAS students, teachers in PEAS schools are less wealthy compared to those in 

private and government schools. 

 Contrary to PEAS students, teachers in PEAS schools spend significantly less time traveling 

to school every day. This can in part be explained by the higher percentage of PEAS 

teachers who live at school than in other school types.   

 The tendency of teachers to skip classes (teacher absenteeism) is least common among 

PEAS school compared to government and private schools. 

 Despite earning less compared to what teachers in government schools are paid, 

significantly more teachers in PEAS schools than Government schools are satisfied with 

their salaries.   

 Significantly more teachers in PEAS schools than in non-PEAS schools have an 

understanding of child protection matters, and strongly agree that their schools do a good 

job in protecting children and minimising incidences of violation of children’s rights. 

 Overall, teachers in PEAS schools have less access to IT facilities such as computers and 

internet. Comparatively, more PEAS teachers than teachers in non-PEAS schools have 

access to a school library. 

 Despite the generally low percentage of students who pass in the top Divisions in their 

UCE (O’level) examinations, overall PEAS schools have the highest percentage of students 

who pass their UCE examinations and qualify for A’level. Across all schools, boys generally 

perform better than girls in UCE Examinations. 
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The rest of section 3.4 is organised as follows: Sub-section 3.4.1 uses NAPE test scores to examine 

empirically whether the PEAS intervention has impacted on students’ academic performance. 

Sub-section 3.4.2 analyses schools’ performance using the 2015 UCE examination results. Sub-

section 3.4.3 presents analysis of classroom observations on teaching activities and classroom 

conditions. Sub-section 3.4.4 describes and compares the background and experience of teachers 

in PEAS schools with their counterparts in government and private schools. Sub-section 3.4.5 

presents findings about teachers’ welfare, remuneration and teaching activities. Sub-section 

3.4.6 describes schools based on selected characteristics. The section ends with sub-section 

3.4.7, which compares PEAS, government and private schools in terms of available inputs and 

facilities. 

 

3.4.1 PEAS intervention and education quality 

The statistics presented earlier indicated that PEAS schools admitted students with poor prior 

performance at Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE) compared to government and private 

schools. It is important to examine empirically whether PEAS’ intervention has any effect on 

student academic performance. Given the previous performance at primary level, if we find that 

the overall, absolute performance of PEAS students is not statistically different from, or is 

significantly higher than that of students in other schools, we can conclude that PEAS 

intervention enhanced student performance. To empirically examine whether PEAS intervention 

has affected student performance, we take note of the endogenous factors that may affect 

performance, and which may drive students’ self-selection into PEAS and other schools. Towards 

this end, we use matching methods in addition to Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression analysis 

to control for non-school variables that affect student performance. 

3.4.1.1 Empirical approach 

National Assessment of Progress in Education (NAPE) student test scores were used to empirically 

examine the impact of the PEAS programme on education attainment, controlling for student 

past performance and socio-economic characteristics. We mainly control for exogenous variables 

that are not affected by PEAS’ intervention. These are mainly factors used in the education 

literature (e.g. see Bjarne Strøm, 2004)7. The analysis applies both OLS regression and matching 

techniques to ascertain the impact of PEAS’ programme on education quality.  

                                                           
7 These mainly comprise of household characteristics such as family size, parents’ education, and whether the 
parents are alive and household assets; as well as student characteristics like birth order, past examination 
performance, sex and age (see sub-section 3.4.1.2) 
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3.4.1.2 Estimation by regression 

We consider an empirical specification that identifies the effect of the PEAS programme on the 

student test scores. Denote a student by 𝑖 and a school by 𝑗, and let PEAS be a dummy variable 

that takes 1 for PEAS schools and 0 otherwise. The outcome variable is the student performance, 

which is measured by the students’ Math and English test scores (TS).  Formally, we estimate an 

OLS equation of the form: 

𝑇𝑆𝑖𝑗 = 𝛼 + 𝛽𝑃𝐸𝐴𝑆𝑗 + 𝛾𝑋𝑖𝑗 + u𝑖𝑗, 

where 𝑋𝑖𝑗   represents the student and his/her family background characteristics which include: 

student’s age, sex, past English, Math and aggregate performance in the national primary leaving 

examination (PLE), number of siblings that are more educated than the student, student’s birth 

order, whether father is alive, father’s education level, whether mother is alive, mother’s 

education level, student’s family size, and student’s family asset index. u𝑖𝑗 is the idiosyncratic 

error term. 

3.4.1.3 Estimation by Propensity Score Matching 

This method is based on modeling the probability of treatment given covariates, called the 

probability propensity score (PPS). The matching methods thus compare the means of the 

treated and un-treated groups with similar propensity scores.  From this study’s student and 

school-level survey data, suppose that two students from the sample, and from different 

treatment types, have identical PPS. Then under the ignorability condition, the average 

treatment effect, conditional on the PPS and provided it is not equal to either 0 or 1, is equal to 

the expected difference in the observed test scores between PEAS and matched non-PEAS 

students. 

For this method to effectively work, the common support condition must be met. This condition 

requires that there are observations in the treated and un-treated groups with similar PPS who 

can be matched. Figure 10 plots the PPS for PEAS and non-PEAS schools and shows that the 

common support condition is met, the area below the two curves. 
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Figure 10: Area of common support 

 

3.4.1.4 Estimation results on the impact of the PEAS programme 

This sub-section presents the empirical results from regression analysis and matching methods. 

We start by showing the plotted differences in test-scores across schools and across classes, 

without controlling for students’ prior performance and their socio-econimic characteristics. 

The following kernel density estimation functions are showing the distribution of English and 

Math test scores by school and by class. Figure 11 shows that the NAPE’s assessment English test 

scores are similar for PEAS and government schools. However, the distribution for students in 

private schools is at the right hand side of other distributions meaning that private students on 

average perform better than the rest in English. These results suggest a relatively larger 

improvement in English performance by students in PEAS schools since they lagged behind 

students in other schools at primary leaving examinations level. Figure 12 also shows that the 

Math test scores of the students in PEAS schools is not different from those in government and 

private schools. This indicates an improvement by students in PEAS schools, since students in 

PEAS schools had performed poorer in Mathematics than those in other schools at PLE.  
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Figure 11: The Distribution of English NAPE Test –Scores across Schools 

 

Figure 12: The distribution of mathematics test scores across schools 

 

In addition,  we plot the distibution functions for English grades across classes in different schools 

(Appendices 4a to 4c). Across all classes, private school students perform better than PEAS and 
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In Appendices 4d to 4f we examine the distribution of Math grades per class. The distribution of 

Math grades is similar across all schools for S3 and S2. However, in S1 private students performed 

better than other students in Math. These results suggest that PEAS intervention improved Math 

performance, because students in PEAS schools had performed poorer than those in other 

schools at PLE level but got the same grades in NAPE assessment exams. 

Table 10 reports the estimation results on the impact of PEAS’ programme on students’ test 

scores. Specifications 1 and 4 pool all schools’ data, specifications 2 and 5 compare PEAS and 

government schools, while 3 and 6 compare PEAS schools with private schools. The analysis 

explores whether the PEAS intervention had a differential effect on Math and English 

performance. Specifications 1-3 examine the effect of PEAS intervention on English test scores, 

while in specifications 4-6, the outcome variable is Math test scores. 

Overall, the OLS regression results are consistent with the descriptive statistics. In all 

specifications, the test scores are not different between students in PEAS schools and those in 

non-PEAS schools. This is for both English and Mathematics. 

Table 10 also presents other factors that affect student’s performance. The results indicate that 

age is negatively associated with student performance. The result of the age effect on 

performance is consistent with other studies (Ali, et. al, 2013) which suggest that older students 

perform poorer than younger ones. We also found that the overall test scores are 3.6 to 4.7 

percentage points significantly lower if a student is a girl. Results remain similar across all 

specifications. These results are consistent with those in the baseline study report and other 

studies on Uganda (see Crawfurd and Elks, 2015). 
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Table 10:  The effect of PEAS programme on NAPE test scores 

Dependent Variable: Average Test 
score 

Dep: log of English Test score Dep: Log of Math test score  

Regressors All schools PEAS VS 
GOVERNMENT 

PEAS VS 
PRIVATE 

All Schools PEAS VS 
GOVERNMENT 

PEAS VS 
PRIVATE 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1 if a student is in PEAS school -0.00574 0.00630 -0.0209 0.0305 0.0357 0.0250 

 (-0.441) (0.399) (-1.248) (1.267) (1.278) (0.821) 

Student age -0.0223*** -0.0174*** -0.0253*** -
0.0308*** 

-0.0335*** -0.0324*** 

 (-5.232) (-3.389) (-4.815) (-3.958) (-3.726) (-3.417) 

1 if a girl -0.0356*** -0.0472*** -0.0418*** -0.124*** -0.130*** -0.133*** 

 (-3.018) (-3.160) (-2.929) (-5.629) (-4.877) (-5.071) 

PLE Total, English & Math grades -0.0996*** -0.100*** -0.0995*** -0.171*** -0.171*** -0.173*** 

 (-26.73) (-20.34) (-21.92) (-26.62) (-20.76) (-22.45) 

Number of more educated 
siblings 

0.00950 0.0126* 0.00686 0.0159 0.0300** 0.00630 

 (1.635) (1.704) (0.989) (1.487) (2.293) (0.497) 

Student birth order -0.00501 -0.00658 0.000307 -0.00310 -0.0148 0.00790 

 (-1.130) (-1.205) (0.0588) (-0.380) (-1.539) (0.830) 

1 if has no father 0.00718 0.0104 -0.00755 0.000324 0.0229 -0.0144 

 (0.419) (0.458) (-0.365) (0.0102) (0.571) (-0.379) 

Father’s highest education attained (reference category = No education) 

1 if primary level -0.00652 0.00888 0.0155 0.0505 0.100** 0.0595 

 (-0.316) (0.323) (0.623) (1.325) (2.066) (1.305) 

1 if secondary level 0.00920 0.0346 0.0118 0.0672* 0.124** 0.0755 

 (0.440) (1.229) (0.464) (1.737) (2.490) (1.612) 

1 if tertiary level 0.0490* 0.0896*** 0.0407 0.0508 0.0818 0.00760 

 (1.910) (2.631) (1.283) (1.073) (1.358) (0.131) 

1 if student has no Mother -0.00719 0.0191 -0.0379 0.0165 0.0349 -0.00671 

 (-0.262) (0.543) (-1.197) (0.325) (0.565) (-0.115) 

Mother’s highest education attained (reference category = No education) 

1 if primary level 0.0121 0.0147 0.0162 -0.0376 -0.0432 -0.00970 

 (0.670) (0.649) (0.731) (-1.127) (-1.080) (-0.239) 
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1 if secondary level 4.45e-05 -0.00323 0.0235 -0.0292 -0.0245 -0.00963 

 (0.00218) (-0.123) (0.931) (-0.778) (-0.529) (-0.209) 

1 if tertiary level -0.0430 -0.0744* -0.0310 -0.0595 -0.0796 -0.0362 

 (-1.394) (-1.753) (-0.811) (-1.042) (-1.055) (-0.518) 

Family size 0.00142 -0.000134 -0.000442 0.00415 0.00247 0.00223 

 (0.862) (-0.0584) (-0.225) (1.365) (0.608) (0.622) 

Asset Index 0.00101 -0.0210* 0.00555 -
0.0757*** 

-0.0845*** -0.0696*** 

 (0.121) (-1.955) (0.540) (-4.967) (-4.479) (-3.723) 

Class dummy (reference class = S3)      

1 if S1 0.346*** 0.363*** 0.338*** 1.200*** 1.210*** 1.182*** 

 (21.30) (17.86) (17.25) (40.11) (33.55) (33.10) 

2 if S2 0.0128 -0.00564 0.0192 0.647*** 0.680*** 0.626*** 

 (0.871) (-0.305) (1.073) (23.86) (20.80) (19.25) 

Constant 4.630*** 4.532*** 4.683*** 4.247*** 4.262*** 4.282*** 

 (60.41) (47.89) (49.93) (29.77) (25.21) (24.71) 

Observations 1,993 1,358 1,429 1,978 1,346 1,421 

R-squared 0.488 0.452 0.476 0.600 0.597 0.590 

Note: In parentheses are t-statistics computed using robust standard errors. *** is significant at 1%, ** at 5%, and * at 10%. 
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The results also show that past poor performance is negatively and significantly associated with 

the current performance. Students who performed poorly in Math, English and in all subjects in 

the primary leaving examinations (PLE) had lower NAPE test scores compared to the better 

performers at PLE. Note that in the national exams at primary level, the lower the aggregate, the 

higher the performance, which is why poor performance (higher PLE aggregates) are negatively 

associated with test scores. PLE English and Math performance were controlled for in all 

regressions where English and Math test scores were outcome variables, respectively. The PLE 

overall test score was used where the average test score is the outcome variable. 

 

3.4.1.5 Pathways through which PEAS intervention affects performance 

The PEAS programme has a number of interventions aimed at enhancing access to and quality of 

education. Some of the specific interventions include: (i) putting in place functioning parents-

teachers associations (PTAs) which in turn monitor teaching activities at school, (ii) operating a 

child protection policy, (iii) provision of  enabling infrastructure and services such as electricity,  

(iv) availing education to students from remote areas through offering school boarding sections, 

(v) providing continuing professional development (CPD) training to teachers and school leaders 

to improve classroom practice, and (vi) conducting annual school inspections and supporting 

school leaders with improvement planning. PEAS, therefore, can affect education outcomes 

through a variety of pathways. This sub-section analyses whether these specific interventions 

affect education quality. We include school level variables that may differ by the status of the 

school (PEAS or non-PEAS) and hence are endogenous. In the cases where pathway variables 

were correlated, we only included one variable. In addition, in some instances where we did not 

observe across-school variations in access to some services (such as clean water), such variables 

were dropped from the estimation. 

Table 11 below presents the results on how different intervention areas are associated with 

student test scores. The results show that there are significantly higher test scores in schools with 

electricity/solar than those without electricity/solar. Also, students in schools with functioning 

PTAs have higher test scores than those in schools without functioning associations. The study 

found that more PEAS schools had functioning PTAs than other schools. This might partly explain 

why we found improved performance among PEAS students. In addition, we find that students 

in schools with a child protection policy have higher test scores than those in schools without the 

same policy. Child protection policies, if well enforced, improve students’ feeling of safety at 

school which enhances their attendance, concentration and hence performance. 

Other factors that are positively and significantly associated with students’ performance are the 

teachers’ working experience, number of teachers in a school, whether a school has a clear vision, 

the proportion of full time staff, proportion of teachers with a degree, and whether the student 

is in a boarding section. With regard to boarding, there are few schools in rural areas, meaning 

that students have to walk long distances to reach schools. Being in a boarding section reduces 

time spent travelling from and to homes, and the time spent doing out-of-school tasks which can 

improve performance. The results also indicate that test scores are lower in schools with 
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relatively older staff than in those with young staff. This might be because younger teachers are 

more motivated and/or have more recently completed training in effective techniques than older 

teachers, leading to better classroom practice. It may also in part explain why government 

schools, which have relatively older teachers, perform poorer than private and PEAS schools.  

Table 11: Intervention areas and the student test scores 
Dependent Variable: Average Test 

score 
Dep: log of English 

Test score 
Dep: Log of Math 

test score  

  (1) (2) (3) 

1 if a school has electricity 0.0332*** 0.0279*** 0.0553*** 

 (6.160) (5.198) (5.588) 

1= School has health safety policy -0.0228 -0.0315 -0.0314 

 (-1.092) (-1.509) (-0.818) 

Number of inspections since term 1 2016 0.00809 0.00823 0.0116 

 (1.096) (1.118) (0.858) 

1 if a schools has a functioning PTA 0.0629** -0.0427 0.318*** 

 (2.074) (-1.411) (5.700) 

1 if a school has a child protection policy 0.0712*** 0.0574*** 0.118*** 

 (3.422) (2.758) (3.078) 

Average staff age in school (years) -0.0252*** -0.0210*** -0.0409*** 

 (-4.426) (-3.692) (-3.915) 

Average staff working experience (years) 0.0196*** 0.0140*** 0.0394*** 

 (3.748) (2.673) (4.097) 

Number of school teachers 0.00188* 0.000628 0.00450** 

 (1.816) (0.606) (2.360) 

Proportion of full time staff 0.108** 0.126** 0.0614 

 (2.015) (2.355) (0.623) 

1 if a school has a clear vision 0.0897*** 0.0710** 0.168*** 

 (3.201) (2.544) (3.262) 

Proportion of teachers with a degree 0.317*** 0.329*** 0.323*** 

 (6.367) (6.597) (3.528) 

Proportion of students in boarding section 0.0745*** 0.0523*** 0.110*** 

 (5.352) (3.756) (4.288) 

Observations 1,863 1,870 1,861 

R-squared 0.663 0.518 0.621 
Notes: In parentheses are t-statistics computed using robust standard errors. *** is significant at 1%, ** at 5%, 
and * at 10%. 
All the above specifications include student and school level controls that are not reported. These include: student 
age, whether the student is a girl, PLE performance, number of more educated siblings, student birth order, 
whether the student has a father, whether the student has a mother, mother’s education level, fathers’ education 
level, family size, the asset index, and the years the school has been in operation. 

 

3.4.1.6 Propensity Score matching results 

Table 12 below presents the results from propensity score matching. The estimations are 

computed using nearest neighbour matching and the standard t-statistics are computed using 

bootstrapped standard errors. The probability propensity scores are estimated using probit 

regression and all the exogenous variables in Table 11 are controlled for. The controls include: 

student’s age, sex, past performance in the national primary leaving examination (PLE), number 
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of siblings that are more educated than the student, student’s birth order, whether father is alive, 

father’s education level, whether mother is alive, mother’s education level, student’s family size, 

student’s family asset index, and class dummies. 

The results are consistent with the regression results. PEAS students’ test scores are not 

significantly different from those of non-PEAS students, suggesting that PEAS students are 

catching up with those in other schools. The average treatment effects of PEAS intervention are 

not statistically different from zero for both Math and English scores. Even after disaggregating 

the results by school type (private or government), the results remain not significantly different. 

Since students in PEAS schools performed relatively worse at PLE level, a similar performance in 

the NAPE assessment means that PEAS’ programme has improved their performance to the level 

of good performing students in government and private schools. These results are consistent 

with what we found in the baseline survey (see EPRC, 2016). 

Table 12: The effect of PEAS intervention on Test scores (Nearest Neighbour Matching) 

 Dep: log of English Test score Dep: Log of Math test score  

 
All 

schools 

PEAS VS 
Governm

ent 
PEAS VS 
Private 

All 
schools 

PEAS VS 
Governme

nt 
PEAS VS 
Private 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Average Treatment Effect on 
the Treated 0.023 0.028 -0.026 0.019 0.054 -0.029 
t-statistic (0.893) (1.047) (-0.76) (0.36) (0.907) (-0.399) 

Number of PEAS students 797 797 797 797 797 797 
Number of Non-PEAS 
students 440 334 293 436 332 291 
 

Note: In parenthesis are t-statistics. Standard errors are computed using bootstrapping.  

 

3.4.2 Variations in academic achievement based on national examinations 

Figure 13 and Appendix 5 summarises performance in the 2015 Uganda Certificate of Education 

(UCE) examinations by school type and gender. Generally, the results indicate that, most students 

pass in Divisions 1 to 4 across all school types; and there are noticeable gender differences in 

favour of boys. For example, the percentages of students who passed the examinations in 

Divisions I to IV are: PEAS schools—98 percent of boys vs. about 94 percent of girls; Government 

schools—91 percent of boys vs. about 86 percent of girls; and Private schools—about 97 percent 

of boys vs. 91 percent of girls. Overall, PEAS schools followed by private schools, register the 

highest percentages of students (boys and girls) who meet the minimum requirement to pursue 

Advanced level secondary education—only students who pass in Divisions I, II, III and IV are 

eligible to enrol for A’level. (Figure 13). 

More detailed analysis presented in Appendix 5 show that PEAS schools performed poorer than 

government and private schools in achieving the top grades – the majority of students in PEAS 

schools did not pass in the top divisions irrespective of gender. Although the percentages of 

students who passed in Division I were extremely low in government (5.0%) and private (9.2%) 
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schools, it was significantly lower in PEAS schools (1.7%). Across all schools, boys generally 

performed better than girls as indicated by the higher percentages of boys that passed in 

Divisions I and II. The fact that PEAS schools had the lowest share of students in Divisions I and II 

is not surprising as, at the time of enrolment, most PEAS pupils had performed poorly in PLE. 

Indeed, recent studies on Uganda show that prior attainment is a strong predictor of future 

performance (Crawfurd and Elks, 2015). 

Figure 13: Performance of schools in 2015 UCE examinations 

 

The share of students in Division III was significantly higher in PEAS schools (34%) than private 

(about 29%) and government (24%) schools. Consistent with performance in Division I and II, the 

share of girls in Division III was lower than that of boys. Despite the generally low percentage of 

students in the top two Divisions (I and II), overall PEAS schools had a significantly lower 

percentage of students (boys and girls combined) who completely failed the UCE examinations 

than Government (9%) schools. Similarly, based on 2014 UCE results, PEAS and private schools 

had proportionately the lowest percentages of failed students (see PEAS Baseline Survey Report, 

2016). 

3.4.3 Classroom observations and teacher practices  

The survey implemented an observation model in each school to assess teaching activities and 

classroom conditions. For observation of teaching practices, the target was to observe at least 

six lessons for classes Senior 1 to Senior 3 in each school for a duration of at least 30 minutes.8 

The information collected from the observations related to the actions of the teachers vis-a-vis 

the students. Table 13 shows the means and standard deviations for the key classroom practices 

observed as well as the t-tests for the test of differences in means for PEAS, Government and 

                                                           
8 We managed to observe the full set of 6 lessons in only 21 schools; in another 3 schools, at least 5 lessons were 
observed; in 4 schools only 4 lessons were observed while in 1 one school, only 3 lessons were observed. Majority 
of the observed lessons were for Mathematics (50%) and English (46%). Other subjects observed in case the English 
or Mathematics teacher was absent were Biology, Christian Religious Education (CRE) and Geography.  
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private schools. For the majority of lessons observed, learners were listening to a teacher 

delivering a lesson or a reading. The table indicates that this particular practice was significantly 

more likely to be observed in a PEAS school than in a government school (95% vs. 80%). Also, 

classes in private schools were significantly less likely to be captured listening to teachers than 

PEAS schools.  

 

Table 13 : Teaching Practices by School Type 

 

Most of the practices observed do not significantly differ either between PEAS and government 

schools or PEAS and private schools. The only exception was for instances of learners being 

disciplined and learners being off task. Specifically, PEAS students were significantly less likely to 

be observed being punished than students from private schools. Also, students from both 

government and private schools were significantly more likely to be observed being off-task- 

compared to students from PEAS schools. This suggests overall discipline and classroom control 

is better in PEAS schools.  Based on the dichotomy of teaching practices i.e. vertical or horizontal 

teaching practices as outlined by Algan et al. (2013), the results of Table 13 show that the most 

frequently observed activity  in Ugandan secondary schools is mainly vertical (i.e., teacher 

centered).  9 Despite the predominance of listening to a teacher, a number of student centered 

practices are also observed—notably students either answering questions posed to the class, 

working as a group on a task or working individually on a task.  

Even when the subject lesson is considered with PEAS and non-PEAS schools, the results are 

similar. Table 14 shows that Mathematics learners are significantly more likely to be observed 

either:  answering questions posed to class or working independently on a task. Furthermore, 

among PEAS schools, Mathematics learners are significantly less likely to be observed being 

punished compared to their English counterparts.  

 

 

 

                                                           
9 The relatively high frequency for the results relating to “listening to a teacher delivering a lesson” should be 

interpreted in a context of a lesson observed with a teacher standing in front of a class. This is the most likely 

observation for a teacher under observation.  

Mean [A] SD Mean [B] SD Mean [C] SD [A-B] [A-C]

At least Learner observed

Listening to a teacher delivering a lesson 0.95 0.22 0.80 0.41 0.84 0.37 0.15 ** 0.11 *

Delivering a reading to a class 0.34 0.48 0.48 0.51 0.39 0.49 -0.14 -0.05

Answering questions posed to class 0.81 0.40 0.75 0.44 0.77 0.42 0.06 0.03

Working independently on a task 0.63 0.49 0.65 0.48 0.55 0.50 -0.02 0.08

Working as a group on a task 0.40 0.49 0.38 0.49 0.32 0.47 0.03 0.09

Receiving feedback 0.68 0.47 0.65 0.48 0.75 0.44 0.03 -0.07

Being disciplined 0.19 0.40 0.33 0.47 0.36 0.49 -0.13 -0.17 *

Off task 0.08 0.14 0.19 0.27 0.16 0.17 -0.11 ** -0.09 ***

PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE T-tests

Notes: * is significance at 10%, ** is significance at 5%, and *** is significance at 1%
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Table 14: Teaching Practices by Subject among PEAS and non-PEAS schools 

 

Given that the survey captures information on the teacher’s background, we examined how the 

teacher’s background relate with observed classroom practices through estimating pairwise 

correlations. The correlation coefficient shows how two or variables fluctuate together. A positive 

correlation indicates the extent to which those variables increase or decrease in parallel; a 

negative correlation indicates the extent to which one variable increases as the other decreases. 

The characteristics considered include highest level of education completed as well as other 

background classroom characteristics such as teaching experience, classroom preparation and 

use of local materials.  

Table 15 shows that although having a bachelor’s degree is negatively correlated with all 

observed classroom observations, the magnitudes of correlations are generally small and 

insignificant.10  The only exception is for observed practices of answering questions and working 

independently on task which are significantly negative at the 10 percent level. This suggests that 

graduate teachers are less likely to use interactive teaching practices. Indeed, the results for 

highest education being a diploma in education (column 2) confirm that highly educated teachers 

are less interactive. Specifically, students in classrooms where the teacher’s highest education is 

a diploma are significantly more likely to be observed either answering questions posed to class 

or working as a group on a task, or receiving feedback. 

 With regard to classroom background characteristics, the correlations with teaching experience 

range from -0.02 to 0.11 but none is significant at least at the 10% level. This suggests that 

teaching experience has no observed bearing on methods used in class. The same table also 

considers additional teacher behaviors that may influence student achievement. In particular, it 

considers “Teacher preparation for the class/lesson” and the “use of local materials/information” 

to make learning relevant. The correlations for teacher preparation range from -0.065 to 0.166; 

however, only the observed classroom practice of working independently on task is significant. 

This suggests that students are more likely to be observed working independently on task in 

classes where teachers can demonstrated having prepared for a class—by using a lesson plan to 

achieve intended outcomes of the lesson. With regard to use of local materials, the correlations 

                                                           
10 The analysis in the table is for all the surveyed schools combined. 

Mean [A] SD Mean [B] SD Mean [C] SD Mean [D] SD [A-B] [C-D]

At least Learner observed

Listening to a teacher delivering a lesson 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.27 0.88 0.33 0.7561 0.4 0.07 0.12

Delivering a reading to a class 0.39 0.50 0.33 0.48 0.45 0.50 0.3902 0.5 0.05 0.06

Answering questions posed to class 0.90 0.30 0.70 0.47 0.86 0.35 0.6585 0.5 0.20 * 0.20 **

Working independently on a task 0.71 0.46 0.56 0.51 0.71 0.46 0.4878 0.5 0.15 0.23 **

Working as a group on a task 0.42 0.50 0.41 0.50 0.38 0.49 0.3171 0.5 0.01 0.06

Receiving feedback 0.71 0.46 0.67 0.48 0.76 0.43 0.6585 0.5 0.04 0.10

Being punished/disciplined 0.06 0.25 0.37 0.49 0.36 0.48 0.3171 0.5 -0.31 ** 0.04

2 
Calculations excludes the 4 lessons observed that were not either Mathematics or English

Mathematics English Mathematics

Notes: * is significance at 10%, ** is significance at 5%, and *** is significance at 1%

PEAS Schools Non PEAS schools

English
T-tests
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range from 0.01 to 0.195 and majority are significant at the 5 percent level. These high 

correlations suggest that teachers who use local materials are also more likely to pose questions 

to students and offer feedback as well as offer opportunities for students to work as a group on 

task. 

 

Table 15 : Correlations between teacher practices, skills, and background characteristics 

 

3.4.4 Teachers’ characteristics 

Table 16 presents teacher characteristics by school type. It is noted that PEAS schools have 

significantly fewer teachers than non-PEAS schools—each PEAS school on average employs 22 

teachers compared to about 35 teachers per government school, and 33 teachers per private 

school. The computed full-time teacher to student ratios indicate that on average, there are 25 

students for every one teacher in a PEAS school, this ratio is high compared with that of 

Government (1: 23) although significantly lower than that of Private (1: 38) schools. It was noted 

earlier that PEAS schools have significantly more numbers of streams per class in lower secondary 

than government and private schools; this means that teachers in PEAS schools have many 

streams of students to teach, even though the number of students enrolled may be relatively 

low. Further, it is noted that more teachers in PEAS (84%) and government (81%) schools are 

employed on full-time basis than in private schools (55%). 

All schools mainly employ male teachers as demonstrated by the small proportion (24%) of 

female teachers in PEAS, government and private schools alike. Teachers in PEAS and private 

schools are significantly younger than their counterparts in government schools by on average 

6.6 years. The average age for teachers in PEAS and private schools is 31 years, while that for 

At least Learner observed

Listening to a teacher delivering a lesson -0.031 0.135 -0.02 0.09 0.160*

Delivering a reading to a class 0.028 0.048 0.16 0.03 0.01

Answering questions posed to class -0.137* 0.246** 0.07 0.01 0.174**

Working independently on a task -0.142* 0.148 0.02 0.166** 0.04

Working as a group on a task -0.024 0.093* 0.11 0.04 0.195**

Receiving feedback -0.085 0.152* 0.05 -0.065 0.188**

3 Preparation for class is defined as having a lessons plan and the teacher being observed using the plan for the purpose and intended outcome of 

the lesson.

Notes: 
1
 * is significance at 10%, ** is significance at 5%, and *** is significance at 1%

2 Calculations excludes the 4 lessons observed that were not either Mathematics or English

Diploma in 

Education

Teaching qualification Other classroom characteristics
Bachelors 

Degree in 

Education

Teaching 

Experience

Preparation 

for class 
3

Use of local 

materials/         

Information
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teachers in Government schools is 37 years. Consistent with the reported ages, teachers in PEAS 

and private schools have less teaching experience compared to those teaching at government 

schools.  The mean number of years spent in the teaching profession is 6.5 years for PEAS schools, 

7 for private schools, and 12 for government schools. Compared with teachers in PEAS schools, 

those in government schools on average have six additional years of teaching experience. 

However, as indicated in Table 15, years of teaching experience was not significantly correlated 

with better classroom teaching practices. 

There are significant differences in highest levels of education attainment by teachers in PEAS 

and non-PEAS schools, with the former having a higher proportion of less educated teachers. 

Only 29 percent of teachers in PEAS schools hold a Bachelor’s degree compared to 63 percent of 

private school teachers and 60 percent of government school teachers. Most (60%) teachers in 

PEAS schools have a Diploma as their highest academic qualification. Analysis based on the 

highest education-specific academic qualification attained revealed similar trends. Compared 

with PEAS schools, more private (53%) and government (51%) schools have teachers with a 

Bachelors’ degree in education. However, evidence in Table 11 suggests having a Bachelor’s 

degree is negatively correlated with good classroom teaching practices. External evidence 

generated by Musau and Abere (2015) revealed that teacher qualification does not significantly 

influence students’ academic performance. Rather, other characteristics such as participation in 

career growth programs (e.g. in-service or refresher courses) have a greater effect on learning 

outcomes than teacher qualifications. This might in part explain why – despite having lower 

qualifications, less years of teaching experience, and being younger than their government 

counterparts – PEAS teachers help their students make greater academic progress due to the 

continuing in-service training they receive from PEAS. 
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Table 16: Teacher Characteristics 

School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests 
(Mean differences) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Number of teachers 22.27 6.57 34.75 12.87 33.33 13.73 -12.48** -11.06*** 

Ratio of total students to full-time teachers 25.08 9.28 22.55 12.55 38.21 17.35 2.53 -13.16** 

Proportion of female teachers 0.24 0.06 0.24 0.13 0.24 0.11 0.00 0.01 

Average teacher age (years) 31.02 1.30 37.59 2.79 31.22 2.62 -6.58*** -0.21 

Staff teaching experience (years) 6.49 1.76 12.22 2.76 7.15 2.55 -5.73*** -0.66 

Proportion of full time teachers 0.84 0.12 0.81 0.17 0.55 0.18 0.03 0.29* 

Education level (proportion of teachers)         

 Degree 0.29 0.17 0.60 0.14 0.63 0.27 -0.31*** -0.34*** 

 Diploma 0.60 0.25 0.38 0.13 0.35 0.27 0.22** 0.26*** 

 A level 0.04 0.11 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.01 

Teacher training Completed (proportion)         

 Diploma 0.64 0.17 0.34 0.21 0.35 0.27 0.30*** 0.28** 

 Degree 0.35 0.16 0.51 0.25 0.53 0.27 -0.16* -0.18** 

 No teacher training 0.01 0.02 0.16 0.34 0.11 0.18 -0.14 -0.10* 

 Days of absence in 2016 Term I 3.79 3.37 15.65 33.46 1.67 1.42 -11.86 2.12* 

 Number of schools 11   8   9       

* is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   
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Findings presented in Table 16 further indicate that there is significantly more teacher 

absenteeism in Government than in private and PEAS schools. The mean number of days of 

absence was 15.6 days for Government, 3.8 days for PEAS and 1.7 days for private schools. This 

perhaps signifies that compared with Government schools, private and PEAS schools are more 

efficient in terms of managing the teaching resource. 

 

3.4.5 Teacher welfare, remuneration and teaching activity 

The survey obtained information on various assets the teacher owns. We then used an index of 

assets based on factor analysis of the assets the teacher owns: computer, radio, television, 

mobile phone, refrigerator, motorcycle, bicycle, car, access to piped water, access to electricity, 

and the level of education.  We then generated quintiles so as to be able to determine the 

number of teachers in each wealth quintile.  

Figure 14: Percentage of teachers falling in a given asset quintile 

 

Figure 14 shows the distribution of teacher’s asset index in PEAS, government and private schools 

according to their respective asset quintiles. Similar to PEAS students, teachers in PEAS schools 

are less wealthy compared to those in private and government schools. A large proportion (64%) 

of teachers in PEAS schools are from the bottom two asset quintiles, much higher than 30 percent 

and 22 percent of teachers who fall in the lowest two asset quintiles in government and private 

schools respectively. On the other hand, 58 percent of teachers in private schools fall in the 

richest two asset quintiles, while only 21 percent of PEAS teachers fall in the richest two quintiles. 

Comparatively, teachers in private schools are wealthier, followed by those in government 

schools, and finally then those in PEAS schools. The difference in wealth status is in part explained 
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by the fact that PEAS has a policy of recruiting teachers from the local community around the 

school. As PEAS school communities are among the poorest on average, the PEAS teachers are 

also poorer than average.  

Table 17 presents more findings about teachers in PEAS and non-PEAS schools. The survey also 

collected information on whether the surveyed teachers teach in other schools and the number 

of schools they teach in. Fifty three percent (53%) of teachers in private schools teach in other 

schools versus 24 percent in government schools and 28 percent in PEAS schools. Teachers in 

PEAS and private schools teach in at least one other school in addition to the schools where they 

are employed. The results suggest that teachers, especially those in private and PEAS schools are 

sometimes not available at school and students are likely to have less interaction with them. 

There is sufficient statistical evidence indicating that teachers in PEAS schools spend significantly 

less time traveling to school every day. On average, teachers in PEAS schools travel for nine 

minutes compared to their counterparts in government and private schools who spend 19 and 

23 minutes respectively.  This is in part explained by the fact that more than half (51%) of teachers 

in PEAS schools reside at their respective schools compared with 27 percent and 36 percent of 

Government and Private teachers who also live at school. Also, PEAS schools intentionally recruit 

teachers from within the local communities which reduces travel times. Teachers in non-PEAS 

schools use public transport and motorbikes to travel to school more than do teachers in PEAS 

schools. 
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Table 17: Math and English teachers' characteristics 

School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 

  Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Male (proportion of male teachers) 0.70 0.46 0.73 0.45 0.69 0.47 -0.03 0.01 

Age (years) 27.89 4.81 31.58 9.28 29.28 6.32 -3.68 -1.38 

Highest education level attainment (proportion of teachers reporting)     

 A’level  0.00 0.00 0.03 0.17 0.00 0.00 -0.03 0.00 

 Diploma 0.57 0.50 0.48 0.51 0.36 0.49 0.09 0.21** 

 Degree 0.43 0.50 0.48 0.51 0.64 0.49 -0.06 -0.21** 

Teaching experience (years) 4.60 4.21 8.36 8.08 5.75 5.62 -3.77** -1.15 

Years teaching in a school 1.64 1.59 4.55 6.55 57.61 335.39 -2.91*** -55.97 

# of Classes taught in a school 2.62 0.95 2.85 1.12 3.56 1.13 -0.23 -0.94*** 

Subject teaching experience (years) 3.83 2.33 7.52 7.41 5.50 5.33 -3.69*** -1.67** 

Years teaching this subject in this school 1.62 1.57 4.55 6.55 2.14 3.09 -2.93*** -0.52 

Number of trainings in a subject 2.53 3.06 2.00 2.26 3.28 4.68 0.53 -0.75 

Hours Spent teaching in a school in a week 14.79 7.66 12.88 7.54 15.81 11.42 1.92 -1.02 

Number of Math/English lessons in a week 15.13 7.66 10.88 5.98 10.19 6.37 4.25*** 4.94*** 

1 if teaching other schools (proportion) 0.28 0.45 0.24 0.44 0.53 0.51 0.03 -0.25 

Number of other schools taught 1.10 0.28 0.73 0.47 1.25 0.44 0.97 -0.15 

1 if living in a school (proportion) 0.51 0.51 0.27 0.45 0.36 0.49 0.24 0.15 

Minutes to school 9.43 12.42 19.44 26.33 23.14 29.27 -10.01*** -13.71*** 

Mode of transport to school (proportion of teachers reporting)     

 Walking 0.21 0.41 0.12 0.33 0.25 0.44 0.09 -0.04 

 Bicycle 0.04 0.20 0.06 0.24 0.06 0.23 -0.02 -0.01 

 Moto bike 0.23 0.43 0.30 0.47 0.06 0.23 -0.07 0.18** 

 Public means 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.45 0.28 0.45 -0.27** -0.28** 

 Number of teachers interviewed 47   33   36       
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Table 18 presents teachers’ salaries, perceptions about their welfare, preparedness for the 

curriculum, and student testing practices. Statistically significant differences are reported for the 

following variables: perception about welfare provision, satisfaction with salary, frequency of 

giving students homework and level of curriculum coverage. Despite earning lower salaries 

(average of 351,426 shillings per month) compared to what teachers in government and private 

schools are paid (average of 385,995  and 363,389 shillings per month, respectively), significantly 

more teachers in PEAS schools (43%) than Government schools (24%) report to be satisfied with 

their salaries. This might in part be because PEAS teachers feel the welfare provision for teachers 

is better in their schools than teachers in government schools. Only 6 percent of PEAS teachers 

felt the welfare provision in their school was poor, compared with 18 percent of government 

teachers. The difference was significant at 10 percent level.   

Regarding homework, teachers in PEAS schools give students homework more frequently than 

their counterparts in private schools. The percentage of teachers in PEAS schools who give 

students homework at least five times per week (32%) is significantly higher compared to the 

percentage of teachers in private schools who do the same (17%).  Most teachers (31%) in private 

schools give students homework only once in a week compared to 13 percent of the teachers in 

PEAS schools; the difference is significant at 10 percent. Evidence provided by Cooper et al. 

(2006) indicates that homework positively influences academic achievement because it gives 

students an opportunity to revise. 

Analysis of curriculum coverage did not reveal significant differences across schools in the 

number of completed Mathematics topics. On the other hand, teachers in PEAS schools had so 

far covered significantly fewer English topics in Senior One and Senior Three compared with 

teachers in Government and Private schools. 
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Table 18: Teacher Welfare and preparedness to teach 

School type PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests 

 Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

How would you rate welfare provision for teachers? (Proportion of teachers reporting) 

 Poor 0.06 0.25 0.18 0.39 0.06 0.23 -0.12* 0.01 

 Average 0.57 0.50 0.55 0.51 0.42 0.50 0.03 0.16 

 Good 0.36 0.49 0.27 0.45 0.53 0.51 0.09 -0.17 

Salary (Uganda Shillings) 351,426 152,740 385,995 191,721 363,389 187,415 -34,569.90 -11,963.40 

Are you satisfied with salary? (Proportion of teachers reporting) 

 Not Satisfied at all 0.57 0.50 0.64 0.49 0.56 0.50 -0.06 0.02 

 Satisfied 0.43 0.50 0.24 0.44 0.44 0.50 0.18* -0.02 

How is your Math/English curriculum preparedness? (Proportion of teachers reporting) 

 Inadequate 0.02 0.15 0.09 0.29 0.08 0.28 -0.07 -0.06 

 Somehow prepared 0.06 0.25 0.09 0.29 0.08 0.28 -0.03 -0.02 

 Adequately prepared 0.91 0.28 0.82 0.39 0.83 0.38 0.10 0.08 

Number of times teacher gives homework in a week (Proportion of teachers reporting)  

 Once 0.13 0.34 0.18 0.39 0.31 0.47 -0.05 -0.18* 

 Twice 0.21 0.41 0.21 0.42 0.22 0.42 0.00 -0.01 

 Three times 0.30 0.46 0.24 0.44 0.25 0.44 0.06 0.05 

 Four times 0.04 0.20 0.06 0.24 0.06 0.23 -0.02 -0.01 

 Five times and above 0.32 0.47 0.30 0.47 0.17 0.38 0.02 0.15** 

How often does the teacher give a written test (Proportion of teachers reporting) 

 Never 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.17 0.00 0.00 -0.03 0.00 

 Once a Year 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.17 0.00 -0.03 

 At least once a term 0.34 0.48 0.21 0.42 0.28 0.45 0.13 0.06 

 More than once a month 0.66 0.48 0.73 0.45 0.69 0.47 -0.07 -0.03 

What percentage of parents have you met to discuss children's education matters? (Proportion of teachers reporting) 

 All of them (100%) 0.15 0.36 0.09 0.29 0.14 0.35 0.06 0.01 

 Met Three-Quarters 0.23 0.43 0.18 0.39 0.14 0.35 0.05 0.10 

 Met 50% of parents 0.15 0.36 0.09 0.29 0.19 0.40 0.06 -0.05 

 Met less than 50% 0.26 0.44 0.27 0.45 0.28 0.45 -0.02 -0.02 

 Met about a quarter 0.17 0.38 0.15 0.36 0.19 0.40 0.02 -0.02 

 Did not meet any parent 0.04 0.20 0.15 0.36 0.06 0.23 -0.11* -0.01 

Number of teachers 47  33  36    

Level of curriculum coverage: Number of Maths topics covered 

 Senior One 2.36 3.17 1.67 2.35 4.83 3.13 0.69 -2.47 
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 Senior Two 2.56 3.12 1.83 2.48 3.56 3.18 0.73 -1.00 

 Senior Three 2.52 2.92 1.89 2.14 2.28 3.10 0.63 0.24 

Number of teachers 25  18  18    

Level of curriculum coverage: Number of English topics covered 

 Senior One 4.36 5.01 9.40 7.53 7.28 7.08 -5.04*** -2.91** 

 Senior Two 4.55 5.70 6.07 7.77 7.56 7.43 -1.52** -3.01* 

 Senior Three 6.09 7.16 5.67 7.75 9.28 6.89 0.42 -3.19 

Number of teachers 22  15  18    
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In terms of absenteeism, teachers in PEAS schools missed significantly fewer classes in the 

previous term (3.5 classes) compared to teachers in private (6.7 classes) and government (13 

classes) schools. On average, teachers in government schools skip significantly more classes 

(about 10) than those in PEAS schools. The top two causes of absenteeism in both PEAS and non-

PEAS schools are domestic responsibilities and attending to administrative issues. More teachers 

in government schools (56%) than in PEAS schools (31%) are likely to miss classes because of 

involvement in administrative duties. Another important cause of absenteeism in PEAS schools 

is being away attending professional trainings (Table 19). Research shows that teacher 

absenteeism can be detrimental to student’s education achievement—the higher the frequency 

of absence from school and class, the lower the student’s achievement (Sidney and Anethia, 

2012). 

Table 20: presents an assessment of teachers’ knowledge about protection of children’s rights 

while at school. Findings indicate that significantly more teachers in PEAS schools than in non-

PEAS schools have an understanding of child protection matters. For example, all teachers in 

PEAS schools are aware of their school’s child protection policy compared to 70 and 53 percent 

of the teachers in government and private schools, respectively. Also, most (81%) of teachers in 

PEAS schools received training in child protection compared with 42 and 25 percent of teachers 

in government and private schools, respectively. Further still, analysis of teachers’ perceptions 

about implementation of the child protection policy indicates that 94 percent of the teachers in 

PEAS schools strongly agree that their schools do a good job in protecting children; while 45 

percent of teachers in government and 50 percent in private schools share the same opinion 

about their schools. Similarly, significantly more teachers in PEAS schools (94%) agree that their 

schools have done enough to minimise incidences of violation of children’s rights compared to 

56 percent of teachers in Government and 52 percent of teachers in private schools. 
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Table 19: Teacher absenteeism and causes 

School type 
  

PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 

Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Proportion of teachers who missed class during 2015 Term III 0.62 0.49 0.67 0.48 0.75 0.44 -0.05 -0.13 

Number of times missed class 3.48 3.58 13.22 27.27 6.74 18.55 -9.73** -3.26 

Causes of Absenteeism (proportion of teachers reporting)         

 Administrative issues 0.31 0.47 0.56 0.51 0.19 0.40 -0.25* 0.12 

 Attending Department meetings 0.21 0.41 0.29 0.47 0.04 0.20 -0.09 0.17* 

 Consulting other teachers 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.39 0.04 0.20 -0.18** -0.04 

 Domestic Responsibilities 0.36 0.49 0.53 0.51 0.32 0.48 -0.17 0.04 

 Working on a second Job 0.07 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.33 0.07 -0.05 

 Community responsibility 0.04 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 

 Consulting parents of learners 0.04 0.19 0.12 0.33 0.08 0.28 -0.08 -0.04 

 Consulting school owners 0.11 0.31 0.06 0.24 0.04 0.20 0.05 0.07 

 Attending trainings/professional Development 0.29 0.46 0.12 0.33 0.12 0.33 0.17* 0.17* 

Number of teachers 29  23  25    

 

Table 20: Teachers’ knowledge of school’s child protection policy 
School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 
  Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Proportion of teachers who are aware of the school’s child 
protection policy 

1.00 0.00 0.70 0.47 0.53 0.51 0.30*** 0.47*** 

Proportion of teachers who have received training in child 
protection 

0.81 0.40 0.42 0.50 0.25 0.44 0.38*** 0.56*** 

Proportion of teacher who received report on child protection 
incident in school in 2015? 

0.32 0.47 0.27 0.45 0.19 0.40 0.05 0.12 

In your view, do you agree that this school does a good job in protecting children? (proportion of teachers reporting) 

 Strongly agree  0.94 0.25 0.45 0.51 0.50 0.51 0.48*** 0.44*** 

 Average  0.06 0.25 0.42 0.50 0.36 0.49 -0.36*** -0.30*** 

 Disagree  0.00 0.00 0.12 0.33 0.08 0.28 -0.12** -0.08 

Do you agree that the school has done enough to manage child-protection incidences? (proportion of teachers reporting) 

 Agree  0.94 0.25 0.52 0.51 0.56 0.50 0.42*** 0.38*** 

 Somehow agree  0.06 0.25 0.33 0.48 0.28 0.45 -0.27*** -0.21*** 

 Disagree  0.00 0.00 0.15 0.36 0.08 0.28 -0.15*** -0.08** 

Number of teachers reporting 47  33  36    
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3.4.6 School level characteristics 

The percentage of students in boarding section is significantly higher in PEAS schools (50%) than 

for Government schools (27%). However, when PEAS schools are compared with private schools, 

the latter have a significantly higher percentage of students in boarding section (58%). 

Furthermore, all PEAS schools have day and boarding sections compared to 70 percent of the 

sampled private and 30 percent of the sampled government schools. Half of the sampled 

government schools are exclusively day schools (Table 21).  

Forty (40) percent of PEAS schools teach both O’level and A’level, compared with 80 percent of 

private schools and 100 percent of government schools. This can be explained in part by the fact 

that many PEAS schools are under five years old, and so have not yet added A’level sections to 

accommodate older cohorts of students. There was a significant difference between private and 

PEAS schools reporting to have a well-functioning PTA. While all PEAS schools had functioning 

PTAs, only 70 percent of private schools had the same. This finding implies that PEAS schools are 

likely to have better relations with their communities than some Government and private 

schools, because PTAs provide a powerful mediation function between schools and the parent 

community – they are an avenue for discussing issues that are important to parents and the 

school administrators. 

Table 21: School characteristics (proportion of schools with reported characteristic)  

School type   PEAS  (n = 11)   GOVERNMENT (n = 8)   PRIVATE (n = 9)   
t-tests 

(Mean differences) 

Variables  Mean (A) SD  Mean (B) SD  Mean (C) SD  (A-B) (A-C) 

Schools with 
boarding section 
only  

 0.0 0.0  0.3 0.5  0.0 0.0  -0.3** 0.0 

Schools with day 
section only  

 0.0 0.0  0.5 0.5  0.3 0.5  -0.5*** -0.3** 

Schools with 
both day & 
boarding 
sections  

 1.0 0.0  0.3 0.5  0.7 0.5  0.8*** 0.3** 

Schools that 
teach O'level 
only 

 0.6 0.5  0.0 0.0  0.2 0.4  0.6*** 0.4* 

Schools with a 
functioning PTA  

  1.0 0.0  0.9 0.4  0.7 0.5   0.1 0.3** 

In most PEAS schools (64%) there was good evidence to show that the visions and missions are 

well communicated to the school community i.e. multiple examples of school 

communications/signage were observed at the various PEAS schools. On the other hand, in the 

majority of Government (72%) and Private (76%) schools, there was no or limited evidence to 
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show that the schools’ visions and missions are well communicated to the communities (Table 

22).  

All PEAS schools possess a child protection policy compared with a limited number of 

Government (14%) and private (11%) schools. Additionally, all PEAS schools and 50 percent of 

government schools have a child protection focal person who is known by the students and staff. 

Since 2015 Term I, PEAS and government schools have the highest numbers of teachers who 

reported cases of child abuse (on average 3 teachers).  Apparently, in private schools, incidences 

of child abuse never get reported. All teachers in PEAS and none in government and private 

schools sign a child protection policy. More PEAS schools than non-PEAS schools implement the 

child protection policy by identifying children who are at risk of being abused and sensitising 

students about the child protection policy (Table 22). Since cases of child abuse are likely to 

happen in all schools, it means PEAS schools are doing a better job than private and government 

schools in implementing their child protection policies. 

In addition to the child protection policy, significantly more PEAS schools (90%) than Government 

(43%) and private (56%) schools have a health and safety policy. The main indicators of 

commitment towards implementation of the health and safety policy are: staff identify health 

and safety issues and they sensitise students about the policy. Most schools (100% PEAS and 

Private, and 86 percent Government) reported to have functional programs for guidance and 

counselling. However, only PEAS schools had good evidence to show that students were making 

use of this service; in PEAS schools, cases of counselling and guidance sessions together with the 

numbers of students benefiting from them were documented. 
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Table 22: School vision and child safety arrangements 
School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests  

(Mean differences) 

 Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Schools with clear vision (proportion of headteachers reporting)         

 No evidence on Vision 0.09 0.30 0.43 0.53 0.38 0.52 -0.34** -0.28 

 Limited evidence 0.27 0.47 0.29 0.49 0.38 0.52 -0.01 -0.10 

 Strong evidence 0.64 0.50 0.29 0.49 0.25 0.46 0.35 0.39* 

Proportion of schools that have a Child Protection Policy  1.00 0.00 0.14 0.38 0.11 0.33 0.86*** 0.89*** 

Proportion of Schools with child protection focal person 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.71 0.00 . 0.50** 1.00 

Number of teachers who reported child abuse since 2015 Term 1 3.20 1.87 3.00 . 0.00 . 0.20* 3.20 

Proportion of schools where child protection incidences are often 
reported  

0.27 0.47 0.25 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.27* 

Proportion of schools reporting a given commitment towards child protection     

 Teachers sign child protection policy 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00* 1.00 

 Staff identify at-risk children 0.45 0.52 0.13 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.45* 

 Make students aware of the policy 0.73 0.47 0.25 0.46 0.11 0.33 0.48*** 0.62** 

 Other commitment ways 0.27 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27** 0.27* 

Proportion of schools reporting evidence that there is staff following up on child protection issues   

 Limited evidence 0.45 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.33 0.45** 0.34** 

 Good evidence 0.45 0.52 0.13 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.45** 

Proportion of schools reporting what they do to ensure health and safety policy     

 Logging of risks and planned actions 0.20 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.45 0.20 0.00 

 Staff identify health and safety issues 0.50 0.53 0.50 0.58 0.40 0.55 0.00 0.10 

 Staff make students aware of health issues 0.40 0.52 0.50 0.58 0.40 0.55 -0.10 0.00 

Proportion of schools with a health safety policy 0.90 0.32 0.43 0.53 0.56 0.53 0.47*** 0.34** 

Proportion of schools without  health safety evidence  0.09 0.30 0.25 0.46 0.00 0.00 -0.16 0.09 

Proportion of schools that offer support for special needs 0.45 0.52 0.29 0.49 0.33 0.50 0.17 0.12 

Proportion of schools with evidence of special needs support       

 No evidence 0.17 0.41 0.50 0.71 0.33 0.58 -0.33 -0.17 

 Limited Evidence 0.80 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.58 0.80*** 0.47 

 Good evidence 0.20 0.45 0.50 0.71 0.33 0.58 -0.30 -0.13 

Schools with a functional  counselling program (proportion) 1.00 0.00 0.86 0.38 1.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 

Proportion of schools reporting on evidence about the functionality of their guidance counselling programs 

 No evidence 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 Limited evidence 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 Good evidence 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 

Note: * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   
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Table 23 presents the statistics on school inspection and access to teaching facilities and 

materials. Significantly more PEAS schools (96%) than Government (73%) and Private (64%) 

schools have internal inspections. The frequency of internal inspections is significantly higher 

among PEAS schools than in non-PEAS schools—on average at least twice per term. Additionally, 

teachers were asked to rate the quality of the senior management in their respective schools; 

many schools (57% PEAS, 50% Private, and 48% Government) noted that the quality was either 

above average or very good. Overall, PEAS schools had the least percent (2%) of teachers 

reporting that the quality of the senior management was below average. 

Overall, teachers in PEAS schools have less access to facilities (except the school library) than 

those in non-PEAS Government and Private schools. For instance, 45 percent of teachers in PEAS 

schools had access to the internet in their schools, while 55 percent of teachers in government 

and 50 percent of teachers in private schools had access to internet. Also, a higher percentage of 

teachers in government (88%) and private (86%) schools had access to a computer than those in 

PEAS schools (45%). On the other hand, a significantly higher percentage of teachers in PEAS 

schools (89%) had visited the school library compared to 73 percent in government schools. 

These findings indicate that PEAS schools are less equipped with IT facilities than government 

and private schools; however, they make better use of school libraries. 
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Table 23: School inspection and access to school facilities as reported by teachers 

School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 

  Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Proportion of schools that have library/book store  0.96 0.20 0.88 0.33 0.94 0.23 0.08 0.01 

Proportion of  teachers who visited library in 2nd term  0.89 0.31 0.73 0.45 0.89 0.32 0.17** 0.00 

Proportions of teachers that can access internet 0.26 0.44 0.55 0.51 0.50 0.51 -0.29** -0.24*** 

Proportion of teachers that can access teacher's guide  0.81 0.40 0.88 0.33 0.86 0.35 -0.07 -0.05 

Proportion of teachers that can access a  dictionary  0.87 0.34 0.94 0.24 0.94 0.23 -0.07 -0.07 

Proportion of teachers that can access a computer  0.45 0.50 0.88 0.33 0.86 0.35 -0.43*** -0.41*** 

Number of times visited by district inspector (Proportion of teachers reporting)    

 Never visited 0.32 0.47 0.45 0.51 0.33 0.48 -0.14 -0.01 

 One time 0.30 0.46 0.15 0.36 0.33 0.48 0.15 -0.04 

 Two times 0.06 0.25 0.03 0.17 0.11 0.32 0.03 -0.05 

Proportion of teachers reporting internal inspection 0.96 0.20 0.73 0.45 0.64 0.49 0.23** 0.32*** 

Frequency of internal inspection ((proportion of teachers reporting)    

       Never inspected                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           0.11 0.31 0.18 0.39 0.31 0.47 -0.08 -0.20** 

 One time 0.23 0.43 0.27 0.45 0.25 0.44 -0.04 -0.02 

 Two times 0.21 0.41 0.15 0.36 0.08 0.28 0.06 0.13 

 More than 2 times 0.45 0.50 0.15 0.36 0.08 0.28 0.30*** 0.36*** 

Rating the quality of senior Management in a school (proportion of teachers reporting)    

 Below Average 0.02 0.15 0.06 0.24 0.03 0.17 -0.04 -0.01 

 Average 0.38 0.49 0.45 0.51 0.44 0.50 -0.07 -0.06 

 Above Average 0.38 0.49 0.15 0.36 0.31 0.47 0.23** 0.08 

 Best management 0.19 0.40 0.33 0.48 0.19 0.40 -0.14 0.00 

Rating the relationship between senior management and teaching staff (proportion of teachers reporting)    

 Somehow positive 0.21 0.41 0.33 0.48 0.22 0.42 -0.12 -0.01 

 Positive 0.64 0.49 0.42 0.50 0.50 0.51 0.21 0.14 

 Very positive 0.15 0.36 0.24 0.44 0.19 0.40 -0.09 -0.05 

 Number of teachers reporting 47   33   36       
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3.4.7 Availability of school inputs and facilities 

Table 24 compares PEAS with non-PEAS secondary schools in terms of the numbers of available 

textbooks for English and Mathematics. A textbook to student ratio of one or more signifies 

adequacy i.e. for every student there is a textbook; a ratio of less than one signifies inadequacy 

i.e. one textbook has to be shared between or among two or more students. In PEAS schools, 

there is textbook scarcity in O’level—each one textbook has to be shared between two students. 

However, availability of textbooks for O’level students has improved since the baseline time 

when one textbook had to be shared among at least three students. At A’level, the available 

textbooks remain adequate—for every student there is more than one textbook. In Government 

schools, availability of textbooks varies depending on the subject. Accordingly, there are enough 

English textbooks for all students for students (O’level and A’level) whereas Mathematics 

textbooks are only adequate at O’level. Private schools are the most lacking in terms of textbooks 

resource—at both O’level and A’level, the available English and Mathematics textbooks are 

inadequate in the sense that every textbook has to be shared among at least three students. 

Table 24: Math and English Text Books per student (Textbooks-students ratio)  
School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests 

(Mean difference) 

Classes Mean (A) SD (# 
schools) 

Mean (B) SD (# 
schools) 

Mean (C) SD (# 
schools) 

(A-B) (A-C) 

English Text Books per student (# of books/class enrolment)     

Senior One 0.49 0.71(10) 2.95 2.51(8) 0.38 0.42(9) -2.46** 0.12 

Senior Two 0.42 0.53(10) 4.71 9.50(8) 0.43 0.53(9) -4.30 -0.01 

Senior Three 0.46 0.79(10) 6.50 14.45(8) 0.27 0.27(9) -6.03 0.19 

Senior Four 0.56 0.95(10) 5.51 12.91(8) 0.36 0.56(9) -4.95 0.20 

Senior Five 10.58 14.96(2) 2.07 4.09(6) 0.11 0.13(7) 8.51 10.47** 

Senior Six 2.08 2.95(2) 11.56 27.37(6) 0.11 0.16(7) -9.48 1.97** 

Math Text Books per student (# of Books/Total Class 
Enrolment) 

    

Senior One 0.37 0.38(10) 3.08 4.33(8) 0.50 0.57(9) -2.71** -0.13 

Senior Two 0.38 0.50(10) 3.83 5.69(8) 0.65 1.17(9) -3.44** -0.27 

Senior Three 0.43 0.79(10) 4.89 8.86(8) 0.36 0.44(9) -4.47** 0.07 

Senior Four 0.48 0.64(10) 4.20 7.80(8) 0.50 0.57(9) -3.72 -0.02 

Senior Five 2.63 3.72(2) 0.64 0.86(7) 0.24 0.18(7) 1.99 2.39** 

Senior Six 2.08 2.95(2) 2.80 5.92(7) 0.21 0.20(7) -0.71 1.88** 

Note: * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%. Number of schools are in 
parentheses after standard deviations. There are only 2 PEAS schools with S5 and S6.  

Perhaps because of the limited number of available textbooks, day students in PEAS schools are 

allowed to borrow textbooks and take them out of school for a significantly shorter period (on 

average 2.6 days) compared to students in private schools who are allowed to keep the borrowed 

textbooks for an average of 7 days. An appreciable proportion of PEAS (64%), Government (63%) 
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and Private (67%) schools have libraries or rooms specifically designated for reading; and majority 

of the libraries in PEAS (71%), Government (60%) and Private (67%) are moderately stocked with 

relevant reading materials for students (Table 25). 
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Table 25: Library stocks of relevant reading materials 

School type PEAS     GOVERNMENT   PRIVATE   
t-tests 

(Mean differences) 

Classes Mean (A) SD   Mean (B) SD   Mean (C) SD   (A-B) (A-C) 

Proportion of schools that allow  
Day students to take books 

0.73 0.47  0.75 0.46  0.67 0.50  -0.02 0.06 

Number of days books can 
 be borrowed 

2.63 0.52  3.67 1.51  7.00 5.51  -1.04 -4.38** 

Proportion of schools that have  
a library 

0.64 0.50  0.63 0.52  0.67 0.50  0.01 -0.03 

How well is the library stocked?  
(Proportion of schools headteachers reporting) 

           

 Moderately stocked 0.71 0.49  0.60 0.55  0.67 0.52  0.11** 0.05* 

 Well stocked 
0.29 0.49  0.40 0.55  0.33 0.52  -0.11** -0.05* 

Number of Schools 
11 

    
8     9         

Note: Only 3 PEAS schools have High school (S5 and S6).  * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%  
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Table 26 presents findings on availability of other facilities that improve the teaching and learning 

environment. Findings reveal significant differences between PEAS and non-PEAS schools in 

terms of the facilities they possess. PEAS schools have significantly fewer (by 2.5) classrooms than 

private schools; however, as earlier noted PEAS schools have relatively small class sizes in terms 

of numbers of students. All PEAS and private schools, and 63 percent of Government schools 

have laboratories for science and Information Technology (IT) subjects. The extent to which 

laboratories are equipped differs significantly, with more laboratories in PEAS (64%) than in 

Government (50%) and Private (44%) schools being moderately equipped i.e. the laboratories 

have some relevant materials, but need more to adequately provide for teaching needs given the 

number of students. All surveyed PEAS schools did not have a dining hall compared with 25 

percent of Government and 44 percent of Private schools. There were slight differences in the 

types of toilets available and commonly used by students at school. Most PEAS schools (55%) 

have Ventilated Improved Pit latrines, half of Government schools have VIP latrines and the other 

50 percent have ordinary pit latrines, while most (56%) private schools also have ordinary pit 

latrines. 

Boreholes and piped water taps are the two main sources of water accessed by students at 

school. All schools (both PEAS and non-PEAS) reported that their students have access to safe 

drinking water at school. Significantly more students in PEAS (82%) than in Government (63%) 

and private (44%) schools access water from boreholes. Also, significantly fewer students in PEAS 

schools (9%) than in private schools (33%) access water from taps. A much higher proportion of 

Government (75%) and Private (78%) schools have functioning generators compared to only 36% 

of PEAS schools. The possible explanation to this is the fact that PEAS schools are located in rural 

locations that often do not have access to electricity and instead use solar, which is a reliable 

source of energy with minimal need for generators. On the other hand, most government and 

private schools use electricity and expectedly they have generators to sidestep the challenge of 

frequent electricity outages. 

Regarding ownership of school land and buildings, these assets are owned by PEAS in all PEAS 

schools; government in most government schools; and private individuals in most private 

schools. Distance from the school to the nearest police post is used to assess ease of access to 

security services. PEAS schools are the farthest from nearby police posts (on average 2.3km) 

compared with Government (1km) and Private (0.8km) schools. This again confirms that PEAS 

schools are more remotely located than other schools. Significantly more PEAS schools than 

government schools have a matron and a nurse. However, the proportion of private schools with 

a nurse and a matron surpasses that of PEAS schools.  
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Table 26: School Facilities 
School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Total number of classrooms 11.27 3.98 12.29 8.46 13.78 8.89 -1.01 -2.51* 

Schools with a laboratory (proportion) 1.00 0.00 0.63 0.52 1.00 0.00 0.38*** 0.00 

Number of laboratories 1.64 0.67 2.8 1.64 1.56 1.01 -1.16 0.08 

Laboratory fairly equipped (proportion) 0.64 0.50 0.50 0.53 0.44 0.53 0.14* 0.19** 

Laboratory well equipped (proportion) 0.36 0.50 0.13 0.35 0.56 0.53 0.24** -0.19** 

Proportion of schools with a kitchen 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Proportion of schools with  a dining 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.46 0.44 0.53 -0.25** -0.44*** 

Proportion of schools with flush toilets 0.18 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.33 0.18 0.07 

Proportion of schools with pit latrines 0.27 0.47 0.50 0.53 0.56 0.53 -0.23** -0.28*** 

Proportion of schools with VIP latrines 0.55 0.52 0.50 0.53 0.22 0.44 0.05 0.32 

Number of toilets in a school 5.55 4.84 4.38 2.77 4.56 5.85 1.17 0.99 

Number of Toilet stances 9.09 5.61 10.50 8.68 8.56 7.04 -1.41 0.54 

Proportion getting water from tap 0.09 0.30 0.13 0.35 0.33 0.50 -0.03 -0.24** 

Proportion getting water from borehole 0.82 0.40 0.63 0.52 0.44 0.53 0.19** 0.37*** 

Proportion getting water from a water tank 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Proportion of schools with electricity 2.55 1.69 1.75 1.39 1.67 1.32 0.80*** 0.88*** 

Proportion of schools with a generator 0.36 0.50 0.75 0.46 0.78 0.44 -0.39** -0.41** 

Government owns school land (proportion) 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.53 0.00 0.00 -0.50** 0.00 

School land belongs to private owner (proportion) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.78 0.44 0.00 -0.78*** 

NGO owns school land (proportion reporting) 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.33 1.00*** 0.89*** 

Community owns land (proportion reporting) 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.52 0.00 0.00 -0.38*** 0.00 

Other owners of school land (proportion reporting) 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.35 0.11 0.33 -0.13* -0.11* 

Value of schools land('000 Ugx) 142,800  235,170  4,261,132  10,200,000  303,350  285,963  -4,118,332 -160,550 

Government owns school buildings (proportion reporting) 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.52 0.00 0.00 -0.63*** 0.00 

Privately owned buildings (proportion reporting) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.78 0.44 0.00 -0.78*** 

NGO owns school buildings  (proportion reporting) 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.33 1.00*** 0.89*** 

Community owns buildings (proportion reporting) 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.46 0.00 0.00 -0.25** 0.00 

Others (proportion reporting) 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.35 0.11 0.33 -0.13* -0.11* 

Proportion of schools that hold open days 0.73 0.47 0.71 0.49 0.78 0.44 0.01 -0.05 

Proportion of fenced schools 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.53 1.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 

Kilometres to nearest police station                2.33 2.63 1.00 1.00 0.83 1.24 1.33* 1.50* 

Proportion of schools with security guard 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Proportion of schools with a nurse 0.64 0.50 0.29 0.49 0.78 0.44 0.35** -0.14** 

Proportion of schools with a matron 0.91 0.30 0.57 0.53 1.00 0.00 0.34*** -0.09** 

Number of schools 11  8  9    

Note: * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   
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3.5 SUSTAINABILITY 

This section presents analysis of schools’ incomes and expenditures. Specifically, we analyse the 

structures of school fees charged by different school types, the manner in which parents/guardians pay 

fees, and the various forms of support (direct financial and in-kind) received by schools from 

Government and non-government organisations to support operations. Also, we compute the per 

student school expenditure in order to gain insight into the cost effectiveness of the different school 

types.  The evidence presented in this chapter points to the following: 

 Overall, the total cost of schooling at PEAS schools is lower than what Government and Private 

schools charge. Similarly, it was noted at baseline that the total cost of secondary schooling in 

PEAS schools was about 40 percent lower than in private schools. 

 Collection of school fees is the major source of income for both PEAS and non-PEAS schools; it 

accounts for over 80 percent of total school income. 

 PEAS schools are more efficient at collecting fees, despite having poorer students; they have 

the highest percentage of students who pay fees on time and the least percentage of fees 

defaulters. 

 On the expenditure side, payment of salaries and feeding of students and staff are the two 

major expenses incurred by both PEAS and non-PEAS schools. 

 In the past three years (2013, 2014 and 2015), PEAS schools have spent significantly less money 

on facilities (e.g. rent, utilities facility repairs/maintenance and insurance payments) than 

Government and private non-PEAS schools. 

 Also, during the past three years, PEAS schools have had significantly less capital investments 

compared with Government and private non-PEAS schools.  

 Compared to government and private schools, PEAS schools spend the least amount of money 

on every student, which signifies greater operational efficiency.  

 If having either a surplus or balanced budget is considered a sign of financial stability, then on 

average, PEAS schools are better financially managed than government and private schools. 
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3.5.1 School fees structure 

Table 27: Termly total fees (tuition + non-tuition) charged per student (shillings) 

 School type PEAS Government Private t-tests (Mean difference) 

Student type Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

DAY STUDENTS 

O-Level USE 128,615 45,191 (8) 94,360 30,166 (4) 187,045 154,556 (2) 34,254 -58,431 

O-Level non-
USE 

146,354 30,121 (8) 169,560 97,224 (6) 248,726 157,578 (7) -23,206 -102,372* 

A-Level 
UPOLET 

. . (0) 150,042 25,574 (4) 171,667 . (1) . . 

A-Level non-
UPOLET 

202,444 21,910 (3) 202,639 84,635 (6) 297,333 133,975 (6) -194 -94,889 

BOARDING STUDENTS 

O-Level USE 247,208 43,677 (8) 362,433 50,582 (2) 356,458 6,541 (2) -115,225*** -109,250*** 

O-Level non-
USE 

265,542 35,287 (8) 421,111 188,331 (3) 497,056 19,1912 (6) -155,569** -231,514*** 

A-Level 
UPOLET 

. . (0) 393,267 14,048 (2) 435,000 46,198 (2) . . 

A-Level non-
UPOLET 

320,111 7,669 (3) 453,000 178,348 (3) 552,333 167,780 (6) -132,889 -232,222** 

Note: In parentheses in the SD columns are the number of schools charging a certain fee and for which the average is computed. * is 
significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   

Table 27 presents an overview of the total school fees structure (tuition and non-tuition) based on 

2016 Term I. The Table disaggregates the total termly fees by school type (PEAS, Government and 

private), whether a given student is in day or boarding section, and whether the student is a beneficiary 

of the USE/UPOLET11 capitation grant. This is so that the mean termly total fees indicate what one 

would expect to pay if he/she went to a particular type of school. 

The main conclusion from this analysis is that total termly fees charged by PEAS schools for day 

students are not statistically significantly different from fees charged by government or private schools. 

However, for boarding students, PEAS schools are statistically significantly cheaper than both 

government and private schools. Further, when compared to private schools, PEAS schools are 

statistically significantly cheaper for O’level non-USE students and for all categories of A’level students.  
 

Tables 28 and 29 show disaggregated tuition and non-tuition fees respectively. Across all comparisons, 

significant variability was observed on fees charged by different school types (see Appendices 6a and 

6b for wide confidence intervals). This is in part due to the small number of schools in the sample (n = 

28). This means that group averages can be swung by one or two data points changing, which may 

                                                           
11Universal Post Ordinary Level Education Training (UPOLET) is the Government capitation grant schools receive for students 
in A’level; this grant is an equivalent of the Universal Secondary Education (USE) capitation grant for O’level. 
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explain the difference between the findings observed at baseline and midline. It should also engender 

caution on what conclusions can be drawn from the current data.  

Therefore, the main conclusion from this is that how different schools recover the total costs of 

education varies, with different terms being used to collect total aggregated fee amounts which are, in 

most part, not statistically significantly different. Fees structures vary across different schools and are 

complex within each given school, leading to difficulties in granular comparability, though ultimately 

the total aggregated - and most important - figure is not statistically significantly different. For example, 

‘Tuition fee’ comparisons show PEAS schools charging higher rates for day scholars than government 

and private schools. However, PEAS schools charge more of the total cost as ‘tuition’, while government 

and private schools charge higher non-tuition fees, which could arguably be perceived as informal or 

even ‘hidden’ fees. For example, for O’level non-USE day scholars, non-tuition fees comprise 34% of 

the total fee in PEAS schools, compared with 60% in government schools and 73% in private schools. A 

case could, therefore, be made for greater clarity and transparency on the types and amounts of fees 

charged, across all school types.  

 

To provide more data-points for triangulation and to enable more reliable comparisons to be made 

during the endline evaluation, the evaluation team will attempt to supplement information collected 

at the school level with information collected from students on fees paid via the student survey.  

Table 28 and Appendix 6a and 6b present an overview of the tuition fee structure based on 2016 Term 

I. The Tables disaggregate the termly tuition fees by school type (PEAS, Government and private non-

PEAS), class, whether a given student is in day or boarding section, and whether the student is a 

beneficiary of the USE/UPOLET12 capitation grant. The Table aggregates the tuition fees for different 

classes to get averages for O’level and A’level. Findings reveals statistically significant differences in 

amounts of tuition charged per student per term across school types. Generally, day USE students in 

PEAS schools pay significantly higher amounts of tuition than their counterparts in non-PEAS 

Government and private schools. On the other hand, boarding (especially the non-USE) students in 

PEAS schools pay significantly less tuition than similar students in non-PEAS schools. Focusing on day 

scholars only, analysis revealed that both USE/UPOLET and non-USE/non-UPOLET students in PEAS 

schools on average pay higher tuition than their counterparts in Government. Compared with private 

schools, on average, PEAS schools charge less tuition except for O’level USE students. There is a change 

in the tuition structure when we look at boarding students; significant statistical evidence indicates 

that both USE/UPOLET and non-USE/non-UPOLET students in PEAS schools pay less tuition than their 

counterparts in non-PEAS Government and private schools, especially at O’level.  

                                                           
12Universal Post Ordinary Level Education Training (UPOLET) is the Government capitation grant schools receive for students 
in A’level; this grant is an equivalent of the Universal Secondary Education (USE) capitation grant for O’level. 
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In summary, at O’level, USE day students in PEAS schools pay shillings 39,500 more than their 

counterparts in Government schools; and they pay 47,746 shillings more than private USE day students. 

For all categories of boarding students at O’level and A’level, PEAS schools charge significantly less 

tuition than government and private schools. 

However, it is important to note that the tuition figures presented in Table 28 and discussed above 

should be analysed in the broader context of the total tuition fee charged, including non-tuition fees.  

 

Table 28: Termly tuition structure (Uganda shillings) 

 

In addition to their termly tuition, students are required to pay other fees which include payments for 

building/construction, meals, registration, library usage, and uniform. Analysis of the non-tuition fees 

structure presented in Table 29 shows that at O’level, there are no statistically significant differences 

between PEAS and Government schools in terms of most non-tuition fees except building fee. On 

averages, PEAS schools charge significantly lower building fees than government schools. Similarly, 

PEAS schools charge lower amounts than private schools for all categories of non-tuition fees; however, 

statistically significant differences were noted for library and building fees only. Likewise, at A’level, 

overall, PEAS schools charge less non-tuition fees than both Government and private schools. When 

PEAS schools are compared with Government schools, the differences in all non-tuition fees are 

significant except for school uniform. The non-tuition fees for which PEAS schools charge statistically 

  PEAS Government Private t-tests (Mean difference) 

Student type 
Mean 

(A) 
SD 

Mean 
(B) 

SD 
Mean 

(C) 
SD (A-B) (A-C) 

DAY STUDENTS 

O-Level USE 82,500 28,629 (8) 43,000 4,690 (4) 34,754 17,319 (2) 39500** 47,746* 

O-Level non-
USE 

117,562 25,656 (8) 109,375 101,013 (6) 165,143 115,905 (7) 8,188 -47,580 

A-Level 
UPOLET 

. . (0) 70,250 20,172 (4) 47,000 . (1) . . 

A-Level non-
UPOLET 

162,667 24,826 (3) 116,833 89,734 (6) 210,000 106,583 (6) 45,833 -47,333 

BOARDING STUDENTS 

O-Level USE 201,094 20,435 (8) 331,600 87,116 (2) 280,000 42,426 (2) -130,506*** -78,906*** 

O-Level non-
USE 

236,750 30,447 (8) 350,333 217,325 (3) 408,750 144,185 (6) -113,583 -172,000*** 

A-Level 
UPOLET 

. . (0) 351,600 58,831 (2) 345,000 7,071 (2) . . 

A-Level non-
UPOLET 

280,333 10,504 (3) 363,333 200,395 (3) 465,000 128,491 (6) -83,000 -184,667** 

Note: In parentheses in the SD columns are the number of schools charging a certain fee and for which the average is computed. * is 
significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   



60 
 

significantly lower amounts than private schools are: registration and examination fees, buildings and 

meal fees. 

As with Table 28, it is important to consider non-tuition fees in the broader context of the total fees 

charged. Some of these costs may be considered ‘informal’ or ‘hidden’ costs, used to supplement the 

income generated through a ‘formal’, ‘visible’ or ‘advertised’ tuition fee.  

Table 29:  Termly non-tuition fees (Uganda shillings) paid by students across school types  

School type PEAS   GOV'T PRIVATE 
t-tests 

(Mean differences) 

FEES Mean (A) 
SD 

(# Schools) 
Mean 

(B) 
SD 

(# Schools) 
Mean (C) 

SD 
(# Schools) 

(A-B) (A-C) 

O-LEVEL TERMLY RECURRING FEES 

Building Fee 0 0 (11) 3,906 5,405 (8) 14,278 24,245 (9) -3,906** -14,278* 

Meals Fee 16,364 40,564 (11) 35,000 40,089 (8) 36,444 65,326 (9) -18,636 -20,081 

Library Fee 0 0 (11) 0 0 (8) 5,194 8,237 (9)  -5,194** 

Other Fees 4,045 5,985 (11) 7,688 11,665 (8) 13,222 12,558 (9) -3,642 -9,177** 

Registration 
and Exam  

5,424 6,409 (11) 7,972 6,864 (8) 6,556 5,315 (9) -2,548 -1,131 

Uniform Fee 16,091 9,819 (11) 9,146 10,429 (8) 17,019 23,656 (9) 6,945 -928 

A-LEVEL TERMLY RECURRING FEES 

Building Fee 0 0 (11) 4,062 5,660 (8) 10,000 16,583 (9)  -4,062** -10,000* 

Meals Fee 0 0 (11) 35,000 40,089 (8) 21,444 36,623 (9) 
-

35,000*** 
-21,444* 

Library Fee 0 0 (11) 0 0 (8) 2,778 6,667 (9)  -2,778 

Other Fees 1,818 6,030 (11) 17,219 24,362 (8) 11,778 11,617 (9) -15,401* -9,960** 

Registration 
and Exam  

0 0 (11) 17,552 15,657 (8) 9,426 11,217(9) 
-

17,552*** 
-9,426*** 

Uniform Fee 9,030 15,878 (11) 9,875 10,426 (8) 16,648 23,950 (9) -845 -7,618 

Note: In parentheses in the SD columns are the number of schools charging a certain fee and for which the average is computed.  
* is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   
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3.5.2 School fees payments 

 

More students in PEAS schools (about 23%) than in Government (13%) and Private (13%) schools 

pay fees on time i.e. within the first week of reporting for the term. In both PEAS and non-PEAS 

schools, the proportion of students who pay full amounts of fees in one go is very small; 13 

percent for PEAS, 18 percent for Private and 20 percent for Government schools. The majority of 

students usually pay in instalments. In all schools, there are students who completely fail to pay 

fees and highest incidences of fees defaulters were reported in Government (28.5%) and private 

(21.4%) non-PEAS schools – PEAS schools had the smallest proportion of fees defaulters (18%) 

(Figure 15). Even though the differences are not statistically significant, they suggest that PEAS 

schools are more efficient at collecting fees, despite having poorer students. 

 

Figure 15: Efficiency indicators in School fees payment/collection 

 
Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher level Uganda PPEP midline survey 2015 

 

The top three actions usually taken by the school administrators when parents/guardians fail to 

pay school fees on time are similar across schools. They are: giving fees defaulters a grace period 

– commonly practiced by government schools (88%); sending fees defaulters home until their fees 

are cleared – practice commonest among PEAS schools (73%); and giving fees defaulters written 

reminders – which is commonly practiced by PEAS and government schools (Figure 16). 
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Figure 16: Actions usually taken by school Administrators when students fail to pay fees 

 
Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher level Uganda PPEP midline survey2015 
 

Note: The percentages of responses do not add up to 100 percent because headteachers were asked to list the 
top three actions they usually take to manage late fee payments. The bars show the percentage of headteachers 
who mentioned they took a particular action. 

 

3.5.3 Support to schools 

All PEAS schools receive some form of support towards the provision of education beyond school 

fees. This support generally is in terms of finances (grants and loans) from the USE PPP, students’ 

scholarships/bursaries, donation of physical goods, and expertise (e.g. teacher training). Findings 

presented in Table 30 (for the period September 2015 to June 2016) indicated that, all 

Government schools, 50 percent of PEAS schools, and 50 percent of private schools had received 

support from Government. Most schools receive direct financial support from Government (with 

70 percent of government schools, 60 percent of PEAS schools and 50 percent of private schools 

mentioning they received direct financial support)– this may be explained by the fact that all USE 

schools receive termly USE and Universal Post Ordinary Level Education and Training (UPOLET) 

capitation grants.  

Other forms of support to schools were scholarships, donations of goods and provision of 

expertise. Forty percent (40%) of PEAS schools reported receiving support in the form of 

expertise, while none of government and private schools mentioned they had been supported in 

this way. It should be noted that PEAS provides support to its schools with intent to empower 

school leaders and hold them to account. In the area of expertise, PEAS schools are supported to 
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implement interventions such as leader and teacher training, gender inclusive and child 

protection practices, and new curriculum supplement programmes. Headteachers were asked to 

indicate the total monetary value of the received support. According to the results, on average 

government schools receive significantly more support than PEAS schools—to the tune of over 

24 million UGX more annually.  
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Table 30: Forms, sources and value of support received by schools since September 2015  

School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests 
(Mean differences) 

Variables Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Proportion of schools that have received some 
support 

1.0 0.0 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.5 0.1 0.3 

Proportion of schools reporting a source of Support      

 Government 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 -0.5** 0.0 

 NGO 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.5** 0.4 

 Religious organization 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.0 -0.3* 

Proportion of schools reporting a form of Support   

 Direct Financial Support 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5 -0.1 0.1 

 Scholarships 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 -0.2 -0.3* 

 Donations 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 

 Expertise 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4** 0.4** 

 Other (unspecified) support 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.5** 

Value of support ('000 Uganda Shillings) received by schools 

Average total value of support 18,581 21,120 42,774 36,672 45,489 69,779 -24,193** -26,907 

 Financial Support 10,925 11,131 27,804 37,925 31,667 67,134 -16878.7 -20741.6 

 Scholarship support 127 422 9,895 27,989 12,356 36,992 -9768.2 -12228.3 

 Donations (goods and infrastructure) 6,182 15,504 0 0 667 2,000 6181.8 5515.2 

 Expertise (teacher training,  management 
support) 

1,256 2,983 0 0 0 0 1256.4 1256.4 

 Other (unspecified) support 90.9 301.5 5,075.0 11,000.8 800.0 2,400.0 -4,984.1 -709.1 

 Number of schools reporting 11   8   9       
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3.5.4 Annual Incomes and expenditures 

This section presents results from the analysis of the typical annual income and expenditure of 

different categories of schools. According to Figure 17, on average, government schools annually 

receive more Income (526 million) than PEAS (293.7 million) and private schools (252.9 million). 

Collection of school fees is the major source of income for both PEAS and non-PEAS schools; it 

accounts for over 81 percent of total school’s income across all school types. Both PEAS and non-

PEAS schools receive some income from government; and on average, Government schools 

receive significantly more funding from Government (67.4 million shillings additional funds) than 

PEAS schools. 

On the expenditure side, findings presented in Table 31 reveal that private schools spend more 

(306.1 million) than PEAS schools (196 million) and government schools (304.3 million) in 

delivering education services. For all schools, the major expense is salaries (particularly for the 

teaching staff); the expenditure on salaries as a percentage of total expenditure is 47 percent for 

PEAS schools, 49 percent for government schools, and 46 percent for private schools. However, 

the total salary expenditure figures do not include salaries for teachers on the central 

government payroll, which are paid directly by government. As such, it is expected government 

schools’ ‘true’ salary expenditure to deliver education in the school is higher than that reported. 

Figure 18 shows the main sources of financing teachers’ salaries by school type. Accordingly, the 

main source of financing teachers’ salaries is income from fees collection, reported by 91 percent 

of headteachers in PEAS schools and 78 percent of headteachers in private schools. On the other 

hand, most (75%) of headteachers in government schools reported that their teachers’ salaries 

are paid by government.  

Food expenses are the second largest cost across all school types. On average, the proportion of 

total school income spent on meals is 32 percent for PEAS schools, 25 percent for Government 

schools and 24 percent for private schools. Still focusing on expenses, we note that PEAS schools 

spend significantly less money on facilities (e.g. rent, utilities facility repairs/maintenance and 

insurance payments) than government and private non-PEAS schools. Compared to PEAS schools, 

the additional funds spent on facilities annually is on average about 11 million UGX by 

government schools and 21 million UGX by private schools. 

Overall assessment of total annual income and expenditures for the year 2015 indicates that 

private schools on average spent 21 percent more on operating expenses than what they collect 

from the various sources (fees collection, government grants and donations, among other 

income sources). This could mean that this financing gap (21%) is met using borrowed funds 

(loans). On the other hand, PEAS and government schools appear to operate surplus budgets. 

The figures suggest that on average PEAS schools spend about 67 percent of the total reported 
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income on operating expenses while government schools spend about 58 percent of their total 

reported income (Table 31). However, government schools also overwhelmingly report that they 

end the year in a deficit (see Table 33). The gap between reported and actual income and 

expenditure may be due to schools reporting all income due to the school as true income in the 

survey, when in actuality they may bring in much less than this amount due to students not 

paying fees in full and/or government not releasing funds to schools’ bank accounts on time or 

in full (Barungi et al., 2015). This may leave schools with limited time to implement all their 

planned activities and/or not enough finance to cover all activities delivered. 

Figure 17: Total income (by source) received by schools for the entire 2015 academic year 

 
 

Figure 18: Main sources of financing teachers’ salaries 

 
Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher level Uganda PPEP midline survey2015 
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Table 31: School expenditure in Year 2015 

School type PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Total Expenditure  196,022 103,011 304,289 200,638 306,064 302,193 -108,268 -110,042 

Breakdown of Expenditure        

All salaries 92,725 49,053 150,071 106,167 140,822 175,979 -57,346 -48,096 

Facilities1 8,145 6,416 19,072 20,388 29,230 38,513 -10,928* -21,086* 

Operation 
Materials 

21,365 31,915 18,953 18,817 15,495 18,480 2,412 5,870 

Meals 62,000 54,937 76,367 95,347 74,912 100,978 -14,366 -12,911 

Bursaries & Awards 2,232 2,664 14,222 25,437 11,858 17,392 -11,990 -9,626* 

Transportation 5,970 5,276 12,308 15,995 7,595 9,000 -6,339 -1,625 

Other expenses 3,584 5,943 13,296 15,504 26,151 39,881 -9,712* -22,567* 

Net Income 97,677 27,582 222,052 429,711 -53,186 -144,327   
Materials include consumables such as chalk, paper and lab chemicals; photocopy and printing etc.; Facilities include rent, utilities, building and vehicle 
insurance, facility maintenance and repairs etc. ‘All salaries’ includes all salaries paid directly by the school and does not include salaries for teachers on the 
government payroll; the study will try to account for the costs of government teacher salaries in the endline survey 

* is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%  
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Table 32 presents analysis of capital expenditures incurred by PEAS and non-PEAS schools during 

the past three years (2013, 2014 and 2015). During this period, PEAS schools spent significantly 

less on capital investments compared to Government and private non-PEAS schools.13 In 2015, 

PEAS schools spent about 22.8 million UGX less than government schools and 39 million UGX less 

than private schools. In 2013, government schools on average spent over 55 million shillings more 

than PEAS schools on capital investments. However, when capital investments are broken down 

further, we do not observe any statistically significant differences in the types of investments 

made across school types. The analysis reveals that there are two types of capital investments 

where expenditure by PEAS schools exceeds that of government and private schools – these are 

expenditure on ICT equipment and furnishings and utilities. On the other hand, government and 

private schools spend more than PEAS schools on items such as textbooks, chalkboards, 

laboratory equipment, school vehicles, construction of school buildings and sports pitches and 

land purchases, among others.  

 

                                                           
13 This is in part because essential capital expenditure for school expansion in PEAS schools (e.g. constructing new 
classrooms or dormitories) is funded debt free by PEAS’ philanthropic contributions. 
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Table 32: Capital investments for the years 2015, 2014 and 2013 

School type PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 

Expenditure items by year Mean (A) SD(N=#schools) Mean (B) SD(N) Mean (C) SD(N) (A-B) (A-C) 

2015 Capital investment ('000 Ugx) 

Overall 2015 investment 38,514 40,852(11) 61,282 81,738(8) 77,523 113,70(9) -22,768*** -39,009*** 

Break down of 2015 investment expenditure       

 ICT Equipment 6,590 7,012(6) 3,848 4,435(7) 7,284 8,051(7) 2,742 -695 

 Furniture 8,924 5,972(7) 5,881 4,264(7) 6,130 6,395(9) 3,043 2,795 

 Materials such lab equipment and sports 12,264 13,521(11) 13,728 15,905(7) 12,062 13,322(9) -1,464 202 

 Transport 9,961 14,099(4) 35,650 57,029(4) 48,476 82,498(7) -25,689 -38,515 

 Other expenditure 775 247(2) 2,175 106(2) 3,572 3,434(2) -1,400 -2,797 

2014 Capital investment ('000 Ugx) 

Overall 2014 investment 28,809 32,758(11) 76,991 71,664(8) 95,558 115,203(9) -43,820*** -52,167*** 

Break down of 2014 investment expenditure       

 ICT Equipment 7,102 9,408(2) 2,776 3,683(6) 5,943 3,734(4) 4,326 1,160 

 Furniture 12,146 12,072(5) 8,065 9,737(5) 9,346 14,288(7) 4,081 2,801 

 Materials such lab equipment and sports 3,853 4,975(5) 10,234 10,958(7) 9,179 10,344(7) -6,381 -5,326 

 Transport 5,707 6,303(2) 51,554 47,286(6) 56,508 73,317(5)   -45,847 -50,801 

 Other expenditure . . 4,362 . (1) 14,582 13,520(3)   

2013 Capital investment ('000 Ugx) 

Overall 2013 investment 20,939 4,27911) 79,100 79,925(8) 62,318 69,269(9) -55,036***    -36,379*** 

Break down of 2013 investment expenditure       

 ICT Equipment 4,109 . (1) 2,550 2,727(5) 3,040 3,611(3) 1,559 1,069 

 Furniture 5,138 3,488(3) 3,584 3,290(5) 12,566 14,069(6) 1,554 -7,428 

 Materials such lab equipment and sports 2,320 790(3) 14,072 13,744(6) 9,697 10,989(7) -11,752 -7,377 

 Transport 9,373 .(1) 55,769 59,988(6) 32,014 39,186(5) -46,396 -22,642 

 Other expenditure . .(0) 3,125 177(2) 5,000 1,414(2)   

* is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%  
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Table 33 presents findings about the per capita income and expenditure for the different 

categories of schools. Compared to government and private schools, PEAS schools spend the 

least amount of money per student (both recurrent and development), which might signify 

greater operational efficiency. Per the midline figures, PEAS schools spend 15 percent less than 

government schools per pupil annually and 6 percent less than private schools in delivering 

education. However, government costs do not account for the salary costs of teachers on the 

government payroll, which are not paid directly by schools. Once these salary costs are accounted 

for, it is expected these cost differences might become even greater.14 

Table 33: Per student expenditure and income in schools (in '000 Uganda Shillings) for 2015 

  PEAS (A) Government (B) Private (C) 
  Mean difference 

  (A-B) (A-C) 

Per student recurrent 
expenditure 

488 551 495  -62 -7 

Per student total expenditure  
(Recurrent + Capital) 

584 662 620  -77 -36 

Income per student (all sources) 731 952 409   -221 322 

Note: The enrolment used was for 3rd term 2015 while the income and expenditure are for the whole of 2015; 

salary costs of government teachers are not included in total expenditure. 

 

Headteachers were asked to comment about the financial status of their respective schools at 

the end of 2015 and the majority said their schools were in deficit. The percentage of 

headteachers reporting deficits was highest in government schools (86%) followed by private 

(71%) schools. Significant differences were noted between PEAS and government schools. Most 

PEAS schools (54%) had either a surplus or balanced budget compared to only 14 percent of 

government schools (Table 34). This finding is in part explained by the fact that often times, 

government payments to schools’ bank accounts for USE students, for example, are delayed, so 

schools do not always collect all forecast income. The main reasons cited by headteachers for 

running out of money before fully implementing the school’s annual work plan were collecting 

less school fees and receiving less money from government than anticipated. Nevertheless, PEAS 

schools appear to be managing this situation better by reporting either surplus or balanced 

budgets. If this is considered a sign of financial stability, then the results generally suggest that 

PEAS schools are in a better financial position than government and private schools. A remarkable 

percentage of headteachers in government (38%) and private schools (11%) attribute the 

negative financial position at the end of 2015 to undertaking costly projects that were not initially 

budgeted for.  

                                                           
14 Information on government teachers’ salaries was not collected during the midline survey; however, the study 
team will try to collect this information during the endline survey. 
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Table 34: Financial status of schools as reported by headteachers (percent responses) 

School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE 
t-tests 

(Mean differences) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Financial status in 2015         
 Surplus (Income>Expenditure) 0.27 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.38 0.27 0.13 

 Balanced 0.27 0.47 0.14 0.38 0.14 0.38 0.13 0.13 

 Deficit (Expenditure>Income) 0.45 0.52 0.86 0.38 0.71 0.49 -0.40* -0.26 
If Financial position was deficit, why?        

 Received Less Income from Government 0.18 0.40 0.38 0.52 0.11 0.33 -0.19 0.07 

 Collected Less Fees 0.45 0.52 0.63 0.52 0.44 0.53 -0.17 0.01 

 Undertook Costly Projects 0.09 0.30 0.38 0.52 0.11 0.33 -0.28 -0.02 

 Number of headteachers reporting 11   8   9       

* is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%   
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4 CONCLUSIONS 

Education programs such as PEAS (Promoting Equality in African Schools) are being implemented 

jointly by government and non-state actors with the intent to expand access to quality education. 

However, a question remains whether PPP programs indeed improve access and quality of 

education, and in a manner that is sustainable. The findings of this midline study reveal that: 

Access to secondary schooling 

All schools have admission cut-off points but compared with non-PEAS schools (government and 

private), PEAS schools enroll S.1 students with the worst performance in PLE. PEAS students are 

significantly more disadvantaged than students in other schools. They are from poorer families, 

eat fewer meals per day, have less edcuated parents, and have worse prior attainment. PEAS 

schools also appear to admit a higher percentage of girls at O’level than other school types. 

Safety of children at school 

Significantly more teachers in PEAS schools than in non-PEAS schools have an understanding of 

child protection matters. Caning and bullying of students (as reported by students themselves) 

are less common in PEAS schools than in non-PEAS schools. Analysis of learning test results shows 

students in schools with a child protection policy have higher test scores than those in schools 

without the same policy.  

Academic performance 

Despite the generally low percentage of students who pass in the top two Divisions in UCE 

examinations, overall PEAS schools have the highest percentage of students who pass and qualify 

for A’level. Across all schools, boys generally perform better than girls in UCE Examinations. 

Students’ performance in NAPE tests are generally similar across all school types, a sign that 

despite enrolling worse performers in PLE, PEAS schools are able to greatly improve their 

students’ academic achievement. The time PEAS students do spend in class, though less, is used 

more effectively and efficiently, as they make more progress in their learning in the same amount 

of time. 

School governance 

Students in schools with a functioning parents-teachers association have higher test scores than 

those in schools without functioning associations. PEAS schools in particular have well-

functioning PTAs. Other factors that are positively and significantly associated with students’ 

performance are: the school having teachers with long teaching experience, high number of 

teachers in a school, the school having a clear vision, high proportion of full time teaching staff, 

high proportion of teachers with a degree, and high proportion of students in boarding section.   
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Incomes, expenditures and financial sustainability 

A summation of tuition and non-tuition fees reveals that PEAS schools are cheaper than 

Government and Private schools for all categories of students except O’level USE day scholars. 

Further, we note PEAS schools are more efficient at collecting fees, despite having poorer 

students; they have the highest percentage of students who pay fees on time and the least 

percentage of fees defaulters. Collection of school fees is the major source of income for both 

PEAS and non-PEAS schools; it accounts for over 81 percent of total school’s income. 

On the expenditure side, PEAS schools spend significantly less money on facilities (e.g. rent, 

utilities, facility repairs/maintenance and insurance payments) than government and private 

non-PEAS schools, as well as on capital investments. This is in part explained by PEAS funding 

critical infrastructure projects at its schools through philanthropic donations. Signifcantly more 

PEAS schools report operating a budget surplus or balanced budget, indicating they are financially 

better managed and more financially sustainable. Compared to government and private schools, 

PEAS schools spend the least amount of money per student in delivering education (both 

recurrent and development), signifying greater operational efficiency. When students’ greater 

academic progress in PEAS schools is taken into account, this also arguably signifies better value 

for money in the cost of education provided in PEAS schools versus other school types. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Selected sample of schools for the midline survey 

 
 

Appendix 2: Class streams  by school type 

School type PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests 

(Mean difference) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Senior One 2.36 0.67 1.88 0.35 1.67 1.00 0.49* 0.70* 

Senior Two 2.09 0.54 1.88 0.35 1.56 0.73 0.22 0.54* 

Senior Three 2.18 0.60 1.88 0.35 1.67 1.00 0.31 0.52 

Senior Four 1.82 0.87 2.13 0.64 1.63 0.74 -0.31 0.19 

Senior Five 1.67 0.58 1.75 0.46 1.71 0.49 -0.08 -0.05 

Senior Six 1.67 0.58 1.75 0.46 1.71 0.49 -0.08 -0.05 

 

School Name Sb-region District PEAS/Non-PEAS Public/Private USE/Non-USE

1 Green Shoots Secondary School Bunyoro Hoima PEAS Private USE

2 Bunyoro Kitara  Secondary School Bunyoro Kibaale Non-PEAS Private Non-USE

3 Lamwo Kuc Ki Gen High School Acholi Lamwo PEAS Private USE

4 Kitgum High School Acholi Kitgum Non-PEAS Government USE

5 Akoromit PEAS High School Teso Amuria PEAS Private USE

6 Orungo High School Teso Amuria Non-PEAS Government USE

7 Ngora PEAS High School Teso Ngora PEAS Private USE

8 Toroma PEAS High School Teso Katakwi PEAS Private USE

9 Malongo PEAS High School Busoga Mayuge PEAS Private USE

10 Nyero PEAS High School Teso Kumi PEAS Private USE

11 Iganga Town View  Secondary School Busoga Iganga Non-PEAS Private USE

12 Bukoyo  Secondary School Busoga Iganga Non-PEAS Government USE

13 Samling-Toro PEAS High School Kazingo Toro Kabarole  PEAS Private USE

14 Camel High School Toro Kyenjojo Non-PEAS Private USE

15 Kithoma PEAS High School Toro Kasese PEAS Private USE

16 Humura Senior Secondary School Toro Kyegegwa Non-PEAS Government USE

17 Standard College School, Ntungamo Ankole Ntungamo Non-PEAS Private Non-USE

18 Hibiscus High School Ankole Ntungamo PEAS Private USE

19 Kagongo Secondary School Ankole Ibanda Non-PEAS Government USE

20 Kiyanga Voccational Secondary School Ankole Mitooma Non-PEAS Private USE

21 Bulemezi Secondary School, Vvumba Buganda Luwero Non-PEAS Private USE

22 Kalongo Seed Secondary School Buganda   Nakasongola Non-PEAS Government USE

23 Namataba  Secondary School Buganda Mukono Non-PEAS Government Non-USE

24 Buziga Islamic Secondary School Buganda Kampala Non-PEAS Private Non-USE

25 Budde Secondary School Buganda Butambala Non-PEAS Government USE

26 Irma Pfeiffer Buganda Wakiso Non-PEAS Private Non-USE

27 Forest High School Buganda Mubende PEAS Private USE

28 God Cares High School Buganda Wakiso Non-PEAS Private USE
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Appendix 3a: Percentage of students who started 2015 Term III at school but left before end of term  
School type       PEAS           GOVERNMENT         PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Percentage of total students who left a school: Term 3, 2015     

Senior One (%) 11 20 3 6 5 8 9 6 

Senior Two (%) 14 22 4 10 3 8 11 11 

Senior Three (%) 16 23 5 13 3 4 10 13 

Senior Four (%) 3 9 2 9 4 12 1 -1 

Senior Five (%) 3 11 2 3 3 4 0 0 

Senior Six (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percentage of Boys who left      

Senior One (%) 6 16 1 3 0 0 6 6 

Senior Two (%) 14 35 2 4 2 4 12 11 

Senior Three (%) 12 25 2 3 2 3 10 9 

Senior Four (%) 2 8 0 1 3 6 2 -1 

Senior Five (%) 0 0 1 1 2 3 -1 -2 

Senior Six (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percentage of Girls who left      

Senior One (%) 9 25 3 8 6 28 6 3 

Senior Two (%) 11 17 2 6 7 31 9 5 

Senior Three (%) 14 27 3 7 3 9 11 10 

Senior Four (%) 3 10 1 4 2 5 2 1 

Senior Five (%) 6 16 3 5 2 4 3 4 

Senior Six (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Number of Schools 11  8  9       
Note: The percentage of students who never completed=(number of students who never completed class/number of students who enrolled)*100 

 

  



78 
 

Appendix 3b: Percentage of students who started 2016 Term I at school but left before end of term 

School type PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE t-tests (Mean differences) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Percentage of total students who left a school: Term I, 2016     

Senior One (%) 6.5 26.8 3.4 6.8 3.0 6.8 3.2 3.5 

Senior Two (%) 7.5 20.3 2.8 4.8 1.9 3.6 4.7 5.6 

Senior Three (%) 7.8 23.7 5.2 14.6 2.0 4.4 2.6 5.8 

Senior Four (%) 3.8 17.4 3.6 11.7 1.3 2.8 0.2 2.5 

Senior Five (%) 3.9 10.9 3.4 4.6 10.0 23.5 0.5 -6.0 

Senior Six (%) 7.9 46.3 4.4 5.6 2.1 4.5 3.5 5.8 

Percentage of Boys who left       

Senior One (%) 6.6 32.3 3.5 8.7 3.8 7.9 3.1 2.9 

Senior Two (%) 6.6 16.4 3.0 6.1 1.9 3.8 3.6 4.7 

Senior Three (%) 7.2 29.3 5.2 16.3 1.8 3.4 2.0 5.4 

Senior Four (%) 2.7 25.1 4.6 14.5 2.1 3.9 -1.9 0.5 

Senior Five (%) 0.0 0.0 3.1 4.1 5.7 10.1 -3.1 -5.7 

Senior Six (%) 8.3 53.5 5.4 6.6 1.1 2.0 3.0 7.3 

Percentage of Girls who left       

Senior One (%) 5.3 16.2 3.2 5.2 2.2 4.3 2.0 3.0 

Senior Two (%) 7.5 16.7 2.5 3.1 1.9 4.5 5.0 5.7 

Senior Three (%) 7.2 22.9 5.2 9.8 2.3 5.6 2.0 4.8 

Senior Four (%) 2.6 10.6 2.0 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.6 2.1 

Senior Five (%) 16.7 16.2 3.7 4.9 13.2 37.1 12.9 3.5 

Senior Six (%) 7.1 16.2 1.7 2.8 2.7 6.0 5.5 4.4 

Number of Schools 11  8  9    
Note: The percentage of students who never completed=(number of students who never completed class/number of students who enrolled)*100 
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Appendix 4a:  Distribution of S1 English Test-Scores   Appendix 4b:  Distribution of S2 English Test-Scores 

 

Appendix 4c:  Distribution of S3 English Test-Scores   Appendix 4d:  Distribution of S1 Math Test-Scores 
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Appendix 4e:  Distribution of S2 Math Test-Scores    Appendix 4f:  Distribution of S3 Math Test-Scores 
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Appendix 5: Performance in 2015 Uganda Certificate of Education (UCE) Examinations 

School type PEAS   GOVERNMENT PRIVATE 
t-tests 

(Mean differences) 

Classes Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD (A-B) (A-C) 

Percentage in 1st Grade 

Overall 1.7 1.4 5.0 8.0 9.2 9.8 -3.3 -7.5* 

Boys  3.2 2.7 6.0 9.0 12.2 10.3 -2.8 -9.1* 

Girls 0.2 0.5 3.7 6.7 7.8 11.9 -3.5 -7.6* 

Percentage in 2nd Grade 

Overall 17.5 10.3 16.8 9.9 26.6 18.2 0.7 -9.1 

Boys  21.8 13.6 18.1 10.7 31.3 17.7 3.7 -9.5 

Girls 14.3 9.5 14.5 9.3 21.7 21.8 -0.2 -7.4 

Percentage in 3rd grade 

Overall 34.3 10.6 24.2 5.3 28.6 10.3 10.1** 5.7 

Boys  37.3 10.7 25.7 6.2 29.0 12.4 11.6** 8.3 

Girls 32.6 13.0 22.6 8.9 27.1 11.3 10.0 5.5 

Percentage in 4th Grade 

Overall 41.8 16.9 43.3 14.5 31.3 22.5 -1.6 10.5 

Boys  35.2 20.8 41.6 13.2 24.2 23.2 -6.4 11.0 

Girls 47.3 17.2 45.1 19.7 34.2 27.6 2.2 13.1 

Percentage in 7th Grade 

Overall 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.2 0.2 0.7 -0.3 0.0 

Boys  0.3 0.8 0.5 1.2 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.3 

Girls 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.2 0.5 1.4 -0.6 -0.5 

Percentage that failed 

Overall 3.6 3.7 9.0 7.4 3.5 5.8 -5.4* 0.1 

Boys  1.7 2.5 8.2 6.6 3.3 4.7 -6.4** -1.6 

Girls 5.3 5.8 10.5 10.5 4.6 10.9 -5.3 0.6 

Number of Schools                     9                             8                           9        

. * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%.  
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Appendix 6a: Total average fees (tuition + non-tuition) for O-Level USE students, by school type 

 
Note: The point is the average, and the lines are the confidence intervals. 
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Appendix 6b: Total average fees (tuition + non-tuition) for O-Level non-USE students, by school type 

 
Note: The point is the average, and the lines are the confidence intervals. 

 


