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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 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 the implementation of the Universal Secondary 
Education (USE) programme and interventions such as Public Private Partnerships (PPPs) with 
non-state actors, such as PEAS (Promoting Equality in African Schools) to support public efforts.  
However, access remains limited – only 43 percent of primary leavers can transit to secondary 
school – quality remains low, and the sustainability of secondary education financing has come 
into question.  

PEAS started operating schools in Uganda in 2008; however most of the 24 PEAS schools active 
in 2015 were opened after 2012. PEAS, in partnership with Ark, sought to evaluate the PEAS 
programme in Uganda in comparison to private schools and government schools to establish 
pathways through which the PEAS programme impacts on the quality, access and sustainability 
of secondary education provision in Uganda. The evaluation is to be carried out over 3 years 
(2015, 2016 and 2017) and is intended to draw out learnings for the PEAS model and policy 
insights to scale up education provision in Uganda and other developing countries. This baseline 
study is the first of three expected studies and focuses on three major attributes – Access, Quality 
and Sustainability- adresseed by the PEAS programme. The following findings were observed:  

Access: The PEAS programme provides schooling to students from disadvantagted backgrounds. 
The majority of PEAS students 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. Students at PEAS schools have generally have 
performed worse than their counterparts in their Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE) and 
therefore start school with lower prior attainment.  Furthermore, most students in PEAS 
schools come from relatively larger, as well as poorer households.  Additionally, three out of 
every five PEAS students are in the poorest two quintiles of the household asset distribution.  

Quality: Even though PEAS students are from poorer backgrounds with worse prior learning 
attainment, they presently do just as well as their better-off counterparts in English and 
mathematics. The ordinary regression results show that PEAS students out-performed those in 
government schools in both English and maths, and performed as well as those in private schools 
in English but less well in maths. However, matching students based on observed characteristics, 
the results show that the performance of PEAS students is the same as those in all non-PEAS 
schools. These results suggest that PEAS intervention has improved students’ performance, 
because PEAS schools admitted students that had performed poorly at the national Primary 
Leaver Examinations. In addition, PEAS students engage more in participatory lessons than their 
counterparts in other types of schools. With regard to school management, teachers in PEAS 
schools report that they are more constantly monitored both externally and internally than those 
in non-PEAS schools. The two most commonly used performance monitoring tools are teacher 
daily attendance and lesson observations. In all PEAS schools there was good documentation 
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available of performance reviews and feedback to staff to improve performance. Furthermore, 
more PEAS schools have functioning Parents-Teachers Associations (PTA) and a child protection 
policy than the non-PEAS schools. 

Sustainability: PEAS schools are the most affordable school type in terms of 'total' costs to 
students/parents. Non-USE boarding students in PEAS schools pay 60 percent of what their 
counterparts in private schools pay, while costs for non-USE boarding students are similar to 
those in government schools.  

Summary: In conclusion, PEAS admits relatively disadvantaged students who would otherwise 
not have access to secondary education. Even though PEAS students have lower prior academic 
attainment,  they are nonetheless able to catch up with their peers in non-PEAS schools in 
maths and English due to several unique elements of the PEAS school model.  PEAS schools are 
more affordable on 'total' costs to attend than non- PEAS schools. 
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1 BACKGROUND 

Many developing countries have embarked on significant education reforms aimed at rapidly 

expanding the supply of quality education. The motivation for education reforms has largely been 

catalysed by demographic changes in developing countries and the international community who 

have made education provision a priority through a number of initiatives such as the Millennium 

Development Goals (MDGs), to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and Education for All 

(EFA) campaign. In 1997, Uganda introduced the provision of free primary education through the 

Universal Primary Education (UPE) programme. The broad aim of the UPE programme is to 

achieve equity in the provision of education especially among poor households. Although many 

improvements still have to be made in terms of the quality of education provided, the availability 

of free primary education has seen enrolment at primary level reach 8.3 million pupils in 2014 

(MoES, 2015) and helped to close the gender gap, a major educational constraint in Uganda 

(Deinnger, 2003). 

To ensure the continuity of UPE, the Government of Uganda (GoU) pioneered in sub-Saharan 

Africa (SSA) the introduction of Universal Secondary Education (USE) in 2007. Under USE, 

students pay subsidised tuition fees.  Unlike the UPE policy, which is open to only public primary 

schools, the USE policy is implemented using a combination of public and private secondary 

schools.1 Under a Public-Private Partnership (PPP) framework, owners of some private secondary 

schools are eligible to enrol qualifying students for which they receive a capitation grant upon 

fulfilling certain conditions. However, extra costs such as boarding fees, scholastic materials and 

medical care are paid out of the student’s pocket. According to the Ministry of Education, 

Science, Technology and Sports, by 2014 at least 66 percent of 1.4 million secondary school 

students were enrolled in the USE programme in 1,633 USE schools. This represents 55.4 percent 

of the total secondary school population (Ministry of Education Science, Technology and Sports, 

2015) and a vast improvement in terms of enrolment—from 814,000 students prior to the advent 

of USE (Ministry of Education  and Sports, 2009). 

Despite the availability of the USE programme, challenges remain regarding access to near-by 

secondary schools. Not all pupils who graduate from primary school are able to transit to 

secondary school. This is attributed to a general shortage of secondary schools, meaning students 

often have to travel long distances to secondary schools compared to primary schools, among 

other reasons.  The USE programme caters for students who are able to score an aggregate of 28 

in the Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE) or better. In 2013 and 2014, at least 26.6 percent of 

the pupils who sat PLE  scored an aggregate above this threshold i.e.,  ranging 29-36 points 

                                                           
1 In 2014, at least 87.2% of all public secondary schools were under the USE programme whereas only 37.5% of the 
private secondary schools had enrolled to the scheme. Nonetheless, there are more private than public secondary 
schools registered in Uganda (1890 versus 1060 respectively).  
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(Uganda National Examination Board, 2015) and as such, about 150,000 pupils each year do not 

qualify for the USE scholarship—meaning these students may  not transit to secondary schools. 

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 PLE. However, 

based on the EMIS data only 241,667 (43.1 percent)  of these were enrolled in Senior 1 in 2014 

(MoES, 2015). The restricted capacity of the USE programme to absorb the growing number of 

primary school leavers undermines the UPE programme and broader national development 

goals. Apart from learning achievement and space constraints, secondary schooling is more 

costly. As such, the lack of affordable secondary schools results in only a few non-USE 

beneficiaries continuing to secondary after completion of primary school. 

The USE programme is also characterised by high drop–out rates. Figure 1 compares enrollment 

in USE and non-USE secondary schools in 2014. It is observed that there is generally a very high 

dropout rate in secondary schools immediately after O-level; however, the dropout rates are 

most severe in USE schools and among female students. The first chart shows that overall, there 

about 80 percent fewer students in Senior 5 than in Senior 4 in USE schools compared to 54 

percent fewer students in non-USE schools. Indeed, after Senior 4, the USE schools lose their 

advantage in student enrolment.2 The dropout rate disproportionately affects girls more than 

boys.3 Further analysis (not indicated in the chart) shows that there are 76 percent fewer  males 

in USE schools in Senior 5 than Senior 4, the corresponding rate for female students is 85 percent. 

In non-USE schools, there are 49 percent and 60 percent fewer males and females students 

respectively in Senior 5 than in Senior 4.   Previous research documents that the main reason 

reported for leaving school among female students was lack of school fees, pregnancy and 

marriage (Uganda Bureau of Statistics, 2014). This suggests certain limitations in access and 

inadequate child protection policies in USE facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2 In 2014, there were at least 14% more students enrolled in Senior 5 and 6 in non-USE schools than in USE schools.  
3 Based on analysis of Uganda household surveys, Barungi et al., (2015) shows that only 34 percent of girls who enrol 
or lower secondary transit to higher secondary level compared to 52 percent for boys.  
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Figure 1: Uganda: Student enrollment in USE and non-USE  schools in 2014 

 

It is against this backdrop that in 2008 PEAS—a providers of non-state secondary education in 
Africa—intervened to provide resources to facilitate the building of secondary schools in Uganda. 
The objective of PEAS’ operations are to unlock the potential of the country by providing 
affordable, quality secondary education in sub counties (Local council 3) and communities 
without a secondary school facility. As of December 2015, PEAS had built and operates 24 
secondary schools in Uganda. The PEAS programme has almost 12,000 students within its 
network, with enrolment increasing  each year.  

It is important to analyse pathways through which the PEAS programme impacts on quality and 

access to education; and to draw out lessons learned about the accessibility, adaptability, 

replicability and sustainability of the programme. Through PEAS’ partnership with Ark, an 

external evaluation was commissioned in 2012 to provide empirical evidence on the extent to 

which the programme has met its objectives. This evaluation aims to help PEAS improve its model 

and share lessons learnt with other stakeholders, contributing towards the body of knowledge 

around different methods of delivering and financing secondary education in a developing 

country context.  

The original evaluation of the PEAS programme started in 2012 (conducted by another external 

organisation) and ran for two years, but due to various design and implementation issues was 

paused in 2014 whilst PEAS and Ark went through a re-design process. In 2015, The Economic 

Policy Research Centre (EPRC) was commissioned to conduct the revised external evaluation of 

the PEAS programme in Uganda. Based on a non-random design, EPRC is evaluating the impact 

of the PEAS intervention in Uganda during the second term of 2015, 2016 and 2017 focusing on 

access, quality and cost of education delivered by PEAS Schools in comparison with control 

Source: EMIS (MoES, 2015 
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schools. In late September and early October 2015, EPRC conducted a baseline survey of the 

selected schools. This report highlights the process and provides preliminary results.  

2 UGANDA’S EDUCATION SYSTEM AND THE PEAS PROGRAMME  

2.1 Uganda’s education system  

Uganda’s present education system has a structure of seven (7) years of primary education and 

six (6) years of secondary education. To complete primary level education, pupils sit Primary 

Leaving Examinations (PLE) in four subjects – English, Mathematics, Science and Social Studies. 

Only some of the primary graduates go on to take secondary education – joining secondary is 

contingent upon passing PLE with at worst  an aggregate score of 32.4 Secondary education is 

divided into lower secondary (Ordinary level [O’level]) and upper secondary (Advanced level 

[A’level]).  Ordinary level consists of four (4) years of schooling; in the final year, students sit 

Uganda Certificate of Education (UCE) examinations in at least eight (8) subjects. Advanced level 

consists of two (2) years of schooling; in the final year, students sit Uganda Advanced Certificate 

of Education (UACE) examinations in at least three (3) subjects.    

2.2 Universal Secondary Education (USE) policy   

The Government of Uganda defines ‘‘USE ’’ as “the equitable provision of quality post-primary 

education and training to all Ugandan students who have successfully completed primary leaving 

examination”. The objective of the USE programme is to increase access to secondary education. 

The USE progamme covers Ordinary Secondary Education (Senior 1 to Senior 4). Pupils who score 

between 4 and 28 aggregate in the PLE are eligible to attend a participating USE government or 

private school without having to pay tuition fees (MoES, 2007). Extra charges such as boarding 

fees and food costs are borne by the student.  

Thus, unlike UPE, USE is not entirely free and this partly justifies a Public Private Partnerships 

(PPP) method of delivery. The MoES chooses the participating schools and a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MoU) is signed with individual private schools to ensure that they comply with 

the policy’s implementation guidelines. As per the policy and operational arrangements for 

implementing USE, Government also is supposed to provide basic infrastructure, instructional 

materials and basic equipment to the participating schools. Indeed, apart from the money 

received as capitation grant by USE schools, Government provides other non-monetary support 

in terms of students’ textbooks for core/mandatory subjects, teachers’ guides, in-service training 

                                                           
4 In 2014, at least 12.7% of the 603,400 who registered for PLE scored an aggregate ranging between 33-36 points 

and as such would not qualify to enroll in secondary school. 
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of teachers (refresher course conducted at regional level), English dictionaries and pronunciation 

CDs, and laboratory equipment and chemicals (Barungi et al., 2015). 

2.3 The PEAS programme in Uganda  

PEAS programme started in 2007 in Uganda. Their first two schools were opened in 2008 and 

almost 50 percent of the schools were opened after 2012, meaning that the programme is still in 

infancy. PEAS aims to substantially increase the number of secondary schools in Uganda. Schools 

in the PEAS programme are built in areas with the most need, especially rural areas.  The PEAS 

schools also target vulnerable groups. For example, in 2009 about 5 percent of students in PEAS 

schools reported a disability, compared to a national average of 2 percent in all secondary 

schools. Approximately 19 percent of PEAS students are orphans and at least 2 percent of female 

students in the PEAS programme report to be mothers.i In 2010, PEAS signed a Memorandum of 

Understanding with the Government of Uganda (GoU) to support the USE programme under the 

PPP arrangement.  Through this agreement, PEAS receives a termly capitation grant (Ug Shs. 47, 

000 per student), which helps to part-cover school operating costs. 

PEAS uses a ‘SmartAid’ model, which emphasises financial independence of its schools. Every 

PEAS secondary school is expected to run independent of external fundraising within two years 

of establishment. The programme ensures sustainability of its schools at three levels: Firstly, 

PEAS UK fundraises to launch a secondary school, allowing it to open debt free. Then through a 

combination of subsidies from the GoU, boarding school fees, lunch fees and operation of income 

generating activities (IGAs), such as school farms, schools can generate enough revenue to cover 

their running costs, including teacher salaries after two years. Secondly, as PEAS schools mature, 

they are expected to contribute a small allowance to cover the cost of the support services 

received from the secretariat. These include construction management, internal auditing, school 

inspections, teacher training, and financial training. Finally, to ensure that generations of 

Ugandans can continue to enjoy a quality secondary education, each school is expected to build 

up reserves to eventually replace its own buildings, largely through efficient school financial 

management, and profitable income generating activities such as the school farms. 

2.4 PEAS school management   

In PEAS schools, the traditional Head Teacher role has been split into two. The School Director 

financially manages the school, ensuring that fees are kept low and that the government subsidy 

is received and managed properly, and the School Head teacher manages teaching staff and 

maintains high educational standards. The unique split Director and Head teacher model at the 

PEAS schools means that education quality is not sacrificed for the sake of cost-savings, as the 

former is in charge of finances and the latter of education, allowing both to concentrate on their 

respective roles. With regard to audit and inspections, schools submit termly budgets to PEAS for 
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approval, and the revenues from income-generating activities are closely monitored. The PEAS 

Uganda finance team audits the school’s accounts at the end of each term to ensure efficiency. 

The accounts are then posted on the wall of the school, allowing the local community to see how 

money is spent, which increases transparency and trust. The PEAS Finance Department also trains 

school leaders on effective budgeting and financial management.  

PEAS delivers a broad package of education interventions in their schools designed to improve 

student outcomes. As a network operator and school owner, PEAS is able to adopt a holistic 

approach to addressing the complex barriers to educational success. The PEAS central team’s 

role is to provide high quality support to school staff to help them deliver these interventions and 

then supervise school practice. 

The PEAS central team use a blended approach when supporting school staff. The aim of school 

support is to empower school leaders while also building their capacity and holding them to 

account. Support is delivered through a number of mechanisms depending on the needs of the 

school and the type of assistance. For example PEAS holds regional and central workshops to 

disseminate new information or launch new initiatives; the education team organises exchange 

visits between schools to enable peer-to-peer learning and PEAS co-delivers school-based, in-

service teacher training sessions with leaders to develop their facilitation skills.  

School practice is supervised by PEAS to help monitor progress towards education quality 

objectives. Supervision is data-driven and focused on the individual context of each 

school. Supervision takes the form of school visits, annual internal school inspections and school 

audits. The data generated from these is used to develop School Improvement Plans and bespoke 

School Support Plans. Through the School Support Plans, PEAS central team is then able to 

conduct targeted school visits to quality assure particular elements of school practice.  

PEAS' two-pronged support and supervision model is flexible and can be calibrated to cater for 

differing school situations and needs. This model has been shown to contribute towards 

excellent outcomes for students. PEAS schools that received the full support and supervision 

package between 2014-15 were in the top 12 percent of schools in Uganda when assessed using 

a value-added performance measure.  

2.5 The PEAS approach to improving education outcomes 

A range of interventions designed to improve student outcomes are delivered in PEAS schools. 

These are summarised below.   

 Supplementary curriculum programmes: PEAS schools teach more than just academic 

subjects. Teachers also deliver Life Skills and Literacy programmes. The Life Skills 
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programme helps ensure that students are equipped with critical life skills and knowledge 

in order to define and lead a fulfilling and socially responsible life, and make informed 

choices. The literacy programme has been designed to both directly improve literacy skills 

and also help students to apply these skills to other academic subjects. The programme 

consists of a weekly reading lesson and a weekly writing lesson with the aim of developing 

students’ reading fluency, accuracy, comprehension and writing skills. PEAS schools also 

provide opportunities for students to engage with extra-curricular activities such as clubs 

and sports. Clubs include girl-specific clubs, and business clubs designed to develop 

students’ entrepreneurial skills.  

 Teacher training: Teacher training is delivered through regional or central workshops and 

in-service school-based sessions. The objective is to build teacher competencies in six 

different areas: (1) Teacher motivation and mind-set; (2) Planning and Preparation; (3) 

Classroom Delivery; (4) Assessment and Feedback; (5) Climate for Learning; and (6) 

Community and Contribution.  

 Child protection: PEAS is committed to keeping children safe from harm and ensuring 

that children’s rights to protection are fully realised. PEAS schools are responsible for 

promoting child-safe practices and protecting children from harm, abuse, neglect and 

exploitation in any form. 

 Community engagement: PEAS schools conduct community engagement activities in 

order to generate support for education and encourage active participation from local 

stakeholders. Community engagement activities include holding community meetings to 

build awareness of particular issues, setting up Boards of Governors and Parent Teacher 

Associations, and visiting local primary schools.  

 Operations support: In addition to the above ‘quality’ focussed functions, PEAS-Uganda 

provides support to schools in the area of financial management, including support with 

budget development and financial management training for school leaders and bursars. 

PEAS also provides HR support for schools regarding teacher recruitment, performance 

management, and disciplinary processes.  
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3 SAMPLING AND DATA COLLECTION PROCESS  

3.1 Sampling Frame for the 2015 PEAS secondary school survey 

In the non-random design, we compare selected PEAS schools to a representative sample of 

control (non-PEAS) schools. In the sampling, consideration was made for the structure of PEAS 

schools since they mainly have students in lower secondary education. The sampling frame for 

the 2015 PEAS secondary school survey was based on the 2014 Education Management and 

Information system (EMIS) data provided by the Ministry of Education and Sports. The original 

sample frame contained 2,950 secondary schools of which 64 percent were privately-owned 

secondary schools.5  The sample frame has identifier variables from the sub-region to district, 

sub-county and to the parish in which each school is located. The sample frame in terms of 

enrolled students was 1.39 million, of which 88.6 percent were enrolled in O-level (Senior 1-

Senior 4).     

Restriction to O-level population was guided by the low presence of A-level students among PEAS 

schools. In particular, out of the 24 PEAS schools, only 5 had students in Senior 5 and 3 have 

students in Senior 6. This is primarily due to the age of PEAS schools, with many have only opened 

in the last 2-3 years. As such, the effective student population is in the lower classes i.e.  Senior 

1 to Senior 4. Consequently, our sampling was based on the school population in lower level 

classes (O-level) and not the entire sample. This minimised the risk of selecting many mature 

schools for comparison. 

The PEAS schools are geographically spread in Uganda. Specifically, PEAS schools are found in 7 

of the 13 EMIS sub-regions of: (a) Acholi, (b) Ankole, (c) Buganda, (d) Busoga, (e) Bunyoro, (f) 

Teso, and (g) Toro.6 The 7 sub-regions account for 72 percent of Uganda’s total secondary school 

population. All the control schools selected fall within these sub-regions. Excluding schools from 

sub-regions without any PEAS school presence reduces the sample frame  by 827 schools to 2,123 

schools. Given that the O-level student population was a major ingredient in the sample 

selection, we also eliminate schools that are considered outliers. Based on our estimates from 

the EMIS database, at least 17 percent of the schools are outliers i.e. have very small or very large 

school populations and these were dropped from the sampling frame.7 The final sample frame 

had 1,756 secondary schools.  

                                                           
5 However, at least 9.4% of the private schools in the 2014 EMIS database are government aided. 
6  The 13 sub regions are Acholi, Ankole, Buganda, Bukedea, Bunyoro, Busoga, Elgon, Karamoja, Kigezi, Lango, Teso, 
Toro and West Nile.  The excluded sub regions from the sampling are Bukedea, Elgon, Karamoja, Kigezi, Lango and 
West Nile. Together the 6 excluded sub regions account for 28% of the total number of secondary schools in Uganda. 
7 Descriptive statistics reveal that the average school population in the EMIS database is 418 with a minimum of 13 
and maximum of 3,224 O-level students. On the other hand, among the 24 PEAS schools, the average population 
was 512 with a minimum of 300 and maximum of 700. Because of this relatively huge variation in both PEAS and 
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Table 1: 2014 EMIS Sample Frame for control school by sub-region 

Sub region Districts Sub Counties Schools Students (S1-S4) 

Acholi 7 51 100 40,583 

Ankole 10 128 333 116,943 

Buganda 24 223 920 355,193 

Busoga 10 96 281 162,781 

Bunyoro 5 63 145 57,436 

Teso 8 66 130 63,770 

Toro 7 88 214 80,967 

Non-PEAS region 41 410 827 355,516 

Total 112 1,125 2,950 1,192,606 

Source: Author’s calculations using Ministry of Education and Sports 2014 EMIS database 

 

3.2 Sample size and sample allocation for the 2015 PEAS school survey  

Because only 24 PEAS schools were in operation at the time of the survey, the objective was to 

measure the impact of the PEAS schools relative to control schools, and also due to cost 

considerations, the sample size was established at 28 schools. Out of this number 11 were PEAS 

schools and 17 were control schools. Table 1 also shows the overall sample frame by sub region 

(stratum) with the number of local government units i.e.  districts and schools within each 

stratum. We performed a systematic random sampling within each stratum and the total number 

of schools to be selected within each stratum was determined by sample frame outlined in Table 

2.  Other  factors considered in the sample selection included:  (a) school ownership i.e. whether 

government or private, (b) USE status (whether school is participating in the USE programme or 

not), (c) location i.e. peri-urban, rural, and urban schools, and (d) O-level school population. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
overall Uganda secondary school population, we identified outliers and dropped these from our sampling frame. A 
school with be classified as outlier if it is less than one third or more than 3 times the median of the total lower 
school population. Estimates reveal that the median population in classes S1-S4 in the EMIS dataset is 331. As such, 
based on the above criteria, a school is an outlier if it has a population of less than 110 or a population of more than 
993. All of the PEAS school meet the above criteria; on the other hand, at least 17% of the school were outliers and 
these were dropped from the frame. 
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Table 2: 2014 EMIS Sample Frame for control schools by Stratum 

 

Table 3:  Selected sample of PEAS and non-PEAS schools. 

Sub region Schools  Students (S1-S4) PEAS schools 

Acholi 1 588 1 

Ankole 3 2113 1 

Buganda 7 3242 2 

Busoga 2 1435 2 

Bunyoro 1 576 1 

Teso 1 631 3 

Toro 2 1056 1 

Total 17 9,641 11 

3.3 Sampling Schools, Teachers, and Pupils  

Within each stratum/sub region, the schools were chosen using a probability proportional to size 

(PPS) method, where size is the number of O-level students as provided by the 2014 EMIS 

database. As for the selection of the cluster, the use of PPS implies that each O-level student 

within a stratum has an equal probability for his/her school to be selected. Within each school, 

up to 75 students and at least one mathematics and one English teacher were selected (i.e., 25 

each from Senior 1, 2, and 3). Students were randomly selected among the Senior 1, Senior 2, 

and Senior 3 student body. Table 4 shows the final school selection as well as students and 

teachers surveyed. By category, the number of schools were:  11 for intervention (PEAS, Private 

USE); 5 Control Private USE; 4 Control Private non-USE; 7 Control Government USE and 1 Control 

(Government non-USE) school. 

 

 

Sub Region
Districts Schools

Number of sampled 

schools

Acholi 7 100 1

Ankole 10 333 3

Buganda 24 920 7

Busoga 10 281 2

Bunyoro 5 145 1

Teso 8 130 1

Toro 8 214 2

sub-Total 72 2,123 17

Share of total sampling frame64.3% 72.0%
Source: Author’s calculations using MoES 2014 EMIS Secondary School database



 

11 
 

Table 4: Number of sampled students and teachers by school  

 

 

3.4 Data collection  

Seven survey teams of enumerators (composed of 4 members each) collected information from 

the 28 schools. Each team handled four schools and were supported by a supervisor from EPRC 

for overall implementation. The enumerators were sourced from the Uganda Bureau of Statistics 

and were trained for a week on impact evaluation, indicators on which data would be collected, 

actual design of the instruments and field data collection. Each EPRC enumeration team was 

accompanied by two officials from the Uganda National Examination Board (UNEB)’s National 

Assessment Progress of Education (NAPE)—a branch of the Uganda National Examination Board 

(UNEB)  mandated by the GoU  to conduct such tests and examinations across the country.  

In each school, six types of survey instruments were adminstered.  These are briefly described 

below. First, a school-level instrument answered by the head teacher or his representative 

Sub-Region District PEAS/Non-PEAS Public/Private USE/Non-USE Students Teachers

1 Green Shoots Secondary School Bunyoro Hoima PEAS Private Use 75 6

2 Bunyoro Kitara Secondary School Bunyoro Kibaale Non-PEAS Private Non use 75 6

3 Lamwo Kuc Ki Gen High School Acholi Lamwo PEAS Private Use 75 6

4 Kitgum High School Acholi Kitgum Non-PEAS Government Use 75 6

5 Malongo PEAS High School Busoga Mayuge PEAS Private Use 75 5

6 Nyero Ark-PEAS High School Teso Kumi PEAS Private Use 75 5

7 Iganda Town View S.S Busoga Iganga Private Use 75 5

8 Bukoyo Secondary School Busoga Iganga Non-PEAS Government Use 75 5

9 Samling-Toro PEAS High School Kazingo Toro Kabarole PEAS Private Use 75 6

10 Camel High School Toro Kyenjojo Non-PEAS Private Use 75 6

11 Kithoma PEAS High School Toro Kasese PEAS Private Use 73 5

12 Humura Senior Secondary School Toro Kyegegwa Non-PEAS Government Use 75 4

13 BUDDE S.S Buganda Butambala Non-PEAS Government Use 75 6

14 Irma Pfeiffer" Buganda Wakiso Non-PEAS Private Non use 75 6

15 Forest High School Buganda Mubende PEAS Private Use 75 6

16 God Cares High School Buganda Wakiso Non-PEAS Private Use 75 6

17 Akoromit PEAS High School Teso Amuria PEAS Private Use 75 6

18 Orungo High School Teso Amuria Non-PEAS Government Use 75 6

19 Ngora PEAS High School Teso Ngora PEAS Private Use 75 6

20 Toroma PEAS High School Teso Katakwi PEAS Private Use 75 6

21 Standard College School Ntungamo Ankole Ntungamo Non-PEAS Private Non use 75 6

22 Hibiscus High School Ankole Ntungamo PEAS Private Use 75 6

23 Kagongo Secondary School" Ankole Ibanda Non-PEAS Government Use 75 5

24 Kiyanga Vocational Secondary School Ankole Mitooma Non-PEAS Private Use 75 4

25 Bumlemezi Secondary School Vvumba Buganda Luwero Non-PEAS Private Use 67 5

26 Kalongo Seed Secondary School Buganda Nakasongola Non-PEAS Government Use 73 6

27 Namataba Secondary School Buganda Mukono Non-PEAS Government Non use 75 6

28 Buziga Islamic Secondary School Buganda Kampala Non-PEAS Private Non use 75 6
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collected  data on the school’s history, governance, student enrolment, school fees structure, 

staffing, facilities and community relations.  Second, in conjunction with officers from NAPE, 

standardized tests of student learning in English and Mathematics were administered to 25 

randomly selected students in each of Senior 1, Senior 2, and Senior 3.  Scores from the NAPE 

examinations provide an objective measure of educational quality.  

Third, individual surveys were administered to a sample of Mathematics and English teachers 

who taught to the three targeted classes. The teacher instrument covered: education 

qualifications, classroom preparation and access to teaching aids; their household wealth; and 

teacher and student absenteeism, among other issues. Fourth, enumerators observed lessons 

conducted by  the targeted teachers and completed a classroom observation tool. This captured 

information on the classroom environment and teaching and learning methods, including 

capturing student activity in the classroom over a 30 minute observation. 

Finally, individual surveys were also administered to the same sample of 25 students from each 

of the targeted classes who had sat the NAPE examinations. The instrument covered: the 

student’s demographic characteristics, including disability (if any); family background; distance 

and method of transportation to school; safety at school and past performance at PLE.  The 

descriptive features of students, schools and teachers are presented in the following subsections.   

The data collected in the baseline year will form a basis for the two subsequesnt data collection 

excercises—the middle and endline surveys. For instance, the baseline survey obtained 

information on student enrolment by class and the quality of education at the time. Capturing 

the same information in the subsequenst surveys can aid in the analysis of school progression, 

changes in performance over time and sustainability. The second and third rounds of the survey 

will focus on the same schools and classes, but will survey different students. We do not follow 

the same students because of high drop out of students in rural areas, which would affect sample 

sizes.  

 

  



 

13 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
 

4. ACCESS 

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

as well as PEAS to public and private schools. The focus is on: enrolment of students, class 

progression, and pre-secondary school cognitive abilities as captured by past performance at PLE. 

In addition, the sub section examines 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.  

4.1 Enrolment  

Table 5 Compares PEAS with non-PEAS public and private secondary schools in terms of the 

number of students enrolled in the different classes. It is observed that PEAS schools have 

relatively more students in S.1 and S.2 than non-PEAS schools, even though the differences in 

enrolment are not statistically significant. But as we move to the candidate class (S.4), we note 

that the number of students in PEAS schools drastically drops. Indeed, the difference in the 

average number of candidates (S.4 students) in PEAS schools (75 candidates) is statistically 

significantly low in comparison to the average number of S.4 students in public (139 candidates) 

and private non-PEAS schools (110 candidates) (Table 5, Panel B). The siginificantly low number 

of S.4 candiates in 2015 in PEAS schools can be partly be explained by the fact that PEAS schools 

are newer, and most likely had less capacity three years ago when the current S.4 cohort enrolled 

in S.1. 
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Table 5: Student enrolment by class and school type; 2015 Term I and II 

 

PEAS  Public  Private  t-test 

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

PANEL A: 2015 TERM I ENROLMENT 

S.1 168.73 40.85  144.75 53.50  129.50 75.03  23.98 39.23 

S.2 172.91 41.63  140.75 47.15  124.38 63.73  32.16 48.53 

S.3 141.18 55.54  145.38 38.76  126.75 64.67  -4.19 14.43 

S.4 75.00 28.33  138.88 37.42  109.88 63.66  -63.88*** -38.88** 

O'level population 670.50 70.00  668.13 194.02  647.00 436.40  2.38 23.50 

Population of girls in O'level 285.09 84.34  235.50 107.25  238.22 97.35  49.59 46.87 

Population of boys in O'level 278.09 58.15  332.00 91.16  248.44 153.78  -53.91* 29.65 

PANEL B: 2015 TERM II ENROLMENT 

S.1 161.00 41.99  141.25 52.89  135.13 72.73  19.75 25.88 

S.2 160.91 47.01  141.38 47.58  131.50 57.09  19.53 29.41 

S.3 131.18 56.66  144.50 39.88  127.25 65.00  -13.32 3.93 

S.4 75.00 28.33  138.88 37.42  110.38 64.90  -63.88*** -35.38* 

O'level population 528.09 138.29  566.00 145.49  504.25 251.31  -37.91 23.84 

Population of girls in O'level 265.18 86.95  238.25 108.54  244.22 95.53  26.93 20.96 

Population of boys in O'level 262.18 60.28  327.50 90.58  248.22 152.72  -65.32** 13.96 

Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 
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4.2 Class progression  

Generally, student progression in classes is very good in both PEAS and non-PEAS schools, as 

reflected by the very small numbers of repeaters across different classes (Table 6). In cases where 

some students are not promoted to the next class, most schools (73 percent PEAS and 65 percent 

non-PEAS) retain and allow such students to repeat.  

Table 6: Number of repeaters per class by school type 

Class 

PEAS (n = 11)   Non-PEAS (n =17)   
Mean 

Difference 

Mean SD Max   Mean SD Max   

S1 0.4 0.7 2.0  0.5 1.5 5.0  -0.2 

S2 0.9 1.1 3.0  0.6 1.6 5.0  0.3 

S3 3.0 2.1 5.0  2.3 2.8 8.0  0.7 

S4 3.3 7.1 19.0  4.6 8.5 25.0  -1.3 

S5 0.0 0.0 0.0  1.2 2.6 8.0  -1.2 

S6 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.2 0.7 2.0  -0.2 

Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 

 

4.3 Student socio-economic characteristics   
 

4. 3. 1 Prior Attainment of Students in PEAS and non-PEAS schools   

There are attainment differences between students admitted by PEAS and non-PEAS schools. 

Figure 2 shows the distribution of students’ national primary leaving examinations (PLE) grades. 

According to Uganda’s PLE grading system, the smaller the PLE grade aggregate, the better the 

student’s performance. Overall, students admitted by PEAS schools had performed poorly in their 

national PLE compared to non-PEAS schools.8 Figure 3 shows the entire distribution for PEAS 

                                                           
8 The explanation for  the PLE grading system by UNEB is as follows. Pupils sit 4 papers and each paper is grade 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 distinctions in all the four (Math, English, Science and Social studies) subjects, and the least 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 
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(treatment) and Non- PEAS (control). Most PEAS students’ grades are on the right of the of non-

PEAS school curve, indicating a relatively poor performance in PLE. Also, Table 1 shows that 

students in non-PEAS schools have significantly lower PLE aggregates (better performance) than 

those in non-PEAS schools. 

 

Figure 2: National-level PLE performance across schools 

 
Source: Authors Calculation using PEAS’ Public Private Partnership in education 2015 survey 

 

Figure 3 disaggregates PLE performance by school type. Private schools recruit students with 

better grades, followed by government schools and PEAS schools in that order. The difference in 

performance is statistically significant at the one percent level (see Table 7). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
at least one credit or a Pass Seven in two subjects or a Pass Eight in three subjects. Consequently, an average 
aggregate score of 17.8 can fall with Division II or Division II. The same applies to average aggregate score of 20.5 
could fall either in Division II or III depending on subject performance by the pupil.  
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Figure 3: National-level PLE performance across schools 

 
Source: Authors Calculation using PEAS’ Public Private Partnership in education 2015 survey 

Figures 4 and 5 show the PLE performance in Math and English respectively. Consistent with the 

overall performance results, PEAS students had poorer performance in both Math and English at 

PLE, followed by students in government schools. Students in private schools performed 

significantly better in both subjects. 

Figure 4: National-level PLE Math performance across schools 

 

Source: Authors Calculation using PEAS’ Public Private Partnership in education 2015 survey 
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Figure 5: National-level PLE English performance across schools 

  
Source: Authors Calculation using PEAS’ Public Private Partnership in education 2015 survey 

 

Overall, PEAS recruits students that could not access secondary education, partially due to poor 

performance in the national Primary Leaving Examination (PLE), but also due to their rural 

locations. The poorer PLE performance of students in PEAS schools than those in government 

schools suggests that even though PEAS programme targeted Universal Secondary Education 

beneficiary schools, it has gone further to accept the students that would have failed to join 

government schools. Indeed, government USE schools are required to set their senior one (S1) 

cut-off points at 28 PLE aggregates. Dut-off points for private schools vary according to their 

teaching quality and location, though in general they admit relatively better performing students 

than government USE schools.  However, PEAS schools only require that a student passes PLE 

and gets a certificate.  

4.3.2 Student level characteristics   

Table 7 presents the statistics on the difference between students in PEAS and non- PEAS schools.  

Overall, the PLE performance of the surveyed students in all schools is poor. On average, students 

in all surveyed schools had obtained, on average, a second grade but the performance of those 

who joined PEAS schools is poorer9.  In PEAS schools, student on average  scored  20.5 aggregate 

(an average of Credit 5 in each of the four subjects) while in non-PEAS, the average score  is 17.8 

aggregate (an average of Credit 4 in each of the four  subjects). In Uganda’s education system, 

                                                           
9 Students sit for four subjects at primary seven. The PLE grades are  classified as: First grade ranges from 4-12; 
Second grade from 13-23; Third Grade is 24-29; while those with 30-34 aggregates pass with a Fourth grade. 
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the best performance is a distinction one (D1) in a subject. At PLE, students sit for four exams 

and the best performer gets all D1s in all subjects, making a total of 4. The grades of the surveyed 

students are far above the minimum 4 aggregates that the best performer is expected to get. 

This suggests that PEAS schools upon which we selected similar control schools are located in 

remote and poorly performing areas. We sampled non-PEAS schools that shared similar 

characteristics, such as accessibility, with PEAS, and this might be explaining the poor 

performance across all the sampled schools. 

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

received per day. In PEAS schools, 53 percent of the students reported to be having breakfast 

‘very often’, compared with 67 percent for non-PEAS schools. A higher percentage of PEAS 

students (31 percent) reported that they ‘sometimes’ eat breakfast which is significantly higher 

than 20 percent of non-PEAS students who gave the same response. For the frequency  of meals, 

students in PEAS schools on average  eat fewer meals (2.6) compared to their counterparts in 

non-PEAS schools who eat an average of 2.8 meals, a difference that is statistically significant. 

This implies that PEAS students on average are more deprived than students in other schools. 

Regarding demographics, students in PEAS schools are slightly older than those in non-PEAS 

schools. On average, the students in PEAS schools are 16.3 years old while those in non-PEAS 

schools are 15.9 years old, a difference which is statistically significant.  A number of possible 

reasons can be advanced for the presence of older students in PEAS schools. It is possible that 

PEAS students have overtime experienced frequent class repetiion,  dropped out of school and 

later re-enrolled, or experienced general delayed school enrolment  i.e. started primary one aged 

more than the recommended 6 years. We examine the above issues further. The survey inquired 

from students how many times their have ever repeated a class and analysis of the extent of 

grade repetitions shows that PEAS students are more likely to report grade repetition while in 

primary school than non-PEAS students (8.5 percent vs. 6.3 percent).  Furthermore, Figure 6 that 

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

ever repeated  upper primary classes than non-PEAS counterparts—especially Primary 4, Primary 

5 and Primary 6. Furthermore, the survey inquires from students whether they have ever 

dropped out of school. At least 4.9 percent of the surveyed students report having ever dropped 

out of school and PEAS students have a significantly higher school drop-out rate (5.8 percent) 

compared to non-PEAS students (4.3 percent). On the other hand, delayed school enrolment can 

be inferred from when a pupil joined primary 1. Students are classified to have delayed to enroll 

in school, if they started primary 1 aged more than 6 years. Overall, although the average age of 

starting primary one is 7.34 years, the difference with non-PEAS students is only 0.2 years. 

Consequently, delayed school enrolment is unlikely to be reasons why PEAS students are much 

older; it appears that PEAS schools have a higher frequency of grade repletion. 
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Figure 6: Primary School Repetition by Grade 

Source: Authors’ computation using PEAS school survey 

There are also reported differences in the religion of students between PEAS and non-PEAS 

schools which are statistically significant. Students in PEAS schools are predominantly Catholics 

and Protestants while control schools had a significantly higher proportion of Muslim students. 

Also, students in PEAS schools travel for longer distances to school than those in non-PEAS 

schools. Students in PEAS schools take on average 56 minutes (almost an hour) to travel to school 

while those in non-PEAS schools take on average 46 minutes. This suggests that students in PEAS 

schools reside far from the schools. This is not surprising since PEAS schools are purposely located 

in remote and inaccessible areas with no other schools in proximity to serve distant students.  

We asked students a question “If not this school, is there other school that you would prefer to 

go to?” and more students in PEAS schools preferred not to move to any other school compared 

to the students in non-PEAS schools.  In non-PEAS schools, 73 percent reported that if they were 

not enrolled in the school they are currently in, they would prefer to join another school. This is 

significantly higher than 60 percent of students in PEAS schools who would prefer to join another 

school. We also elicited information on the time allocation and hours spend on different activities 

in a typical school day. We found that students in PEAS schools spend more time in class and 

doing homework than their counterparts in non-PEAS schools. The results also show that 

students in PEAS schools spend more time looking after their siblings than those in non-PEAS 

schools. 
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Also, Table 7 breaks down the non-PEAS results by school type (government and Private school). 

Consistent with Figures (2 - 5) above, the characteristics of students in government schools fall 

in between those in PEAS and private schools and in some cases there are no differences between 

PEAS and government schools. For instance, the PLE aggregate performance of students in 

government schools is close to those in PEAS schools. Also, percentage of students that often 

have breakfast, and the religion of students are similar in both PEAS and government schools. 

However, there are variations in terms of hours spent in class and doing homework. Students in 

PEAS schools and private schools spend more time in class and doing homework than their 

counterparts in government schools. There were no reported differences in safety concerns 

across schools.  
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Table 7:  Student characteristics  

School type Variables 
PEAS   NON-PEAS GOV'T PRIVATE t-tests 
Mean (A) SD Mean (B) SD Mean (C) SD Mean (D) SD (A-B) (A-C) (A-D) 

PLE Aggregate 20.45 4.88 17.78 5.83 19.28 5.44 16.44 5.84 2.67*** 1.17*** 4.02*** 
PLE- Math score 5.78 2.60 5.07 1.86 5.35 1.72 4.82 1.94 0.72*** 0.44*** 0.97*** 
PLE- English score 5.01 1.63 4.19 1.77 4.64 1.68 3.79 1.76 0.82*** 0.37*** 1.22*** 
Meals Per day (#) 2.62 0.56 2.78 0.79 2.65 0.64 2.90 0.89 -0.17*** -0.04 -0.29*** 
How often a student eats breakfast            
1 if very often 0.53 0.50 0.67 0.47 0.61 0.49 0.72 0.45 -0.13*** -0.07** -0.19*** 
1if sometimes  0.31 0.46 0.20 0.40 0.22 0.42 0.18 0.39 0.11*** 0.09** 0.13*** 
1 if Never 0.14 0.35 0.13 0.33 0.17 0.37 0.09 0.29 0.02 -0.03 0.05*** 
Proportion of girls 0.50 0.50 0.47 0.50 0.44 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.03 0.06** 0.01 
Student Age 16.33 1.60 15.93 1.71 16.05 1.56 15.81 1.82 0.41*** 0.28*** 0.52*** 
Religion                       
     Catholic 0.39 0.49 0.33 0.47 0.38 0.48 0.28 0.45 0.06*** 0.01 0.11*** 
     Protestant 0.37 0.48 0.28 0.45 0.30 0.46 0.26 0.44 0.09*** 0.07** 0.11*** 
     Other Christian 0.15 0.36 0.17 0.37 0.15 0.36 0.18 0.39 -0.02 0.00 -0.03* 
      Muslim 0.07 0.25 0.20 0.40 0.16 0.36 0.25 0.43 -0.14*** -0.09*** -0.18*** 
      Other religion 0.01 0.12 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.10 0.03 0.18 -0.01 0.00 -0.02** 
Proportion in boarding section 0.48 0.50 0.45 0.50 0.32 0.47 0.58 0.49 0.03 0.16*** -0.09*** 
Distance to School (Minutes) 56.06 33.69 46.35 34.08 48.18 35.42 43.59 31.83 9.71*** 7.89*** 12.47*** 
1 if a student prefers another school 0.60 0.49 0.73 0.44 0.71 0.45 0.75 0.43 -0.13*** -0.11*** -0.15*** 
1 if student has been absent in past 30 days 0.37 0.48 0.36 0.48 0.42 0.49 0.31 0.46 0.00 -0.05 0.05 
1 if student always feels safe 0.86 0.34 0.85 0.35 0.85 0.36 0.86 0.35 0.01 0.01 0.01 
1 if student always feels unsafe 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.13 0.02 0.14 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
How a school day is spent                    
    In class (Hrs) 9.21 7.73 7.73 8.56 8.37 2.49 8.74 2.81 0.65** 0.85** 0.47 
    Home Work (Hrs) 2.03 2.95 2.95 1.76 1.74 2.45 1.78 1.29 0.27* 0.29* 0.25** 
    Taking care of siblings (Hrs) 1.14 4.56 4.56 0.51 0.47 0.93 0.54 3.21 0.63** 0.67** 0.59** 
     HH Chores (Hrs) 1.27 2.39 2.39 1.08 1.28 1.03 0.90 1.74 0.18 -0.01 0.37** 
Observations 821   1259  595   664        

   * is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1% 
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4.3.3 Wealth status of the student’s households   

The PEAS survey did not collect information on the household income from the interviewed 

students. This is because students would not provide accurate information on various income 

sources and amounts earned by parent or guardians. Following previous Ugandan studies 

examining household wealth status without income or household expenditure data (e.g. 

Ssewanyana and Younger, 2008), we thus use an index of assets based on factor analysis of seven 

household assets: whether the household owns a refrigerator, television, radio, whether the 

household has a cemented floor, electricity, whether the source of drinking water is either a 

protected borehole/spring or tap, and whether the toilet facility is Ventilated improved pit latrine 

(VIP).  We then generate quintiles so as to be able to determine the number of students in each 

asset quintile. 

Table 8 presents the distribution of the household  asset index (our  proxy for the household 

wealth status). The largest percentage (37.6 percent) of the students in PEAS schools are from 

the lowest quintile of the asset index (lowest 20 percent) while only 3.4 percent are from the 

highest wealth quintile. The students in government schools are also from average households 

which are relatively richer than those from PEAS schools. On the other hand, students in Private 

Schools are from relatively wealthy households. Sixty six percent of the surveyed students in 

private schools are from fourth and the highest  quintiles (highest 40 percent and 20 percent). 

These results support the findings that most PEAS schools are located in remote areas, targeting 

the poorest children who, otherwise, would not have gone to school.  

Table 8: Percentage of Students in each Asset Quintile 

Asset Quintiles PEAS GOVT PRIVATE 

Lowest 309 37.6% 126   21.2% 59 8.9% 

Second 182 22.2% 107 18% 63 9.5% 

Middle 168 20.5% 129 21.7% 106 16% 

Fourth 134 16.3% 137 23% 191 29% 

Highest 28 3.4% 96 16% 245 37% 

Total Observation/ % 821 100 595 100 664 100 

4.3.4 Family background   

Table 9 presents the family background of the surveyed students. Overall, all the surveyed 

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

bigger households compared to those in non-PEAS schools. The  average household size is  8.1 

persons in PEAS’ students’  and 7 persons in non-PEAS students’ households. There are also 

differences in parents’ education levels between PEAS and non-PEAS schools. A higher 
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percentage of children in PEAS schools reported that their parents (father and mother) 

completed primary school. However, a higher percentage of students in non-PEAS schools 

reported that their parents (fathers and mothers) completed secondary and post-secondary 

education (for mothers). This suggests that parents of students from non-PEAS schools are more 

educated than those from PEAS schools. 

On the sibling’s information, students in PEAS schools have more siblings than those in non-PEAS 

schools and this may partly explain the larger household sizes among PEAS students households 

mentioned earlier.  However, the students from non-PEAS schools have more educated siblings 

than those in PEAS schools. This means the overall level of education is higher in non-PEAS 

families than those families where PEAS students come from. After disaggregating the non-PEAS 

data by school type, the results indicate that a higher percentage of children from private schools 

have parents with secondary and post-secondary education than those in PEAS schools. Also, 

consistent with Table 9, students in non-PEAS schools have more educated elder siblings than 

those from PEAS schools. 
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Table 9:  Family background by school categories 

  PEAS Non-PEAS GOV'T PRIVATE t-tests 
Variables MEAN (A) SD MEAN (B) SD MEAN (C) SD MEAN (D) SD (A-B) (A-C) (A-D) 

Family size 8.09 3.78 7.02 2.81 7.23 2.88 6.83 2.72 1.07*** 0.86*** 1.26*** 
Male Family members (#) 3.85 1.98 3.39 1.88 3.49 1.88 3.31 1.88 0.45*** 0.36*** 0.54*** 
Female member (#) 4.17 2.34 3.68 2.34 3.75 1.99 3.62 2.61 0.49*** 0.42*** 0.55*** 
1 if farther is dead 0.14 0.34 0.16 0.37 0.15 0.36 0.17 0.38 -0.03 -0.01 -0.04 
Fathers Age          
    < 30 Years 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 
    Between 30 & 50 Years 0.47 0.50 0.47 0.50 0.48 0.50 0.47 0.50 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 
    Above 50 0.37 0.48 0.34 0.47 0.35 0.48 0.34 0.47 0.03 0.03 0.04 
1 if lives with Father 0.70 0.46 0.59 0.49 0.59 0.49 0.59 0.49 0.11*** 0.12*** 0.11*** 
Fathers Education          
     1 if No education 0.07 0.25 0.07 0.25 0.06 0.24 0.08 0.27 0.00 0.01 -0.01 
     1 if primary education 0.51 0.50 0.35 0.48 0.38 0.49 0.32 0.47 0.16*** 0.13*** 0.19*** 
     1 if secondary education 0.33 0.47 0.40 0.49 0.41 0.49 0.39 0.49 -0.06** -0.07** -0.05** 
     1 if post-secondary education 0.05 0.22 0.12 0.33 0.11 0.31 0.14 0.34 -0.07 -0.06 -0.09 
1 if has no mother 0.07 0.25 0.06 0.24 0.06 0.24 0.06 0.24 0.00 0.01 0.00 
Mothers Age          
    < 30 Years 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.15 0.04 0.18 0.01 0.12 0.00 -0.01 0.01 
    Between 30 & 50 Years 0.75 0.44 0.76 0.43 0.74 0.44 0.78 0.41 -0.02 0.01 -0.03 
    Above 50 0.16 0.36 0.14 0.34 0.15 0.36 0.12 0.32 0.02 0.00 0.04* 
1 if lives with mother 0.79 0.41 0.73 0.44 0.72 0.45 0.74 0.44 0.06** 0.07** 0.05** 
Mothers education          
    1 if No education 0.15 0.35 0.097 0.296 0.09 0.28 0.11 0.31 0.05 0.06 0.04 
    1 if primary education 0.64 0.48 0.418 0.493 0.49 0.50 0.36 0.48 0.22*** 0.15*** 0.28*** 
    1 if secondary education 0.16 0.37 0.350 0.477 0.32 0.47 0.38 0.48 -0.19*** -0.16*** -0.21*** 
     1 if post-secondary education 0.01 0.11 0.083 0.275 0.06 0.24 0.10 0.30 -0.07*** -0.05*** -0.09*** 
Siblings information            
Number of Siblings 5.15 2.27 4.44 2.32 4.72 2.36 4.19 2.24 0.71*** 0.43*** 0.96*** 
Student’s birth order 3.13 2.05 3.07 2.00 3.21 2.01 2.95 1.98 0.06 -0.07 0.18* 

Number of more educated siblings 1.18 1.47 1.40 1.65 1.42 1.61 1.38 1.70 -0.22*** -0.24** -0.20** 
Number of siblings that have gone to 
school 4.67 2.16 4.11 2.24 4.37 2.24 3.88 2.22 0.56*** 0.30** 0.79*** 
Number of observations 821  1259  595  664     

* is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%
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4.4 Conclusion 

There is evidence pointing to the following: 

 Concerning student welfare, students in PEAS schools are more deprived than their 

counterparts in non-PEAS schools in terms of number of meals eaten per day. 

 PEAS and public non-PEAS schools are serving poorer households compared to private 

non-PEAS schools. 

 Overall, students’ progression in classes is commendable as indicated by the insignificant 

number of repeaters across all classes. Moreover, most schools (both PEAS and non-PEAS) 

do not deny repeaters a chance to continue schooling. 

 Compared to non-PEAS schools, PEAS schools admit S.1 pupils who performed poorer in 

PLE. 

 Based on travel time by day students between home and school, PEAS schools are in less 

accessible, more remote areas than non-PEAS schools. 

 Relatively more students in PEAS schools prefer remaining in their current schools to 

being transferred to other schools. 

 Students in PEAS and private non-PEAS schools spend significantly more time in class and 

doing homework compared to their counterparts in public non-PEAS schools 

 Students in PEAS schools come from relatively bigger households compared to those in 

non-PEAS schools. 

 Students in PEAS schools come from less educated families. This is shown by the findings 

that parents of students from non-PEAS schools are more educated than those from PEAS 

schools; and the students from non-PEAS schools have more educated siblings than those 

in PEAS schools. 
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5 QUALITY 

5.1 Head Teacher characteristics and school leadership 

Table 10 presents selected characteristics of head teachers at PEAS and non-PEAS secondary 

schools. Most secondary schools, irrespective of whether they are PEAS or non-PEAS, are headed 

by men. Specifically, in PEAS schools, about 73 percent of the head teachers are male while non-

PEAS schools have a higher percentage (82 percent) of male headteachers. In terms of age, head 

teachers in non-PEAS schools are older than those in PEAS schools, and the age difference is 

statistically significant. The mean age of head teachers in non-PEAS schools is 42 years and 35 

years in PEAS schools. Looking at the duration of service, we note that head teachers in non-PEAS 

schools have worked in their respective schools relatively longer than head teachers in PEAS 

schools. Although statistically there is no significant difference in length of service, the mean 

duration of work is 24 months in non-PEAS schools and 19 months in PEAS schools.  

The relatively longer duration of service at non-PEAS schools may be partly attributed to the fact 

that PEAS schools have been in existence  for a shorter duration  compared to many non-PEAS 

schools.10 Concerning area of residence, all head teachers in PEAS schools reside in the sub-

county where the schools they head are located; while an equally significant percent of head 

teachers in non-PEAS schools (88 percent) also reside in the sub-county where their respective 

schools are located. Generally, non-PEAS head teachers have lived in the sub-county longer than 

the PEAS Headteachers, although statistically there is no difference in the length of stay in their 

respective sub-counties.  

Table 10:  Characteristics of Head-teachers, and leadership of PEAS and non-PEAS school 

Characteristic 

PEAS schools 
(n = 11)   

Non-PEAS schools 
(n = 17) 

Mean 
Difference 

Mean SD   Mean SD 

Age (number of complete years lived) 35.36  3.80  42.00 10.40 -6.64** 
Sex (1 = Male; 0 = Female)    0.73  0.47     0.82   0.39 0.10 
Length of service at the school (number of 
months spent working at the school) 19.30 11.19  24.13 18.80 -4.83 
Area of current residence  
(1 = Resides in sub-county where the school 
is located; 0 = otherwise)    1.00  0.00     0.88   0.33 0.12 
Length of stay in the sub-county (number of 
years lived in the sub-county) 17.80 31.01  18.50 26.99 -0.70 
School PTA and Policies       

1 if a schools has a functioning PTA 1 0  0.82 0.39 0.18 
1 if a school has a child protection policy 1 0  0.41 0.51 0.59*** 

Source: Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 

                                                           
10 While all PEAS schools were established after 2007, all (except one) non-PEAS schools selected for this study were 
already existing by 2007. 
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In terms of leadership and child protection, all PEAS schools reported to havenctioning Parent-

Teacher Associations (PTAs) while 82 percent of the control schools reported to have a 

functioning PTA. On child protection, all PEAS schools reported that they have a child protection 

policy while only 41 percent of non-PEAS schools reported to be having a similar policy. This 

suggests that PEAS schools have done more to ensure children’s safety than the non-PEAS 

schools. 

5.2 Availability of school inputs and facilities  

Table 11 compares PEAS with non-PEAS secondary schools in terms of the numbers of available 

textbooks for English and Mathematics. In the entire O’level section, non-PEAS schools on 

average have more English and Mathematics textbooks and the difference is statistically 

significant. Further, estimates of the textbook to student ratios indicate that PEAS schools have 

enough textbooks for S.5 and S.6 students, but limited textbooks for O’level such that, on 

average, a textbook has to be shared among three or more students. In the case of non-PEAS 

schools, textbook to student ratios indicate that there are enough mathematics textbooks that 

all students can access a copy at the same time. However, English textbooks are only adequate 

for S.1 and S.2.  

Table 11:  Availability of relevant textbooks for English and Mathematics 

Relevant textbooks PEAS schools (n = 11)   
Non-PEAS schools 
(n = 17) Mean Difference 

Mean SD   Mean SD 

Relevant textbooks for English 
Number of English textbooks for S.1 42.82 47.71  188.18 170.02 -145.36*** 
Number of English textbooks for S.2 30.91 11.76  142.81 135.87 -111.90*** 
Number of English textbooks for S.3 31.64 12.98  129.63 130.39 -97.99** 
Number of English textbooks for S.4 40.09 35.67  105.31 90.37 -65.22** 
Number of English textbooks for S.5 21.00 29.70  39.23 103.16 -18.23 
Number of English textbooks for S.6 15.00 21.21  44.42 107.27 -29.42 
Relevant textbooks for Mathematics 
Number of Math  textbooks for S. 1 49.36 65.25  208.29 182.19 -158.93*** 
Number of Math  textbooks for S. 2 50.46 56.49  186.88 150.23 -136.42*** 
Number of Math  textbooks for S. 3 49.64 60.83  167.69 128.96 -118.05*** 
Number of Math  textbooks for S. 4 48.91 54.84  209.31 167.24 -160.40*** 
Number of Math  textbooks for S. 5 21.00 29.70  17.29 23.89 3.71 
Number of Math  textbooks for S. 6 21.00 29.70   16.23 20.95 4.77 

Source: Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 

Table 12 presents findings on availability of other facilities that improve the teaching and learning 

environment. Findings reveal that generally there is no significant difference between PEAS and 

non-PEAS schools in terms of the facilities they possess. The percentages of PEAS and non-PEAS 

schools that have the following facilities are statistically similar: libraries, classrooms, 
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laboratories, kitchen, space for non-formal learning, separate toilets for boys and girls, and 

sources of water that are considered safe for drinking. Statistically significant differences are 

observed with only two facilities, dining hall and functioning generators. No PEAS schools 

reported having a dining hall while some (35percent) non-PEAS schools have dining halls. 

Similarly, a much higher percentage (71percent) of non-PEAS schools have a functioning 

generator compared to only 30 percent of PEAS schools. The possible explanation to this is the 

fact that most (60percent) PEAS schools have and use solar, which is a reliable source of energy 

with minimal need for generators. On the other hand, most non-PEAS schools use electricity (over 

82percent) and expectedly they have generators to sidestep the challenge of frequent electricity 

outages, which is even more common in rural areas. 

Table 12:  Availability of school facilities 

School facility 

PEAS schools 
(n = 11)   

Non-PEAS schools 
(n = 17) Mean Difference 

Mean SD   Mean SD 

School has a library (1 = Yes, 0 = No) 0.73 0.47  0.65 0.49 0.08 
Number of classrooms in the school 10.09 5.05  11.12 7.95 -1.03 
School has a laboratory (1 = Yes, 0 = No) 1.00 0.00  0.88 0.33 0.12 
Number of laboratories in the school 1.46 0.52  1.79 0.98 -0.33 
School has a kitchen (1 = Yes, 0 = No) 1.00 0.00  0.77 0.44 0.24 
School has a dining hall (1 = Yes, 0 = No) 0.00 0.00  0.35 0.49 -0.35** 
School has a space for non-formal learning  
(1 = Yes, 0 = No) 0.82 0.41  0.94 0.24 -0.12 
School has toilets (1 = Yes, 0 = No) 1.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00 
Toilets for girls are separate from those of boys  
(1 = Yes, 0 = No) 0.91 0.30  1.00 0.00 -0.09 
Total number of toilets 8.45 9.43  4.25 2.84 4.20 
Number of toilet stances for boys 7.64 3.67  9.88 10.75 -2.25 
Number of toilet stances for girls 7.82 3.25  6.53 3.24 1.29 
Students have access to safe drinking water  
(1 = Yes, 0 = No) 0.91 0.03  0.94 0.25 -0.03 
School has a functioning generator  
(1 = Yes, 0 = No) 0.30 0.48   0.71 0.47 -0.41** 

Source: Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 

 

5.3 Leadership and vision   

All schools (except one non-PEAS school) have clear visions and missions in place. In most (63.6 

percent) PEAS schools there was good evidence to show that the visions and missions are well 

communicated to the school community – multiple examples of school communications/signage 

were observed at the various PEAS schools. On the other hand, in majority (37.5 percent) of non-

PEAS schools, there was no evidence to show that the schools’ visions and missions are well 

communicated to the communities (Table 13).  
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Table 13: Evidence of communicating school vision and mission and performance reviews 

  PEAS (n = 11)   Non-PEAS (n = 17) 

  Frequency Percent   Frequency Percent 

Panel A: Evidence of school vision and mission 
Good evidence (multiple examples of school 
communications/signage) 7 63.64  5 31.25 
Limited evidence (few examples of school 
communications/signage) 4 36.36  5 31.25 
No evidence (No example of school 
communications/signage) 0 0.00  6 37.50 
Panel B: Evidence of performance reviews and feedback 
Good evidence (good documentation available of 
performance reviews and feedback) 11 100.00  8 47.06 
Limited evidence (few examples observed of performance 
reviews and feedback) 0 0.00  6 35.29 
No evidence (No documentation available of performance 
reviews and feedback) 0 0.00   3 17.65 

Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 

 

All schools (both PEAS and non-PEAS) reported that the school leaders monitor staff and school 

performance. The two most commonly used performance monitoring tools are teacher 

attendance and lesson observation (Figure 7). In all PEAS schools there was good documentation 

available of performance reviews and feedback to staff to improve performance. However, in 

non-PEAS schools, good evidence of regular performance reviews and feedback was largely 

lacking – it was found in only 47 percent of the surveyed schools (Table 13). In both PEAS and 

non-PEAS schools, the commonest way of communicating feedback to staff is through reports 

(reported by 55.6 percent of PEAS and 75 percent of non-PEAS schools).  

Figure 7: A comparison of performance monitoring tools by school type 

 

Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 
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5.4 Community relations  

All (non-PEAS schools and about 91 percent of PEAS schools reported that they offer 

opportunities for two-way communication with parents on key school-related issues. The 

commonest approach of communication used is group meetings followed by individual meetings 

between school leaders and the parents (Figure 8). The frequency of communication does not 

significantly vary across schools, with most schools (60 percent PEAS and about 43 percent non-

PEAS schools) holding 1 or 2 meetings with parents per term (Figure 9). 

Figure 8: Methods used by schools to communicate to parents 

 

Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 

Figure 9: Frequency of communication between schools and parents 

 

Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 
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In addition to meetings and newsletters, most schools (about 82 percent PEAS and 63 percent 

non-PEAS) hold open days to allow interactions with communities. About 78 percent of PEAS and 

only 44 percent of non-PEAS schools reported that usually the open days are well attended - 

more than 90 percent of target participants attend the open days (Figure 10). 

Figure 10: Extent to which open days are attended by community members  

 

Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 
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5.5 Variations in academic achievement based on national examinations 

Based on the school performance on previous years’ national examination for the Uganda 

Certificate of Education (UCE) Table 14 shows that there are no significant differences in 

academic attainment by students in PEAS and government  secondary schools. In the two 

categories of schools, very few students (less than 3 percent) attain Division I while the  majority 

pass in Division IV. On the other hand, students in private, non-PEAS schools generally attain 

better grades compared to their counterparts in PEAS schools. Private schools have a higher 

proportion of students achieving Division I and II at UCE than other school types; they also have 

the lowest percentage of students who fail to qualify for the UCE. At 10 percent level of 

significance, there is sufficient evidence indicating that the percentage of students in private, 

non-PEAS schools who pass in Division I is higher than that attained in PEAS schools.  

The better performance in private non-PEAS schools is more pronounced for boys compared to 

girls – the percentage of boys in private non-PEAS schools who attain Division I is statistically 

significantly higher than that of boys in PEAS schools at five (5) percent level (Table 14). The 

observed statistical difference in performance between PEAS and non-PEAS schools can be 

explained by the fact that non-PEAS schools admit students that had performed better at the 

national-level PLE. Indeed, recent studies on Uganda show  that prior attainment is a strong 

predictor  of future performance (Crawfurd and Elks, 2015). The present  study controls for prior 

attainment, and also matches PEAS students with similar students from non-PEAS schools (see 

sub-section 6.3) to examine the impact of the PEAS intervention. 

Table 14: Percentage of students attaining a specific grade at UCE-level 

 

PEAS (n = 10)  Public non-PEAS (n = 6)  Private non-PEAS (n = 8)  t-test 

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

DIVISION I 
Total 2.40 2.50  2.55 2.92  9.89 14.22  -0.15 -7.49* 
Boys 3.15 2.92  3.83 3.53  12.21 14.26  -0.68 -9.07** 
Girls 1.59 3.00  0.89 1.74  7.97 15.57  0.70 -6.37 
DIVISION II 
Total 20.59 18.08  17.87 10.64  23.86 15.23  2.72 -3.27 
Boys 26.75 22.64  20.41 11.31  26.75 19.48  6.34 0.00 
Girls 15.54 17.07  10.71 5.04  19.79 13.42  4.83 -4.24 
DIVISION III 
Total 26.67 12.70  26.45 8.72  25.81 10.58  0.22 0.86 
Boys 30.33 17.95  26.84 6.68  26.86 17.56  3.49 3.47 
Girls 21.88 10.97  27.32 16.27  27.81 15.93  -5.45 -5.93 
DIVISION IV 
Total 44.62 20.37  45.65 18.62  37.66 25.88  -1.03 6.96 
Boys 35.69 21.63  43.62 17.70  32.09 21.90  -7.93 3.60 
Girls 52.77 21.91  50.69 15.58  40.63 28.76  2.08 12.14 
DIVISION VII 
Total 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.66 1.87  0.00 -0.66 
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Boys 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.63 1.77  0.00 -0.63 
Girls 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.74 2.08  0.00 -0.74 
FAIL 
Total 5.88 8.85  7.52 6.85  2.09 5.40  -1.64 3.79 
Boys 4.08 7.55  5.30 5.39  1.46 4.13  -1.22 2.62 
Girls 8.22 11.75  10.40 9.89  3.07 7.72  -2.18 5.15 

Source: Calculations based on 2014 UCE results 
Note: The above analysis is based on 2014 UCE results for 24 schools because we were unable to obtain the results 

for the other four schools that are part of the rest of the analysis. The schools with missing UCE results are: Bukoyo 

S.S, Kalongo Seed S.S, Toroma High School, and Irma Pfeiffer 

5.6 Teacher socio-economics characteristics    
 

5.6.1 Teacher characteristics and teaching experience    

Table 15 presents the characteristics of the surveyed Mathematics and English teachers. On 

average, PEAS schools employ younger teachers, who are less educated and have less teaching 

experience. Teachers in PEAS schools are on average 28 years old while those in non-PEAS schools 

are approximately 32 years old - the difference is statistically significant.  Also, the majority of 

teachers in PEAS schools (70 percent) are diploma graduates, whereas the majority of teachers 

in non-PEAS schools have a degree.  Teachers in non-PEAS schools have on average nine (9) years 

of teaching experience, while those in PEAS schools have five years. This trend can be explained 

by age difference. Since PEAS employs younger teachers, there is a high likelihood that they have 

not been teaching for a long time. Consistent with their teaching experience, teachers in non-

PEAS schools report to have been teaching for a longer time (about five years) in the surveyed 

schools than their counterparts in PEAS schools, who have been teaching in their respective 

schools for slightly over 2 years on average.  

The survey also collected information on whether the surveyed teachers teach in other schools 

and the number of schools they teach in. While there is no difference in the percentage of 

surveyed teachers teaching in other schools, non-PEAS teachers teach in many other schools than 

their PEAS counterparts. Teachers in non-PEAS schools teach in 9 other schools in addition to the 

schools where they are permanently employed. Teachers in PEAS schools teach in 3 other 

schools.  

One of the challenges facing teachers is transport to schools. The survey elicited information on 

the number of teachers accommodated at school. In PEAS schools, 43 percent of teachers live at 

school while only 22 percent of teachers in non-PEAS schools live at school. Also, the distance to 

school is longer for non-PEAS schools compared to PEAS schools. As a result, teachers in non-

PEAS schools use public means and motorbikes to schools more than those in PEAS schools. 
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After unbundling non-PEAS schools into Government and Private Schools, we find that there are 

age differences between PEAS and government schools but not PEAS and private schools. Also, 

teachers in private schools are more educated (59 percent have degrees) than those in PEAS and 

government schools. In terms of teaching experience, teachers in government schools have 

worked for a longer time and taught the respective subjects for a longer time than those in PEAS 

and private schools.  

A larger percentage of teachers in private schools (52 percent) teach in other schools, which is 

more than the 23 percent reported in government schools and 39 percent in PEAS schools. 

However, the number of other schools taught is the same for private and government school 

teachers.  Teachers teach in different schools for reasons such as: (1) less pay in the main schools 

they teach in and hence teach in other schools to boost their earnings; and (2) poor monitoring 

and less restrictions in the main schools they are hired which allows teachers to shark on their 

activities and make more money elsewhere. Also, only 17 percent of teachers in Private schools 

live at schools compared to 26 percent in government schools and 44 percent in PEAS schools. 

Teachers in private schools also live far from schools than their counterparts in government 

schools and PEAS schools. 
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Table 15: Teacher characteristics and teaching experience by school type 

School type PEAS NON-PEAS GOV'T PRIVATE  t-tests 

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

1 if Male 0.61 0.49 0.68 0.47 0.81 0.40 0.55 0.51 -0.07 -0.20* 0.06 

Age 27.70 4.84 31.61 8.02 34.97 9.05 28.14 4.88 -3.91** -7.27*** -0.44 

Education Level        
   A-level 0.02 0.15 0.05 0.22 0.06 0.25 0.03 0.19 -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 

   Diploma 0.70 0.47 0.43 0.50 0.48 0.51 0.38 0.49 0.26** 0.21* 0.32** 

   Degree 0.28 0.46 0.52 0.50 0.45 0.51 0.59 0.50 -0.23** -0.17* -0.30** 

Teaching experience (Years) 5.09 4.11 9.32 8.03 12.65 9.27 5.76 4.31 -4.23** -7.56*** -0.67 

Years teaching in the school 2.15 1.37 4.88 5.90 6.93 7.60 2.68 1.33 -2.73** -4.78*** -0.53 

Number of classes taught in a school 2.54 1.09 3.17 4.79 2.81 1.01 3.55 0.83 -0.62*** -0.26 -1.01*** 

Subject teaching experience (Years) 4.14 4.29 6.21 5.96 8.67 6.85 3.48 3.08 -2.07 -4.53*** 0.65 

Years teaching subject in this school 2.16 1.38 4.29 4.32 5.97 5.44 2.55 1.38 -2.13** -3.81*** -0.40 

Number of trainings in a subject 4.73 
14.4
7 3.10 2.73 3.68 2.84 2.48 2.50 1.63 1.05 2.24 

Number of Math/English lessons in a week 13.20 7.67 12.86 7.75 14.23 7.33 11.39 8.05 0.34 -1.03 1.81 

1 if teaching in other schools 0.39 0.49 0.37 0.49 0.23 0.43 0.52 0.51 0.02 0.17** -0.13** 

Number of other schools taught 3.16 9.41 8.76 
22.0
8 8.78 23.71 8.75 21.91 -5.60** -5.62*** -5.59*** 

1 if living in a school 0.43 0.50 0.22 0.42 0.26 0.44 0.17 0.38 0.22** 0.18*** 0.26*** 

Distance to school (minutes) 11.54 
15.5
6 22.08 

30.5
0 12.58 14.66 32.24 39.02 -10.54** -1.04 -20.70*** 

Mode of transport to school        
      Walking 0.30 0.47 0.25 0.44 0.26 0.44 0.24 0.44 0.05 0.05 0.06 

      Bicycle 0.02 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 

     Motor bike 0.15 0.36 0.28 0.45 0.29 0.46 0.28 0.45 -0.13** -0.14** -0.12** 

     Public means 0.09 0.28 0.20 0.40 0.13 0.34 0.28 0.45 -0.11** -0.04 -0.19*** 

 Number of observations 46   60   31   29        

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



 

37 
 

5.6.2 Teacher welfare, remuneration and teaching activity     

The survey obtained information on various assets the teacher owns. We then use 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. Table 16 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. About 62 perccent of teachers in PEAS schools are from the bottom  

two asset quintiles, much higher than 28 percent and 26 percent of teachers who fall in the 

lowest two asset quintiles in government and private schools respectively. On the other hand, 62 

percent of teachers in private schools fall in the richest  two asset quintiles while only 15 percent 

fall in the richest  two quintiles in PEAS schools. Comparatively, teachers in private schools are 

wealthier, followed by those in government schools, and then those in PEAS schools. The possible 

reason for this difference could be that teachers in PEAS schools have a shorter working 

experience, and as such lower life-time earnings compared to counterparts in established public 

and non-PEAS private schools.  

Table 16: Percentage of teachers in each asset quintile  

Asset Quintiles PEAS GOVT PRIVATE  

Lowest 
15 32.6% 4 12.9% 3 10.3% 

Second 
14 30.4% 5 16.1% 3 10.3% 

Middle 
10 21.7% 5 16.1% 5 17.2% 

Fourth 
5  10.9% 8 25.8% 9  31.0% 

Highest 
2 4.4% 9 29.0% 9 31.0% 

Total 
Observation/ % 

46 100 31 100 29 100 

 

Table 17 presents teachers’ salaries, perceptions about their welfare, preparedness for the 

curriculum and student testing. There are no significant differences for most of the variables 

apart from the salary and teacher absenteeism. Simple statistics indicate that teachers in non-

PEAS schools earn significantly higher than those in PEAS schools. Teachers in non-PEAS schools 

earn an average of 440,000 Ugandan shillings per month while those in PEAS schools earn 

290,000 Ugandan Shillings per month. Table 17 also further dissagregates non-PEAS schools into 

government and private schools. The salary and absenteeism differences observed between 

PEAS and non-PEAS schools are driven by differences in government schools. Teachers in 

government schools earn significantly higher than those in private and PEAS schools. Moreover, 
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the salary for PEAS and private school teachers is not significantly different. However, more 

teachers in PEAS schools reported that they are satisfied with their salaries, though the difference 

is not statistically significant.  

In terms of absenteeism, teachers in non-PEAS schools missed classes 3 times in a term while 

those in PEAS schools missed about 2 times in the previous term. However, teachers in 

government schools were absent more than 4 times in the second term, much higher than those 

in private and PEAS schools.  After disaggregating the results, it emerges that more teachers in 

PEAS schools are prepared and comfortable with the curriculum than those in private schools.  

5.6.3 Teaching facilities  

Table 18 presents the statistics on access to teaching facilities and materials. Overall, teachers in 

PEAS schools have less access to facilities than those in non-PEAS schools. For instance, 39% of 

teachers in PEAS schools had access to internet in their schools while 65 percent of teachers in 

non-PEAS schools had access to internet. Also, a higher percentage of teachers in non-PEAS 

schools (87 percent) had access to a computer than those in PEAS schools (43 percent). Also, 97 

percent of teachers in non-PEAS schools had visited the library compared to 85 percent in PEAS 

schools.  

Unbundling non-PEAS schools into government and private reveals that teachers in government 

schools access better facilities, such as libraries and internet, more than those in PEAS and private 

schools. The results, however, do not show significant differences between facilities owned by 

private schools and PEAS schools apart from access to computer. These findings indicate that 

government schools are more equipped than PEAS and private schools. 
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Table 17: Teacher welfare, remuneration and teaching activity by school 
 

School type PEAS NON-PEAS GOV'T PRIVATE  t-tests 
Variables Mean (A) SD MEAN (B) SD Mean (C) SD Mean (D) SD (A-B) (A-C) (A-D) 

How would you rate welfare provision for teachers?     

Poor 0.09 0.28 0.12 0.32 0.16 0.37 0.07 0.26 -0.03 -0.07 0.02 
Average 0.63 0.49 0.62 0.49 0.61 0.50 0.62 0.49 0.01 0.02 0.01 
Good 0.28 0.46 0.22 0.42 0.23 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.07 0.06 0.08 

Salary 293.73 49.40 440.23 433.50 293.73 49.40 293.73 49.40 -146.5 293.73*** 49.40 
Are you satisfied with salary?     0.00 
Not satisfied 0.52 0.51 0.57 0.50 0.55 0.51 0.59 0.50 -0.04 -0.03 -0.06 
Satisfied 0.48 0.51 0.43 0.50 0.45 0.51 0.41 0.50 0.04 0.03 0.06 
How is your math curriculum preparedness?     0.00 
Inadequate 0.09 0.28 0.12 0.32 0.03 0.18 0.21 0.41 -0.03 0.05 -0.12 
Somehow prepared 0.04 0.21 0.12 0.32 0.10 0.30 0.14 0.35 -0.07 -0.05 -0.09 
Adequately prepared 0.87 0.34 0.77 0.43 0.87 0.34 0.66 0.48 0.10 0.00 0.21** 
Number of times missed 
class in 2nd term 1.90 0.98 3.24 2.64 4.14 3.12 2.25 1.52 -1.34** -2.24*** -0.35 
Number of times teacher gives homework in a week     0.00 
Once 0.20 0.40 0.15 0.36 0.19 0.40 0.10 0.31 0.05 0.00 0.09 
Twice 0.22 0.42 0.25 0.44 0.16 0.37 0.34 0.48 -0.03 0.06 -0.13 
Three times 0.22 0.42 0.32 0.47 0.32 0.48 0.31 0.47 -0.10 -0.11 -0.09 
Four times 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.13 0.03 0.18 0.00 0.00 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 
Five times and above 0.37 0.49 0.22 0.42 0.23 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.15* 0.14 0.16 
How often the teacher gives a written test     0.00 
Once a term 0.24 0.43 0.32 0.47 0.26 0.44 0.38 0.49 -0.08 -0.02 -0.14 
more than once a term 0.74 0.44 0.67 0.48 0.74 0.44 0.59 0.50 0.07 0.00 0.15 
 Number of observations 46   60  31   29      

* is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%  
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Table 18: School facilities by school type 

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

 

School type                                PEAS       NON-PEAS GOV'T PRIVATE  t-tests 

Variables                                 Mean (A) SD 
Mean 

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

(A-D) 

1 if school has library/book store 0.91 0.28 0.97 0.18 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.26 -0.09* -0.05 -0.02 

1 if teacher visited library in 2nd term 0.85 0.36 0.97 0.18 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.26 -0.15** -0.12** -0.08 

1 if has access to internet 0.39 0.49 0.65 0.48 0.77 0.43 0.52 0.51 -0.38*** -0.26** -0.13 

I if has access to teacher's guide 0.74 0.44 0.82 0.39 0.77 0.43 0.86 0.35 -0.04 -0.08 -0.12 

1 if has access to dictionary 0.96 0.21 0.95 0.22 0.97 0.18 0.93 0.26 -0.01 0.01 0.03 

1 if has access to computer 0.43 0.50 0.87 0.34 0.97 0.18 0.76 0.44 -0.53*** 
-

0.43*** -0.32** 

Number of observations                                    46  60  31  29     
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5.6.4 School Inspection and quality of management  

In regard to school inspection, the survey elicited information on the frequency of internal and 

external (district) inspections. The results (Table 19) indicate that very few schools have ever 

been visited by an external inspector. Fewer PEAS teachers (9 percent) got district inspectors 

more than twice a year, while 23 percent of non-PEAS school teachers receive external inspectors 

such as those from the district. There are however more teachers in PEAS schools (98 percent) 

who report that the school is internally inspected than in non-PEAS schools (77 percent). Also, 35 

percent of teachers in non-PEAS schools report that they are inspected more than twice a term 

compared to only 18 percent in non-PEAS schools.  Teachers were also asked to rate the quality 

of management as; below average, average, above average, and best performance. There were 

no reported differences between the quality of management in PEAS and non-PEAS schools.  

When we break down non-PEAS and PEAS schools, the results show that external (district) 

inspections occur more in government schools than in other schools. On the other hand, the 

percentage of teachers reporting internal school inspections, and the frequency of internal 

inspections is higher in PEAS schools than in private and government schools. We did not find 

any difference in the teacher perceived quality of senior management in schools. Teachers were 

asked to rate the quality of senior management in a school, and the results show no difference 

in ratings by the teachers in PEAS and non-PEAS schools. 
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Table 19: School inspection and quality of management by school type 

School type PEAS     GOV'T PRIVATE  t-tests 

Variables 
Mean 

(A) SD 
Mean 

(B) 
  

SD 
Mean 

(c) SD 
 

(A-B) (A-C) 

Number of times visited by district inspector     

Never visited 0.35 0.48 0.32 0.28 0.45 0.48 0.24 0.44 0.06 0.03 0.11 
One time 0.33 0.47 0.26 0.32 0.47 0.44 0.38 0.49 0.01 0.07 -0.05 
Two times 0.09 0.28 0.26 0.23 0.43 0.44 0.21 0.41 -0.15** -0.17** -0.12 
1 if school has internal inspection 0.98 0.15 0.84 0.77 0.43 0.37 0.69 0.47 0.21** 0.14** 0.29*** 
Frequency of internal inspection     

Never inspected 0.07 0.25 0.29 0.30 0.46 0.46 0.31 0.47 -0.23*** -0.23*** -0.25** 
One time 0.37 0.49 0.23 0.22 0.42 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.15* 0.14 0.16 
Two times 0.15 0.36 0.23 0.17 0.38 0.43 0.10 0.31 -0.01 -0.07 0.05 
More than 2 times 0.35 0.48 0.19 0.18 0.39 0.40 0.17 0.38 0.16** 0.15* 0.18* 
Rating the quality of senior Management in a school     

Below Average 0.02 0.15 0 0.02 0.13 0 0.03 0.19 0.01 0.02 -0.01 
Average 0.61 0.49 0.58 0.57 0.50 0.50 0.55 0.51 0.04 0.03 0.06 
Above Average 0.28 0.46 0.23 0.20 0.40 0.43 0.17 0.38 0.08 0.06 0.11 
Best management 0.09 0.28 0.16 0.15 0.36 0.37 0.14 0.35 -0.06 -0.07 -0.05 
Rating the relationship between senior management and teaching staff     

Somehow positive 0.28 0.46 0.29 0.27 0.45 0.46 0.24 0.44 0.02 -0.01 0.04 
Positive 0.57 0.50 0.48 0.48 0.50 0.51 0.48 0.51 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Very positive 0.13 0.34 0.16 0.17 0.38 0.37 0.17 0.38 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 
Number of observations 46  31 60    29     

* is significance at 10%, ** is significance 5%, and *** is significance at 1%  
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5.7 Classroom Observations 

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 study at least 6 

lessons for classes Senior 1, 2 and 3 in each school for a duration of at least 30 minutes.11 The 

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

students. Table 20 shows the means and standard deviation for the key classroom practices 

observed as well as the t-tests for the test of differences in means for PEAS, GOVT, and 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 government school than in a PEAS school (99 percent vs. 90 percent). 

Also, learners in private schools were significantly less likely to be captured listening to a teachers 

than PEAS schools.  

Table 20: Teaching Practices by School Type 

 

Learners were also observed delivering a reading to a class: this was significantly more likely in 

PEAS schools when compared to private schools. Learners were significantly less likely to be 

observed delivering a reading in Government schools than PEAS schools (38 percent in 

government versus 63 percent in PEAS schools). A very high incidence of learners answering 

questioned posed to the class was observed in all schools although classes in PEAS schools were 

significantly more likely to be observed undertaking this practice than private schools.  Also 

learners in PEAS classes were significantly more likely to be observed both working independently 

and working as a group on a task. The largest differences in means for this two categories of 

teaching practices are registered between PEAS and private schools. For instance, the mean for 

leaners observed working as a group on task for PEAS is 46 percent compared to 10 percent 

observed in private schools. As such, in terms of challenging learners intellectually, the specific 

                                                           
11 We managed to observe the full set of 6 lessons in only 19 schools; in another 7 schools, at least 5 lessons were 
observed; and in 2 schools, only 4 lessons were observed. The lessons observed were not necessarily for English and 
Mathematics but could include other subjects in case the English or Mathematics teacher was absent.  

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

At least Learner observed

Listening to a teacher delivering a lesson 0.90 0.30 0.99 0.11 0.88 0.32 -0.09 *** 0.02

Delivering a reading to a class 0.63 0.48 0.38 0.49 0.55 0.50 0.25 *** 0.09 ***

Answering questions posed to class 0.90 0.30 0.87 0.34 0.78 0.42 0.03 * 0.12 ***

Working independently on a task 0.46 0.50 0.37 0.48 0.23 0.42 0.09 *** 0.22 ***

Working as a group on a task 0.45 0.50 0.25 0.43 0.10 0.30 0.20 *** 0.35 ***

Receiving feedback 0.54 0.50 0.73 0.44 0.35 0.48 -0.19 *** 0.19 ***

Being disciplined 0.09 0.29 0.25 0.43 0.12 0.32 -0.15 *** -0.03

PEAS GOVERNMENT PRIVATE T-tests

Notes: * is significance at 10%, ** is significance at 5%, and *** is significance at 1%
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results suggest that teachers are more likely to use the asking of questions during lessons than 

to assign tasks.  

Learners in PEAS schools were significantly less likely to be observed receiving feedback from the 

teachers on their work or answers compared to government schools (mean of 54 percent versus 

73 percent for government). However, the mean for PEAS classes for this particular practice was 

higher than that of private schools. Finally, learners in PEAS schools were significantly less likely 

to be observed being disciplined compared to their counterparts in government schools. Based 

on the dichotomy of teaching practices i.e. vertical or horizontal  teaching practices as outlined 

by Algan et al., (2013), Table 20 shows teaching in Ugandan secondary schools is mainly vertical 

(i.e., teacher centered, empathizing delivery lessons and asking student questions) than 

horizontal (i.e., student centered, emphasizing students working in groups and asking teacher 

questions). Overall, the results from the classroom observations suggest that PEAS students 

engage more in participatory lessons than counterparts in other types of school. 
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6. PEAS INTERVENTION AND EDUCATION QUALITY 

6.1  Empirical approach 

In this section, we use National Assessment of Progress in Education (NAPE) student test scores 

as proxies for education quality to empirically examine the impact of the PEAS programme on 

education attainment, controlling for students’ past performance and socio-economic 

characteristics.  The analysis applies both OLS regression and matching techniques to ascertain 

the impact of the PEAS programme on educational attainment. The statistics indicate that. 

despite the fact that PEAS schools admitted weak students as portrayed by relatively poor PLE 

grades, the NAPE-administered test scores show an improvement by students in PEAS schools. 

6.2 Estimation by regression 

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

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 + 𝛿z𝑗 + u𝑖𝑗,    

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

student’s age, sex, past English, math and overall 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. z𝑗  represents school level 

controls, such as the number of years the school has been in operation. 

6.3 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 
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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 the 

can be matched. Figure 11 plots the PPS for PEAS and non-PEAS schools and shows that the 

common support condition is met, the area below the two curves. 

Figure 11: Area of common support 

 

6.4 Estimation results on the impact of the PEAS programme 

This sub-section presents the empirical results from regression analyis 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 show the distribution of English and Math test 

scores by school and by class. Figure 12 shows that the English test scores In NAPE English 

assessments of PEAS students are almost the same as those in government and private schools. 

This is an improvement, given that PEAS schools had enrolled poor performers as indicated by 

poor primary leaving examination grades. 
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Figure 12: The Distribution of English Test –Scores across Schools 

 

Figure 13 also shows that the Math test scores of students in PEAS schools is not different from 

those in government schools. However, private school students out-performed students in PEAS 

and government schools in Math tests. Overall, the performance of students in PEAS schools is 

catching with that of the students in government schools, while students in private schools still 

out-perform others. 

Figure 13: The distribution of math test-scores across schools 

 

The Appendix (Figures A1, A2 & A3) shows that the English performance of Senior One (S1) 

students in non-PEAA schools is better than  those in PEAS  schools but the difference fades for 

higher classes (S2 & S3). These findings suggest that the longer the students stay in PEAS schools, 

the better their English performance becomes. Unlike English, for all classes, the Math 
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performace is lower for students in PEAS schools than those in non-PEAS schools (see Appendix, 

figures A4, A5 & A6) suggesting that PEAS intervention has improved English performance more 

than it has affected math performance. 

Table 20 reports the estimation results of the impact of PEAS programme on student’s test 

scores. Specifications 1, 2 and 5 pool all schools’ data, specifications 3 and 6 compare PEAS and 

government schools, while 4 and 6 compare PEAS schools with private schools. The analysis also 

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

performance. Specification 1 looks at the overall average test scores, specifications 2-4 examine 

the effect of PEAS intervention on English test scores, while in specifications 5-7, the outcome 

variable is Math test scores. 

Overall, the regression results are consistent with the statistics. Specification one shows that the 

average test scores for the students in PEAS schools are not different from those in non-PEAS 

schools. However, when we look at individual subject performance, the results show that PEAS 

students out-performed those in non-PEAS schools in English, but performed poorer than other 

schools in Math (Table 20, specifications 2 & 5). Being in a PEAS school is associated with higher 

English test-scores than those in government schools, significant at 5 percent (specification 3) 

but there is no significant difference in English performance between students in PEAS and 

private schools. 

The results show that, overall, Math test scores by students in privateschools are higher than 

those in PEAS schools (specification 5). When we break down schools by type, we find that being 

in a PEAS school is associated with a higher Math test score than those in government schools 

(specification 6) but a lower Math test score compared to those in private schools (specification 

7).  

  

Table 21 presents other factors that affect student’s performance. The results indicate that age 

is negatively associated with student performance. We found that overall test scores are 4.7 

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

results are consistent with other studies on Uganda (see Crawfurd and  Elks, 2015). 

The results also show that past poor performance is negatively and significantly associated with 

current performance. Students that had performed poorly in Math, English and in all subjects in 

the Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE) had lower test scores compared to the best performers. 

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 
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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. 

Students with more educated siblings perform better than their counterparts with less educated 

siblings. This might be because having more educated siblings motivates the student, and the 

student can learn from more educated siblings. Consistent with the previous literature, birth 

order is negatively associated with student performance (Monique de Haan, 2010; Bonesrønning 

and Massih, 2011). One of the explanations is that parents are stricter with and pay more 

attention to first-borns than later children. The study also finds that having no mother negatively 

and significantly affects children’s performance, while we do not find any effect of having no 

father on the student performance.  

The study included class dummies and the results show that students in senior one (S1) and those 

in senior two (S2) had higher test scores compared to those in S3. The potential explanation for 

this is that students in S3 are behind the curriculum and could not answer the NAPE test 

questions, which were based on the assumption that every S3 student should have covered a 

certain amount of content as per the national curriculum. We however cannot empirically 

explore this explanation because we do not have data on curriculum completion. We intend to 

capture this information in the next survey round (2016). 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1053535711000989
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1053535711000989
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Table 21:  The effect of PEAS programme on test scores 

 
Dep:Average Test 

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

 ALL SCHOOLS 
PEAS VS 
GOV'T 

PEAS VS 
PRIVATE 

ALL 
SCHOOLS 

PEAS VS 
GOV'T 

PEAS VS 
PRIVATE 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

1 if a student is in PEAS 
school 0.0197 0.0705** 0.159*** -0.0208 -0.0450* 0.0862** -0.134*** 

 (1.125) (2.173) (2.985) (-0.531) (-1.950) (2.190) (-4.566) 
Student’s age -0.0465*** -0.0530*** -0.0492*** -0.0556*** -0.0630*** -0.0614*** -0.0678*** 

 (-9.565) (-5.868) (-4.720) (-5.066) (-9.978) (-8.136) (-8.410) 
1 if a girl -0.0462*** -0.173*** -0.175*** -0.179*** -0.0784*** -0.0834*** -0.0889*** 

 (-3.756) (-7.754) (-6.682) (-6.775) (-4.922) (-4.295) (-4.490) 
PLE Total, English & 
Maths grades -0.0347*** -0.113*** -0.0948*** -0.109*** -0.0454*** -0.0282*** -0.0405*** 

 (-30.64) (-16.51) (-11.28) (-13.40) (-12.69) (-6.754) (-9.645) 
Number of more 
educated siblings 0.0112* 0.0331*** 0.0324** 0.0358*** 0.0151** 0.00401 0.0164* 

 (1.915) (3.076) (2.566) (2.804) (1.964) (0.428) (1.710) 
Student birth order -0.00907** -0.0237*** -0.0234** -0.0246** -0.0145** -0.0109 -0.0134* 

 (-1.970) (-2.801) (-2.471) (-2.454) (-2.407) (-1.546) (-1.788) 
1 if has no dad 0.00307 -0.0132 -0.0103 -0.00107 0.0128 0.00472 0.00465 

 (0.180) (-0.420) (-0.275) (-0.0284) (0.572) (0.170) (0.165) 
Father’s educationa1       
1 if primary level 0.0167 -0.0375 -0.0446 -0.0223 0.00764 0.0524 -0.00137 

 (0.824) (-1.002) (-0.985) (-0.505) (0.285) (1.551) (-0.0415) 
1 if secondary level 0.0422** -0.0143 -0.0285 -0.000136 0.0449 0.0806** 0.0360 

 (2.036) (-0.374) (-0.604) (-0.00298) (1.638) (2.295) (1.051) 
1 if tertiary level 0.0530* 0.00508 0.0194 -0.0192 0.0679* 0.142*** 0.0294 

 (1.956) (0.102) (0.304) (-0.317) (1.904) (3.009) (0.648) 
1 if student has no 
Mother -0.0502** -0.124*** -0.0969* -0.175*** -0.0275 -0.0202 -0.0281 

 (-2.030) (-2.720) (-1.827) (-3.245) (-0.838) (-0.509) (-0.694) 
Mother’s educationa2      
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1 if primary level 0.0137 0.00317 0.0153 0.0176 0.00815 -0.00352 0.0167 
 (0.784) (0.0978) (0.407) (0.472) (0.354) (-0.126) (0.596) 

1 if secondary level -0.0137 -0.0499 -0.0244 -0.00871 -0.0143 -0.00876 -0.0106 
 (-0.665) (-1.310) (-0.527) (-0.192) (-0.529) (-0.256) (-0.312) 

1 if tertiary level -0.00836 -0.161*** -0.157* -0.0921 0.0371 0.0770 0.0456 
 (-0.262) (-2.721) (-1.929) (-1.275) (0.883) (1.275) (0.844) 

Family size 0.000823 0.00105 -0.000603 -0.00195 -0.00267 -0.00120 -0.00225 
 (0.439) (0.304) (-0.159) (-0.489) (-1.089) (-0.429) (-0.756) 

Asset Index -0.0223*** -0.0743*** -0.0570*** -0.0877*** 0.0113 0.0153 0.00620 
 (-2.656) (-4.781) (-3.021) (-4.446) (1.026) (1.104) (0.420) 

Years the school has 
been in operation 0.000558 0.00296** 0.00639*** -0.00573** -0.000531 0.00403*** -0.00678*** 

 (0.895) (2.566) (3.557) (-2.137) (-0.647) (3.037) (-3.340) 
Class dummyb       
1 if S1 0.632*** 1.294*** 1.259*** 1.304*** 0.213*** 0.266*** 0.194*** 

 (37.11) (40.11) (33.84) (33.78) (9.547) (9.997) (6.930) 
2 if S2 0.256*** 0.664*** 0.648*** 0.669*** 0.0778*** 0.107*** 0.0843*** 

 (17.03) (23.55) (20.01) (19.63) (3.940) (4.531) (3.350) 
Constant 4.838*** 4.324*** 4.103*** 4.455*** 5.091*** 4.755*** 5.254*** 

 (53.60) (25.97) (20.62) (21.87) (42.77) (31.96) (34.35) 

Observations 2,045 2,019 1,378 1,439 2,025 1,382 1,442 
R-squared 0.652 0.597 0.601 0.600 0.269 0.268 0.252 

Notes: In parentheses are t-statistics computed using robust standard errors. *** is significant at 1%, ** at 5%, and * at 10%. 
PLE is the national level primary leaving examination. Overall PLE performance is controlled for average test score, and Math and English 
PLE performance is controlled for Math and English scores respectively.  
a1,2 The reference category is no education, and the reference category for b is S3. 
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6.5 Propensity Score matching results 

Table 22 presents the results from propensity score matching. The estimations are computed 

using kernel density 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 20 above are controlled for. The controls include: student’s age, 

sex, past 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, 

student’s family asset index, and the number of years the school has been in operation. 

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

significantly different than those of non-PEAS schools, suggesting that PEAS students are catching 

up with those in other schools. The results show that, on average, English test scores of PEAS 

students are higher than those of the matched students in private schools. However, we could 

not find any difference in math test scores between PEAS and non-PEAS schools.  

Table 22: The effect of PEAS intervention on Test scores 
      

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

 All schools 
PEAS VS 
GOV'T 

PEAS VS 
PRIVATE All schools 

PEAS VS 
GOV'T 

PEAS VS 
PRIVATE 

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

Average Treatment Effect on 
the Treated 0.035 -0.005 0.128* -0.006 -0.011 0.51 

 (0.961) (-0.134) (1.698) (-0.346) (-0.512) (0.038) 
Number of PEAS students 811 811 811 811 811 811 
Number of Non-PEAS students 1222 584 638 1222 584 638 

Note: In parenthesis are t-statics. Standard errors are computed using bootstrapping. ATT is computed using 
kernel density matching. *** is significant at 1%, ** at 5%, and * at 10%. 

 

6.6 Pathways through which PEAS intervention affects performance  

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

education, and ensuring sustainability in PEAS schools. Some of the specific interventions include; 

(i) putting in place a functioning parents-teachers association which in turn monitors teaching 

activities at school, (ii) operating a  student protection policy, (iii) provision of  teacher trainings, 

and (iv) availing education to students from remote areas through school boarding sections. 

PEAS, therefore, affects education outcomes through these pathways. This sub-section analyses 

whether these specific interventions affect education quality. In this analysis, we do not include 

some variables that are highly correlated with the other included variables. For instance, having 
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a functioning PTA is highly correlated with the number of internal inspections. If both variables 

are included in the same specifications, one variable steals the explanatory power of the other. 

Also, some variables such as school facilities and measures of vision and mission have little 

variations across schools and hencedrop out of the regressions. This sub-section, therefore, 

considers the degree of multi-collinearity, and the level of variation of variables across PEAS and 

non-PEAS schools. 

Table 23 presents the results of different intervention areas on student test scores.  The results 

show that there are significantly higher test scores in schools with a functioning parents-teachers 

association than in their counterparts without one. Also, 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 policy, if well enforced, improves students’ feeling of safety at school, which in 

turn enhances their attendance, concentration and hence performance. Other factors that 

positively and significantly improve students’ performance are the teacher’s salary and whether 

the student is in a boarding section. 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 

traveling from and to home, and the time spent doing household chores which improves 

performance. 
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Table 23:  Intervention areas and the student test scores  

Dependent Var: 

Average Test 

score 

Dep: log of English 

Test score 

Dep: Log of Math test 

score 

  (1) (2) (3) 

1 if a schools has a functioning PTA 0.0852*** 0.192*** 0.0489* 
 (2.919) (3.557) (1.737) 

1 if a school has a child protection policy 0.0393* 0.0714* 0.0176 
 (1.861) (1.830) (0.865) 

Number of training courses a teacher 

undertook in last 5 years 0.00840*** 0.00961** 0.00871*** 

 (3.456) (2.139) (3.718) 

Log of salary in Uganda Shillings 0.0421* 0.0235 0.0557** 

 (1.702) (0.513) (2.335) 

Staff teaching experience  0.00453 0.00730 0.00356 
 (1.292) (1.127) (1.054) 

1 if a student is in boarding section 
0.0355** 0.0133 0.0480*** 

 (2.165) (0.440) (3.034) 

Constant 5.952*** 7.674*** 4.952*** 

 (17.80) (12.42) (15.37) 
Observations 2,045 2,043 2,044 

R-squared 0.423 0.325 0.347 

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 dad, whether student has mother, mother’s education, fathers’ education, family size, the asset index, and the years 
the school has been in operation. 

 

6.7 Summary of key findings on education quality 

The section on education quality highlights a number of differences between PEAS and non-PEAS 

schools. These include: 

 On average, the test score results indicate that PEAS students are performing as well as 

other students. When we break down results by subject, we find that students in PEAS 

schools out-performed their counterparts in non-PEAS schools in English, but are lagging 

behind private schools only in maths. The regression results show that PEAS students out-

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

as those in private schools in English but less in maths. After matching students based on 

observed characteristics, the results show that the performance of PEAS students is the 

same as those in non-PEAS schools. These results suggest that PEAS intervention has 
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improved students’ performance because PEAS schools admitted students that had 

performed poorly at national-level Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE).  

 Non-PEAS schools are more equipped with teaching materials such as English and Math 

text books for all classes than PEAS schools. 

 In terms of leadership and child protection, more PEAS schools have functioning Parent-

Teachers Associations (PTAs) and child protection policies than the non-PEAS schools. 

 PEAS school leaders are better at setting school vision and mission and performance 

managing staff than at non-PEAS schools  

 Teachers in PEAS schools report that they are more constantly monitored both externally 

and internally than those in non-PEAS schools. 

 The teacher-level results reveal that teachers in non-PEAS schools are older, more 

experienced and earn relatively higher salaries, and are richer than those in PEAS schools. 

However, teachers in PEAS schools teach in fewer schools and have missed classes less 

number of times than those in non-PEAS schools. 

 Classroom observations suggest that PEAS students engage more in participatory lessons 

than counterparts in other types of school. 

7. SUSTAINABILITY  
 

7.1 Fees Structure    

As part of the baseline fieldwork, we looked at comparative tuition fees and non-tuition fee 

charges across PEAS and non-PEAS schools. Specifically, we compared tuition fees charged to 

non-USE students, as five of the schools in the study are not part of the USE programme. 

Both PEAS and non-PEAS schools charge similar amounts of tuition fees per student per term for 

non-USE students, with the PEAS school average coming in at UGX 117,018 per term. The only 

significant difference in tuition noted is for S.3, where students in private, non-PEAS schools pay 

higher tuition than their counterparts in PEAS schools.  

It should be noted, however, that the majority of PEAS students are USE students, meaning the 

average fee charged to most students in PEAS schools is actually lower. Financial data submitted 

by PEAS indicates the average tuition fees charged to day USE students in 2015 was UGX 79,200 

per term. This will be followed up in the midline and endline studies to compare fees by USE 

status for day and boarding students. However, the baseline study compared only the amounts 

charged to non-USE students across all the schools types for the reasons above. 
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When all possible school charges are considered (i.e. boarding fees, tuition, building fee, meal 

charges, registration fee, examination fees, library and uniform, among others) we notice 

significant differences  between PEAS and private non-PEAS schools across all classes (Table 24).   

Considering all classes, on average the total cost of school for a non-USE boarding student per 

term is estimated at UGX 284,018 in PEAS schools (US$76.62), UGX 291,238 in public schools 

(US$81.64) and UGX 472,567 in private non-PEAS schools (US$132.48)12. Overall, non-USE 

boarding students in PEAS schools pay 60 percent of what their counterparts in private schools 

pay; and 97.5 percent of the total schooling costs incurred by non-USE boarding students in public 

schools. 

Further, when non-tuition fees are looked at separately, it is noted that PEAS and public non-

PEAS schools charge about the same amounts -except for building fees and meal charges. Meal 

charges are significantly higher in public schools. A comparison between PEAS and private non-

PEAS schools reveals that boarding fees, library fees, and meal charges do not remarkably vary 

between the two categories of schools. The fees that vary significantly are building fees, 

registration and examination fees and payments for school uniforms. Overall, students in PEAS 

schools pay UGX 83,478 less in non-tuition expenses compared to their counterparts in private 

non-PEAS schools  (Table 25). In conclusion, PEAS schools are cheaper when all costs are 

considered.  

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 is needed. However, such information is not available in the baseline 

survey but will be collected in the subsequent surveys.  

                                                           
12 1USD=3567 UGX as of 31st October 2015, www.xe.com  

http://www.xe.com/
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Table 24: Tuition and total cost of schooling per term by school type  

 

PEAS  Public  Private  t-test 

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

Panel A: Tuition for 2015 Term II 
School 117,018 122,380  74,538 94,517  222,089 148,653  42,481 -105,071** 
S.1       173,400        268,301            73,813           94,665            219,667           142,801   99,588            -46,267  
S.2       173,400        268,301            73,813           94,665            219,667           142,801   99,588            -46,267  
S.3       103,200           49,466            73,813           94,665            222,444           144,075   29,388  -128,244**  
S.4       163,100        196,259            73,813           94,665            222,444           144,075   89,288           - 59,344  
S.5       152,500           24,749            78,688           93,733            290,857           133,779   73,813          -138,357  
Panel B: Total cost of schooling per term* [considering Term II of 2015] 
School 284,018 166,485  291,238 271,888  472,567 240,253  -7,219 -188,549** 
S.1       278,700           66,723          307,500        279,666            466,389           223,349   -28,800 -187,689** 
S.2       278,700           66,723          304,643        278,592            466,389           223,349   -25,943  -187,689**  
S.3       281,900           71,642          304,643        278,592            470,278           221,365   -22,743 -188,378** 
S.4       337,100           98,768          324,357        326,664            500,167           254,880   12,743 -163,067** 
S.5       378,000           87,681           313,071        274,495             598,214           194,264    64,929 -220,214* 

 
Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 

*
Total cost of schooling per term includes payment for tuition, building fee, meal charges, registration and examination fees, school uniforms, libray fee and boarding fee.  
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Table 25: Typical non-tuition fees by school type 

  

PEAS   Public   Private   t-test 

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

 167,000 91,621  216,700 195,412  250,478 170,025  -49,700 -83,478* 

Building fee                   0                      0              11,043           18,517                5,714               9,759   -11,043* -5,714* 

Meal charges          14,333           22,642            55,083           66,866                9,500             13,384   -40,750* 4,833 

Registration & examination 

S1 - S3                833             2,041              7,200           13,480              11,875             11,934   -6,367 -11,042** 

S4          34,222           53,167            42,429           61,316              30,875             51,329   -8,206 3,347 

School uniform 

S1 -S4          22,111           22,065            31,500           35,108              64,111             54,792   -9,389 -42,000** 

S5          33,000           46,669            31,500           35,108              89,000             49,494   1,500 -56,000* 

Library fee 

S1          22,143           58,584                     0                      0                 3,750               7,440   22,143 18,393 

S2 -S4                   0                      0                       0                      0                  3,750               7,440   0 -3,750 

Boarding fee 

S1        169,000           52,086          167,667        167,667            157,250           112,614   1,333 11,750 

S2       169,000           52,086          167,667        167,667            157,250           112,614   1,333 11,750 

S3       170,778           55,186          167,667        167,667            158,500           111,941   3,111 12,278 

S4       179,667           65,962          167,667        167,667            158,500           111,941   12,000 21,167 

S5       192,500        109,602           171,000        212,562             200,833           130,093    21,500 -8,333 

 

Source: Calculations based on the Headteacher-level Uganda PPEP survey 2015 
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8. CONCLUSION  

Are PEAS schools different from non-PEAS schools in terms of access, quality and sustainability 

measures? Has the PEAS intervention affected students’ performance? And, if it has, what are 

the pathways through which this intervention has influenced performance? These are the 

questions that this study aimed at answering. Using student-, teacher-, and school-level 

information, this study examines different aspects of access to, quality, and sustainability of 

secondary education across PEAS and non-PEAS schools. Further, applying the regression and 

matching methods, this study examines the impact of the PEAS intervention on test scores. 

 On accessibility, the study finds  that PEAS admits relatively poor performing students compared 

with other types of schools. We found that the PLE grades of students from non-PEAS schools 

were significantly better than those of PEAS students. In addition, the students in PEAS schools 

come from relatively poorer and larger households than those of other school types. In terms of 

education background, siblings of students in PEAS schools are less educated than those of non-

PEAS schools. As such,  PEAS schools provides an opportunity for less privileged students to 

access education. 

With regard to quality, the results suggest that PEAS intervention has improved students’ 

performance, because PEAS schools admitted students that had performed poorly at national-

level Primary Leaving Examinations (PLE).  Specifically, through regression and matching 

estimations, we found that students from PEAS schools had higher English and Math test scores 

than those in government schools. Also, while the regression results showed that the Math 

performance of students from PEAS schools was lower than that of students from private schools, 

English performance was the same. However, after applying the matching method, the Math 

performance between private and PEAS schools equalised. This study found that some of the 

pathways through which PEAS programme improves students’ performance are: teacher on job 

trainings, child protection policy, and having a functioning PTA. 

At school level, other types of schools are equipped with more books at all classes and other 

facilities like computers than PEAS schools. However, PEAS schools have better policies, like 

children protection policies and well-functioning Parent-Teachers associations (PTAs). Also, more 

PEAS schools reported that they have both external and internal monitoring, and they had higher 

frequencies of inspections than non-PEAS schools. In terms of remuneration and wealth status, 

teachers in non-PEAS schools are well paid and are wealthier than those in PEAS schools. This 

might be explained by the higher qualifications and more years of teaching experience that 

teachers in non-PEAS schools have compared with PEAS teachers, as PEAS teachers reported 

being happier with their salaries than non-PEAS teachers. In classroom obervations, PEAS schools 

were observed offering a more participatory learning environment than non-PEAS schools.  



 

59 
 

We also found that the students in non-PEAS schools pay more for their education than those in 

PEAS schools.  
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APPENDIX 

Figure A1: The comparison of English test score by S1 students across schools 

 

Figure A2: The comparison of English test score by S2 students across schools 
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Figure A3: The comparison of English test score by S3 students across schools 

 

Figure A4: The comparison of Maths test score by S1 students across schools 
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Figure A5: The comparison of Maths test score by S2 students across schools 

 

Figure A6: The comparison of Maths test score by S3 students across schools 

 

 

 

i Adopted from http://www.peas.org.uk/ 
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