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Low-fee Private Schooling

CHAPTER 5

Low-fee Private Schooling:
the case of Kenya

JONATHAN M.B. STERN &
STEPHEN P. HEYNEMAN

This investigation, part of a larger study commissioned by the United States
Agency for International Development (USAID) with case studies on six
countries (i.e. Ghana, Indonesia, Jamaica, Kenya, Pakistan and Tanzania),
was undertaken in order to gain a more complete understanding of the low-
fee private education sector in Kenya, as well as the impetuses for increased
low-fee private schooling in relation to Education For All (EFA). We present
data from the commissioned case study on Kenya, and provide a description
of 23 low-fee private schools in four districts (i.e. Nairobi, Nakuru, Eldoret
West and Kisumu), the challenges and issues they face, and the regulatory
context within which they operate.

In this chapter we begin with a discussion of the education policy
context in Kenya, briefly highlight the arguments surrounding non-
government schooling, and contextualize the non-government and low-fee
private sectors in Kenya. We then explain our method of inquiry before
presenting our results, which include a description of the case study school
contexts and characteristics, pedagogical quality issues, and the regulatory
environment. We also examine the impact of external actor activities on low-
fee private primary schools in Kenya before concluding with observations and
recommendations for the sector. As a final note on terminology, the terms
‘non-government’, ‘private’ and ‘independent’ are used interchangeably
throughout this chapter, owing to their common use in the Kenyan context.

Education For All, the Kenyan Policy
Context, and Free Primary Education

Although it is well documented that some countries are lagging behind in
their progress toward universal basic education and gender parity, it is
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important to understand why this is occurring. We posit four main reasons:
(1) lack of government capacity and, on occasion, commitment;
(2) decreases in donor support/funding; (3) the recent global economic crisis;
and (4) the prevalence of failed states and post-conflict circumstances.
Additionally, concerns have been raised about the unrealistic nature of EFA
goals. By setting such high standards without taking into account the
magnitude of the problem in some countries, it is not unreasonable to
assume that certain among these countries may be unable to meet the goals
despite a concerted effort. In fact, far-reaching goals may increase problems
in the public sector, if the focus is placed on access without sufficient
attention to quality. For example, while net primary enrolment rates in
Kenya increased from 61% in 2002 to 82% in 2009, pupil-teacher ratios
increased by nearly 40% during the same time (World Bank, 2010). This is
likely due to capacity and funding issues.

While national spending on education increased in a majority of
countries after the EFA declaration in Dakar, 40 of 105 countries with
available data actually experienced a decrease in the share of national spending
between 1999 and 2006 (UNESCO, 2008). Some of this was in failed states
and post-conflict contexts. In Kenya, public 'spending on education
decreased from 26% of total government expenditure in 2000 to 18% in
2005 (World Bank, 2010). Combined with the fact that aid commitments
have been decreasing, this lack of government support (i.e. funding) for basic
education has caused some researchers, donors and education experts to call
into question the ability of poor nations to provide free high quality basic
education to all children, youth and adults even with international assistance.
It is in this context that the low-fee private education sector in a number of
developing countries, such as Kenya, has been filling the gap.

Before examining the private sector, it is necessary to gain an
understanding of the more recent history of the Kenyan education system
and its focus on free primary education (FPE). There have been several
attempts at providing FPE in Kenya. The first FPE initiative came in 1974
with the abolition of formal school fees. In 1979, a second initiative was
passed, prohibiting building levies and non-fee charges on parents. These
first two FPE initiatives saw significant increases in enrolments in primary
education. However, the 1980s saw the implementation of a cost-sharing
programme, along with increased private costs, which led to enrolment
stagnation throughout the primary sector (Somerset, 2008).

In 1986, core subjects were added to the curriculum, though the public
system suffered due to a lack of additional resources. Throughout the 1990s,
decreases in economic growth and per capita incomes, rising poverty rates,
deterioration of public infrastructure, and increases in corruption
exacerbated the problem. With a growing budget deficit, many families were
forced into the sprawling Kenyan slums; however, the provision of
government education did not follow suit (Bauer et al, 2002).
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In 2003, a third and final FPE initiative was passed and was heralded
by development experts and world leaders alike. However, it has been argued
that this final initiative did not provide the expansion in primary enrolment
that is often attributed to it, and that despite admirable government efforts,
the public system is still far from ‘free’ (Tooley, 2005, 2009; Tooley &
Dixon, 2006b; Musani, 2008; Tooley et al, 2008; Verspoor, 2008a). Musani
(2008) sums up the consensus by noting that the Ministry of Education had
trouble providing education for all, and that high costs (e.g. textbooks,
materials and uniforms), high student—teacher ratios (up to 100 students per
class), insufficient schools, and limited facilities and activities remain
problems for public education in Kenya. Additionally, Verspoor (2008a)
notes that out-of-pocket costs are on the rise in public schools and that, as of
2008, more than half the funding of public schools came from fees and
parental contributions.

With regard to enrolments, Tooley (2005) found that approximately
6500 students in the slums of Kibera left private schools during the
introduction of FPE in 2003. An additional 4500 students dropped out
because they were enrolled in private schools that closed, but only 3300
students enrolled in Kibera’s public schools during that same period. This
led to an estimated reduction of 8000 students enrolled from one slum alone
(Tooley, 2005). However, these numbers are based on estimations by private
school managers, and therefore they may be exaggerated. Additionally,
Tooley did not necessarily account for all possible schools to which students
may have transferred, and these numbers do not take into account transfers
from one private school to another.

Arguments Surrounding Non-government
School Expansion and Low-fee Private Schools

Private schooling across the globe is on the rise. According to UNESCO’s
Education for All Global Monitoring Report, approximately 16% of the world’s
primary school students were enrolled in private schools in 2000, and by
2009, the figure rose to more than 20% (UNESCO, 2010). It has been noted
in many countries that much of this increase is due to the rise of the low-fee
private school sector. Although the specific reasons for this growth are unique
to each country, there is an underlying theme. Simply put, the demand for
private education derives from the public sector’s inability to meet the needs
of parents at all income levels.

While the relative size, support and impact of low-fee private schools
vary by country, there are two seemingly ubiquitous reasons for the rise of the
sector. The first is that inadequate or uneven distribution of government
financing leads to demand for schooling that non-government schools can fill
(Colclough, 1997). The second is low quality and/or inefficient public
education. In other words, non-government schools have proliferated in
developing countries in order to meet excess demand resulting from an
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insufficient supply of public school spaces, and/or to provide alternatives to a
failing public education system. While, in many countries, private schools
were traditionally used by wealthy families as alternatives to the public
system, in the past few decades, this same trend has been seen for low-
income families.

Phillipson (2008) provides additional reasons for the expansion of this
sector. He suggests that low-fee private education has increased in developing
countries in recent years due in part to an oversupply of teachers, hidden
costs in government schools, high private tuition fees (in high-fee schools), a
preferable language of instruction being used, poor public school
performance (i.e. poor academic achievement), and religious preference. In
addition, Tooley (2009) claims that low-fee private schools are likely to
experience lower teacher absenteeism (because of increased accountability to
parents and school owners), more engaged teachers (because of more local
recruitment), smaller class sizes and more individualised attention. Although
there is evidence in the literature and from our fieldwork in Kenya to support
both Phillipson’s and Tooley’s claims, low-fee non-government schools are
not without their problems and controversies.

Debates and Controversies

Lewin (2007) outlines four arguments against the use of non-government
schools to achieve universal basic education. The first concerns the concept
that basic education is a human right that only states can deliver. According
to this argument, for-profit institutions have no essential interest in delivering
education services to the poor, and non-profit charities cannot deliver
services on a national scale without relying on a public subsidy, essentially
making them a public responsibility even if the state outsources service
delivery. This argument holds that states have the moral and legal
responsibility to protect minorities, . promote equity and diminish exclusion
(Lewin, 2007, p. 42).

Second, if non-subsidised providers in low-income communities
depend on community revenue, including tuition, they are essentially
drawing down the community’s wealth. The availability of income to support
non-government schools is much more limited in low- rather than in high-
income countries, among other things because of differences in age-
dependency ratios. Relative to gross domestic product (GDP) per capita,
teacher salaries in low-income countries may be six times those in high-
income countries. Additionally, available domestic revenue is only 15% of
GDP, compared with 40% in wealthy countries (Lewin, 2007). This suggests
that the relative social cost of basic education is significantly higher in low-
income countries; hence, arguments for non-government schools in high-
income countries cannot easily be applied in low-income countries (Lewins
2007, p. 43). Ultimately, as Watkins (2004) puts it, ‘[sJhould the world’s
poorest people really be expected to choose between the health and the
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education of their children? And what is the market rationale to suggest that
such choices make sense for the rest of society?’(p. 9).

Third, the claims of greater efficiency, lower cost, higher quality and
higher relevance in the non-government sector can only be true under certain
conditions. According to Lewin (2007), these include ‘informed choice,
transparent accountability, adequate regulation and an effective legal
framework’ (p. 44), and they rarely, if ever, pertain to the reality of the
poorest households in developing countries. The lack of informed choice, in
particular, is especially troubling. Opponents of non-government schooling
claim that, without sufficient information, low-fee private schools will simply
take advantage of poor parents (Probe Team, 1999; Watkins, 2004). Fourth,
Lewin alleges that there is no OECD or rapidly developing country that has
depended on non-government provision to achieve universal attendance in
basic education. This is because basic education has a wide range of
externalities, which are naturally provided through state involvement (Lewin,
2007, p. 44).

Two additional arguments against the use of non-government schools
are raised in the literature. One is that relying on non-government schools
can undermine the public education system. While enrolling children in non-
government schools because of public system shortcomings may prove to be
an appropriate short-term fix for some, ‘failure to address the challenge
through increased public investment and improvements in service delivery
will inevitably undermine public education’ (Watkins, 2004, p. 10). Second,
much of the literature raises the point that private schools charging low fees
will be unable to accommodate the poorest households (Probe Team, 1999;
Watkins, 2004; Rose & Adelabu, 2007; Srivastava & Walford, 2007). We
kept these important arguments in mind throughout our work in Kenya, and
feel that, for the most part, they are compelling. However, our fieldwork
found evidence that both supports and belies these concerns.

Non-government Schools in Kenya: history and context

Less than a decade ago, researchers had a difficult time convincing certain
governments that private schooling catering to poorer groups existed in their
respective countries. In fact, we encountered this issue in our recent research
in Jamaica in the broader USAID study. The Kenyan government, on the
other hand, has been aware of the low-fee or community private school sector
since the early 1960s. Shortly after independence in 1963, grassroots
organisations in Kenya took it upon themselves to expand the secondary
education sector to places beyond the reach of the government system
(Verspoor, 2008a). ’

These Harambee (translated from Kiswahili as ‘Let’s all pull together’)
schools were established without approval from the Ministry of Education
and were therefore not only unrecognised, but technically illegal. Despite
initial funding shortages and regular conflicts with the government, by 1973

109




Jonathan M.B. Stern & Stephen P. Heyneman

government provisions and recognition were offered to Harambee schools,
which ultimately afforded some of the best students the opportunity to
transfer to government schools (Kitaev, 1999). Although course offerings and
resources were limited and there was a high proportion of unqualified
teachers, the provision of schooling opportunities for low-income students
who could not afford to travel to government schools significantly increased
secondary school enrolments throughout rural Kenya as a result of increases
in numbers of schools (from 19 government-assisted and 244 unassisted
schools in 1969 to 1142 assisted and 741 unassisted schools in 1987). Bray
(1997) notes that the expansion was not due to increases in quality but was
because these schools were the only ones available to certain populations. In
the early 1990s, Harambee schools were subsumed by the government
system, and are no longer distinguished from public, government schools
(Verspoor, 2008a).

In the current context, a new brand of private school has emerged. In
one of the earliest pieces on private education in Kenya, Karmokolias and
van Lutsenburg Maas (1997) offer a useful starting point for understanding
the main impetuses for private education expansion, which may also help to
explain its growth over the last 15 years or so. The authors assert that the
reasons for increased demand in private education in Kenya are as follows:
(1) population growth; (2) fiscal constraints in the public sector; (3) better
image of private schools; (4) increased expenses for parents (i.e. government
cutbacks); (5) opportunity costs (i.e. lack of public school efficiency leads to
wasted time, and thus less time for children to contribute to labour); (6) long
waiting lists at private schools; and (7) significant increases in private
enrolments (leading to even further demand).

While it may appear on the surface that some of these reasons ar¢
somewhat outdated, especially in light of post-2003 FPE, the majority of the
more recent literature still draws upon a very similar set of causes for the
expansion of the sector. More specifically, the low quality of public schools,
inadequate supply of public school spaces (and schools in remote areas) and
high school fees (i.e. hidden costs of schooling) have become the most
prevalent responses to the question of why the private sector has expanded s0
rapidly in Kenya in recent years (Lewin & Caillods, 2001; Lewin & Sayed,
2005; Tooley, 2005; Tooley & Dixon, 2005, 2006a; Musani, 2008;
Somerset, 2008; Tooley et al, 2008; Verspoor, 2008a; World Bank, 2008).

The prevalence of low-fee private primary schools is greatest in slum
areas but is not limited to them. Similar to Tooley’s work, our team fou*
that low-fee primary schools can be found throughout the country in ul"l?ﬂn
slums, small cities and rural areas. However, due to the high pupulatl_ﬂﬂ
density in urban slums and the low supply of government schools serving
them, low-fee schools are often viewed as more necessary and pl‘C\’ﬂ]ent
there. Low-fee private primary schools in Kenya are almost universally ruf by
local community members or local organisations, such as churches and/of
small non-governmental organisations (NGOs). In both slums and rurd
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they are generally housed in small rented buildings or semi-permanent

e s, electricity bei I d faciliti icall
' ctures, electricity being an uncommon luxury, and facilities are typically
5“: gp to the standards of public primary schools.

no A previous analysis by Tooley and Dixon (2005) of relative

hievement of students in Nairobi slums found that, on average, students in
e fee schools scored about the same as their public school counterparts in
l“"":ubjECtSJ with slightly better scores in mathematics and Kiswahili, but
ﬂl.] Ih1t]\" worse in English. It is important to note, however, that although the
SE ar;;hcrs controlled for family/background characteristics in that analyses,
lE:i not entirely clear that they sufficiently accounted for selection bias (i.e.
i r;[rolling for unobserved characteristics, such as motivation) that may
Ezusg gtudents to enrol in private over public schools, and influence their
achievement. . : : .

In a new analysis presented in this volume of those data using multilevel
modelling techniques (see Chapter 4, by Dixon et al), the researchers found a
significant positive relationship between private school attendance and test
scores in mathematics and Kiswahili, but not in English. Although both
analyses were only on students in Nairobi slums, the results provide some
evidence about relative achievement in low-fee schools, Differences in
achievement between government and non-government schools are not
consistent across subjects, suggesting that the demand for non-government
schools cannot simply be reduced to higher test scores/achievement.

Due to insufficient official data, and because so many private schools
(and therefore students) are unregistered with the government, it was
difficult to obtain accurate or consistent private school enrolment figures in
the literature. Thus, while the literature and our field research point to a
relatively large low-fee private sector, the exact figures on how non-
government schools accommodate low-income children are non-existent.
Nonetheless, there are some relevant statistics that may be useful in
developing a deeper understanding of non-government and low-fee private
schools in Kenya.

As of 2001, Bauer et al (2002) noted that there were an estimated 700
primary and 300 secondary private schools registered in Kenya. Tooley
(2009) offers that only a year later, there were 76 private primary schools
serving 12,132 students in Kibera slum alone, a third of which were managed
by women. By 2008, Musani (2008) claimed that more than 5000
independent schools were found to serve over 500,000 students throughout
the country. Additionally, Musani (2008) noted that many of these schools
served HIV/AIDS orphans and provided subsidies to those who could not
afford tuition and fees.

Perhaps most illustrative are the table and figure, reproduced here as
Table I and Figure 1, from recent work by Oketch et al (2010), showing that
mf)re than 40% of the poorest students in slums in their study attended
Perate schools, and that this number steadily increased since the
Introduction of FPE in 2003 (see Table I). While these numbers are high,
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with so few public schools and so many unregistered low-fee private schools
in many of Kenya’s slums, they are not necessarily surprising. Table I also
shows that while poorer populations in slums are more likely to enrol in
private schools than their wealthier counterparts, the reverse is true for those
living in non-slum areas. The most intriguing trend in Figure 1 is that since
the introduction of FPE, the percentage of private school students in slums
has remained above the percentage of public school students.

Variable Private Total % Private
Site

Korogocho 1712 3921 43.66
Viwandani 793 2235 31.45
Jericho 97 779 12.45
Harambee 112 348 32.18
Total 2624 7283 36.03
Wealth Index: All

Poorest 20% 705 1559 45.22
2 542 1361 39.82
3 558 1450 38.48
4 514 1457 35.28
Least poor 20% 305 1456 20.95
Wealth Index: Slum

Poorest 20% 529 1232 42.94
2 490 1231 39.81
3 504 1231 40.94
4 485 1233 39.33
Least poor 20% 407 1229 33.12
Wealth Indéx: Non-slum

Poorest 20% 12 227 5.29
2 25 224 11.16
3 39 227 17.18
4 55 228 24.12
Least poor 20% .78 221 35.29
HHG

Female 720 2196 32.79
Male 1904 5087 37.43

Table I. Private school enrolment by wealth and study site.

Source: Oketch et al, 2010.

From our field experience, it is clear that the number of registered schools
grossly underestimates the actual number of operating private schools:
Additionally, there is a distinct concentration of schools in Nairobi’s slum
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areas and, as evident in World Bank (2010) statistics, private entrolments in
Kenya have been on the rise, increasing from 4% in 2005 to 11% in 2008.
However, our work leads us to believe that even Musani’s (2008) numbers
may be underestimated. This is due to the fact that those estimations are
pased on the assumption that low-fee private schools are primarily found in
grban slums. While we found a concentration of low-fee schools in the slums
arolmd Nairobi, we were surprised to find large numbers of small low-fee
dmary schools throughout the rural areas of western Kenya as well, The
_eat majority of these schools were off the beaten path, and very few of them
were recognised by any government organisation. We now turn to the
method of inquiry used for the broader study and for the Kenyan case study
pefore discussing results.

mSlum % Private  ®Slum % Public

70 64.96 6564

60 -
5247 5081 4931

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Figure 1. Public and private enrolments by year (in slum areas).
Source: Oketch et al, 2010.

Method of Inquiry

As noted in the introduction, this chapter stems from a larger study
commissioned by USAID-Washington to assess the growth and impact of
low-fee private schools. The full study included a global literature review, as
well as case studies from six countries (i.e. Ghana, Indonesia, Jamaica,
Kenya, Pakistan and Tanzania). All case studies included in-country
interviews as well as school site visits. Interview protocols were created by the
principal investigators (Stephen Heyneman, Jonathan Stern and Thomas
Smith) prior to visiting the first country, and were adapted as necessary to
suit the education context of each subsequent country. The overall study ran
from January 2010 until May 2011. All interviews and site visits in Kenya
were conducted by Heyneman and Stern during May-June 2010.

We began our investigation of the low-fee private primary education
sector in Kenya with a review of the available literature and background
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information. We then obtained a list of contacts from the Director of the
Education Development Office at USAID-Kenya. The list included
representatives from donor organisations, NGOs and government officialg
relevant to the sector. All representatives were contacted prior to our arrival
in Kenya in order to schedule in-country interviews.

Interviews with representatives from donor organisations (i.e,
Department for International Development [DFID], International
Development Association [IDA], International Finance Corporation [IFC]
and USAID) were conducted in order to obtain information about current
policies on low-fee private schools, opinions on the promise/obstacles of the
sector, ideas for appropriate public policy, and intentions regarding future
assistance. NGOs and service providers (e.g. Bridge International Academies,
Dignitas and the Kenya Independent Schools Association [KISA]) were
interviewed on sources of funding, regulatory environments, motivations (e.g.
for-profit or non-profit), scholarships/subsidies, growth prospects and major
challenges. Finally, Kenyan government officials (i.e. from the Ministry of
Education [Basic Education, Adult and Continuing Education] and the
Ministry of Gender, Sports, Culture and Social Services, as well as District
Education Officers) were interviewed regarding government data collection,
school registration, government support/funding, accreditation, regulatory
frameworks, monitoring/oversight and perceived benefits/concerns about
low-fee private schooling.

While ministry interviews were intended to obtain lists' of private
schools for site visits, we quickly learned that complicated and inefficient
registration procedures precluded any such list from being created. The
reality was that no government agency, local or national, knew how many
non-government schools existed, where they were located or who (teachers of
students) was involved. Unlike Tooley’s previous work, we did not have the
resources to do a catchment sample.[1] As an alternative, we chose several
rural and Urban districts, using convenience sampling techniques to locaté
schools. Since we knew we would not be able to generate a representative
sample, our objective was different — namely, to find schools that il]ustrat?:d
each of the six official categories of non-government schools that exist' m
Kenya (discussed further below). Ultimately, we adopted a school selection
method similar to snowball sampling. After learning about a particular schoo
from one of our initial interviews, we would use those contacts in order to
pinpoint other schools.

Although monetary restrictions and incomplete data prevented us :
using an expansive random sampling procedure, we worked with Ministry ©
Education officials and local USAID offices to create a sampling frame Fhm'
would allow for the most appropriate sample of schools possible (taking .mro
account geography, religion and tuition), given time and monetary restraint®
Our final sample included one public government and 23 nun—guvenmlcnt
schools across four districts (Nairobi, Nakuru, Eldoret West and Kisumt/:
These included non-government schools registered with the Ministry ¢

from
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cation Department of Basic Education, the Ministry of Education

Efiu,clmra[c for Adult and Continuing Education and the Ministry of Gender,

1)1“;[5 Culture and Social Services, and schools operating but not registered
‘:l)] 3;\; government organisation.

w W}; conducted interviews with principals or directors and teachers.
penever possible, school visits were announced. There were, however,
~qsions when we would simply ‘come upon’ a school and ask if they would

0(:(’(willing to provide us with an interview. The purpose of school

?Lcr‘,iewslvisits was to obtain information about the number of students

e ed, tuition and fees, scholarships, class size, hours and days of

Opgréltioﬂ, religious affiliation, sources of funding, management structure,

parcntal involvement, teacher salaries and qualifications, facilities and

matel'i315= student background (including ability to pay full tuition) and
erformarnce on the Kenya Certificate of Primary Education (KCPE) exam.

Although several school owners and/or principals were initially hesitant to

pﬂwidc information on tuition, teacher salaries and funding, none refused to

parLiCipaLe entirely. _ |

As a consequence of segmentation across the six categories, all

organisations, including departments within ministries, had differing views on

the scope of the sector. This stems in no small part from inconsistencies
about the language surrounding non-government schools in Kenya. In the

Ministry of Gender, Sports, Culture and Social Services, non-government

schools are referred to as ‘self-help groups’ or ‘community projects’. In the

Ministry of Education Department of Basic Education, they are referred to as

‘private schools’, whereas, in the Ministry of Education Directorate for Adult

and Non-Formal Education, they are referred to as ‘non-formal schools’.

They are additionally referred to as ‘independent schools’.

Additionally, since there is no universally accepted definition of low-fee
private schools in the literature (which has an impact on the generalisability
of studies), a definition was created for the purpose of the larger
commissioned study. Low-fee private schools were defined as those with
tuition rates that were less than 50% of the minimum wage, which we took as

enl‘OIl

‘a conservative figure. For Kenya, however, the mean school fee at case study

schools was much less, at KSh 968, representing 14.4% of the minimum
monthly wage rate in 2010 for a general labourer in Nairobi and Kisumu,
15.6% in all other municipalities, and 17.5% of the overall mean monthly
wage for a general labourer (Ministry of Labour, 2010).[2] All study schools
in Nairobi slums had a tuition fee at or below KSh 600, representing a
maximum of 9% of the minimum monthly wage rate.

Characteristics of Low-fee Private Schools

Table I1 presents the range and mean for a variety of characteristics for the
23 private schools in our study. Although the table provides a good overview
of our case-study schools, it is important to examine these numbers with
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some context and scrutiny. For example, while the lowest performing schoo]
had a pass rate of 71% on the eighth grade exit exam, it is important tg
contextualise what this means relative to nearby primary schools. As it
happens, this mark ranked the school first in its zone and fourteenth in the
district on KCPE exam rates in 2009, among all public and private schools,
In general, case study schools regularly placed at or above the level of nearby
public schools in terms of district-wide Grade 8 exam rankings. Perhaps even
more interesting is the fact that the top-scoring public school in the district
ranked twenty-second overall, out of 81 schools. In other words, the top 21
schools in the district were all private schools, many of which were low-fee
schools like the ones in our study.

Range Average
Years in operation 1-23 9
Monthly tuition (KSh) 200-2100 9268
Monthly teacher salary (KSh) 1500-12000 6186
Number of students 35-856 220
Scholarship or subsidized tuition (%) 5-100 61
KCPE pass rate (%) 71-100 89

Table II. Description of the 23 private primary sample schools in Kenya.
Source; Researcher fieldwork.

Several other characteristics require further explanation. Opponents of low-
fee private schools have raised concerns about the ‘fly by night’ nature of the
sector, but we found that, on average, case study schools had been in
operation for nine years. Half were run by women. While interviewees
informed us that some low-fee schools had shut down in recent years, this
was purported to be the result of decreased enrolments and families’ inability
to pay after the post-election violence in 2007-2008. For example, two
schools in our sample finished the 2007 school year with more than 300
students, but re-opened after the post-election violence with less than a tenth
of their previous year’s cohort. Conversely, one public primary school in
Nakuru increased its enrolment by nearly 40% between 2007 and 2010. This
led to serious concerns about capacity in the public sector, especially since
the school had a student-teacher ratio of approximately 90 to 1 as a result.

As for funding and resources, Table II tells an interesting but
incomplete story. Although the average monthly tuition across these schools
was KSh 968 (under $13), 40% of sample schools had tuition fees below
KSh 675, including all the schools we visited in Nairobi slums (which had 2
mean tuition fee of KSh 450). With regard to teacher salaries, the average is
skewed upward due to the disproportionate increases for head teachers. The
majority of teachers averaged closer to KSh 4300 per month, while head
teachers averaged approximately KSh 8100. Finally, it is important to not€
that while the percentage of students receiving scholarships or subsidised
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ranged from 5% to 100%, only four schools provided such
i 1ETE z .
lmnoi‘qions 1o under a quarter of their students.

L con® More generally, in addition to accounting for the public system

in demand for schooling, low-fee private schools in Kenya have

flo ) . ] L%
ov‘,rﬂ{mmd to fill a particular niche regarding religious preference. Many
£ overnment schools are associated with local religious groups and local

nolrguniw churches. In our interviews, school owners claimed that they
00 ored O @ moral philosophy that parents believed is necessary for the
qdhe educational experience of their children in addition to the national

Her . e .
mf.jculum. In terms of religious affiliation, the schools in our study were
£ : .
Fu nd 10 be non-selective. Church-run schools, for instance, regularly
ou

lled Muslim students.

Furthermore, while all sample schools enrolled poor students and
ged relatively low fees, many catered specifically to orphans and street
who could not afford to attend public schools. As mentioned above,
tfree’ public education in Kenya is not necessarily free of private cost. To be
] dmitted, a child needs to have shoes, uniform shirt, socks, tunic and shorts,
and donate a desk and chair, all of which costs an estimated KSh 4500.
yerspoor (2008a) claims that the cost is actually higher, with public school
ging from KSh 10,000 to KSh 26,000 per year.

Of the schools in our sample, the majority fell below the KSh

enr@

char

) 10,000/year mark, and none charged more than the upper end of the public
" school range noted by Verspoor (2008a). The majority of schools provided

some sort of scholarship or subsidy to students who could not afford tuition

b fees. Ultimately, while Kenya has many high-fee private primary schools, it
" icems that the majority of independent and/or unregistered schools target
' poorer students and provide access to education that is unavailable in the

public system due to a severe under-supply of public school spaces and

3 relatively high fees.

Finally, the financial stability of the low-fee private sector relies almost
entirely on the business acumen of school proprietors and their ability to
attract a sufficient number of students to pay their teachers, and this did not
appear to be promising. Nearly all school owners we interviewed were local
community members who wanted to provide a much-needed service to the
community, but who had no business experience and little understanding of
the regulatory framework. Many school owners were unaware of how or with
whom to register their school, and some even feared that the registration
and/or monitoring process would only result in having to pay bribes to
officials. Complicated tax structures and issues regarding propérty rights,
especially in slum areas, are likely to play a further role in frustrating the
long-term financial sustainability of the sector. While the sector is continuing
to grow in the aggregate, without financial assistance from the government or
aid organisations, individual schools are unlikely to provide assurance of
long-term sustainability to their students.
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Pedagogical Considerations

We found that the pupil-teacher ratio reached 80:1 in a government schoo],
but was about 15:1 in a non-government school in Nairobi slums, Kisumy,
Eldoret West and Nakuru.[3] In earlier analyses, Tooley and Dixon (2005)
found the student-teacher ratio in government schools to be 60:1, as opposed
to 21:1 in low-fee private schools in Kibera. Musani (2008) also claimed that
independent schools had lower student-teacher ratios and better facilities
than public schools. Regarding teacher pay, we found that, in general, public
schools can pay teachers as much as twice the salary of top earners in non-
government schools and offer pensions and health insurance. Despite the fact
that we found teacher salaries to be as low as KSh 1500 per month in private

-schools (and as high as KSh 35,000 in public schools), teacher absenteeism
in private schools was reported to be lower or non-existent.

We also found that class periods in public schools are meant to be 35
minutes regardless of subject, whereas, class length in non-government
schools may be altered according to the demands of the curriculum.
Furthermore, while public schools are obligated to maintain national
schedules (7.30 am to 12.30 pm for grades 1-4, and 7 am to 4 pm for older
students), non-government schools can open as demanded by the parents.
Some schools in our study opened as early as 6 am, catering to parents in
peri-urban areas with long commutes, and closed at 6 pm. Public schools are
normally open five days per week, with three months of holiday .(one month
after each of three terms), while many non-government schools remain open

on Saturdays and year-round.

As a result of our interviews and site visits, we also found many
differences with regard to teacher hiring/firing practices, as well as differences
in financial support and funding streams. For example, public schools us¢
teachers of standard quality but find it difficult to transfer or sanction 2

teacher for absenteeism or non-performance. Non-government schools,

conversely, -have flexibility in hiring and dismissal procedures. Public schools
may appoint teachers without regard to their education philosophy; n9n—
government schools often appoint teachers as a result of their educatiol

philosophy.

Public schools may appoint teachers from widely dispersed areas; non~

government schools often appoint teachers from the same village community:
and frequently those who have graduated from the same school in which they

teach. Although knowledge of the local community is seen as a benefit,

this

can have adverse effects, since local recruitment may result in a ]iml[")
supply of teachers (especially those with strong educational backgroundb ‘

Public schools depend on the government for financial support;

nomn-

¥ . 1L
government schools depend less on the government for financial suppP? it
. . 1

Often the school management committees, church committees and pare

. : 18
groups in non-government schools may take a more active role becaus€
may feel they ‘own’ the school to a greater extent.
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In several instances, we opportunistically spoke with family members at
the schools we visited. In these cases we asked why they accessed that
parti::ular non-government school for their children. Most of these informal
interviewees mentioned the school’s ‘control’ or discipline, and often talked
about the ability of parents to speak to teachers/principal if there were
concerns. Finally, due to concerns about sexual harassment, parents of
female students often noted thar they felt that the non-government school

could provide greater ‘protection’ than the overcrowded public system.

Regulatory Environment

The complex structure of the Kenyan administration system with regard to
education presents a barrier towards effective policy implementation and
monitoring (Verspoor, 2008b). The Ministry of Education, Science, and
Technology (comprised of 10 divisions), Kenya Teachers Service
Commission, Kenya Institute of Education, and Ministry of Labour and
Human Resource Development are all involved in education provision
(World Bank, 2008). Furthermore, the management of public schools is the
responsibility of the Boards of Governors (BOGs) who report to District
Education Offices. However, BOG members are political appointees who are
not necessarily qualified for their roles, and may not accurately represent
their constituents (World Bank, 2008). Additionally, school-level
parent-teacher associations rely on BOGs to pass their messages on to
District Education Offices, but there are often breakdowns in the lines of
communication. Finally, transitions from primary to secondary schools are
poorly aligned in the system. There have been reports of student files being
lost, which is not helped by the fact that there is little local accountability in
schools (World Bank, 2008). The following highlights some of the issues that
were most apparent during our analysis.

Registration Procedures

In addition to the complex administrative system, private school owners are
faced with a complex set of procedures for opening and registering a school
(see Box 1). Glassman and Sullivan (2006) contend that the main problems .
with this overly complex procedure have to do with inadequate manpower.
Whether it is a result of delayed inspections, lost forms, postponed
committee meetings, or cumbersome paperwork, this process can take a
significant amount of time, potentially delaying school openings. Thus, many
private school owners with whom we spoke pre-emptively opened their doors
prior to being registered, knowing that there was insufficient monitoring to
face immediate consequences. This issue of private schools opening without
even attempting to register with the Ministry of Education is exacerbated by
the fact that many schools do not meet the criterion of owning the land on
which their school resides (Musani, 2008).
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Application for registration of a school is made in a prescribed form and is
submitted to the Registrar through the district, municipal, or city education officer.

Application form is accompanied by the following documents:

— Inspection report from the public health officer indicating whether the institution
complies with the set of health standards

— Inspection report from the inspector of schools

— Minutes of the district education board in which the application was discussed
— Certification of registration of business name from the registrar general

— An application for the approval of the district manager

— Names of school managers and copies of their education certificates

— School size in terms of land (rules differ depending on locality)

= Proof of ownership of the land on which the proposed school is now or is to be
built

Once the registrar receives the application, it is presented to the Ministerial
Committee on Registration of Schools for evaluation in accordance with the
relevant provisions.

If the application is approved, it is forwarded to the Ministry of Education for
authorization.

The Minister issue [sic] two letters to the manager of the school approving and
authorizing the operation of the school.

The Registrar of the school will then issue a certificate to the institution after the
final inspection.

Box 1. Official procedure for opening a private school in Kenya.
Source: Glassman & Sullivan, 2006.

However, it is possible for schools to be registered even if they are not under
the Ministry of Education. Schools that do not own land can register as self-
help groups or community organisations through the Ministry of Gendet,
Sports, Culture and Social Services, but they are then registered as
businesses for taxation purposes. It does not seem appropriate that basic
education institutions (particularly those that are non-profit) following the
national curriculum, and established because of excess demand due to
insufficient public school supply, should be taxed differently from other
formal (government) schools. While we do not claim that all schools
registered with the Ministry of Gender, Sports, Culture and Social Services
are non-profit, the majority of schools we visited claimed to reinvest their
income into materials and facilities. Many school owners and directors
claimed to pay themselves a lower salary than their teachers.
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Land Ownership: related issues
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Land Ownership: related issues

As indicated above, the condition of land ownership poses significant issues
for low-fee private school owners, but also for the wider education sector.
Because many low-fee private schools do not own the land on which they
reside and are unable to register with the Ministry of Education, available
data on their numbers and enrolments are limited. Additionally, the dual
registration process with the Ministry of Gender, Sports, Culture and Social
Gervices makes data collection at the national level significantly more
complicated, as the two ministries do not appear to cross-reference school
databases in their statistical analyses.

More pointedly, however, while the land requirement precludes private
school owners from registering with the Ministry of Education, land issues
have also contributed to limiting the number of public schools established in
slum areas. Due to the fact that slums are technically illegal settlements,
public schools are generally built outside them. This has led to thé under-
provision of public schooling, as noted in the literature above and in our own
fieldwork. Musani (2008) estimated that there was one public school for each
10,000 students in a five-kilometre radius in some urban sluins. Thus, people
living in the middle of Mathare Valley, for example, would have to send their
children through the expansive slum in order to reach the nearest public
school. This is one of the main reasons for the expansion of low-fee private
schools in Nairobi.

Donor and Orther Actor Activities in Private Education in Kenya

Although there are a number of international aid organisations and NGOs in
Kenya, the programmes/activities of these organisations in private education
are limited. The major bilateral aid organisations in the country (i.e. the
Canadian International Development Agency [CIDA], DFID, the Japan
International Cooperation Agency [JICA] and USAID) are aware of the
burgeoning sector, but have yet to develop projects focusing on low-fee
private schools. The World Bank has also been limited in its private
education work in Kenya. However, the recently designed Kenya Education
Sector Support Programme II (KESSP), although public sector focused, is
intended to provide some assistance to private schools by way of textbooks,
although the exact nature of support is unclear.

On the other hand, the IFC has recently commissioned Gray Matters
Capitaf, a private operating foundation, to map the country’s private schools
in order to gain an understanding of the size and needs of the sector. While
the mapping initiative was expected to have been completed by the time of
writing, no information was available about the results. Nonetheless, the
work of the IFC and Gray Matters Capital indicates the likelihood of other
organisations entering the sector, particularly if that study shows that the
number of low-fee private schools is far greater than currently estimated by
the government. ’
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There are other organisations focusing on the private sector in Kenya.
For example, the Aga Khan Foundation (AKF) is one of the larger
organisations recently making claims about entering the private sector. Our
research found that the AKF may incorporate 50 private schools into its
Education for Marginalized Children in Kenya programme, intended to
mainly serve 800 public schools with a ‘whole-school’ approach (from
education access to teacher training and education management) once the
programme is under way. Among smaller organisations working with private
schools in Kenya, two were interviewed in our study. The first, the Dignitas
Project, sought to address key barriers in education, such as access, retention,
completion and performance, in Mathare (Cheng & Kariithi, 2008). After
_conducting a needs assessment, Dignitas found that while the people of
Mathare valued education highly, access was extremely restricted to the
public system. Therefore, it decided to focus on assisting low-fee private
schools in the professional development of teachers and schools and the
provision of supplies, and on incréased community involvement in the
schools.

The second organisation, Bridge International Academies, is a private
equity-owned company seeking to provide ‘high quality’ low-fee private
primary education. Its stated goal is educating ‘at scale’, with a focus on
sustainability and accountability to parents and communities. The company
employs a franchise approach to the development of what it calls a ‘school-
in-a-box’, costing under $4 per month per student. The package includes a
scripted curriculum, teacher/management training materials, and other
essential materials and supplies. Bridge International recruits and trains a
local school manager and local teachers, all of whom must have completed
secondary education at minimum. Managers have a ‘performance contract’
linked to their salary (i.€. they may begin with an annual salary of $1000, and
with ‘good’ performance, may end up with a salary of six times the original
over a number of years). Much of the support and financial measures are
centralised, with payments to schools and teachers done mainly via mobile
phone. All transfers between school managers and Bridge International are
conducted via specially encoded SMS texts.

The process of starting a franchise school owned by Bridge
International begins with the lease of land from traditional authorities
(generally untitled land in slums), followed by constructing a school, costing
approximately $2000 per classroom, fully equipped. Again, due t©
complications with land tenure, in many cases it is not possible to obtain 2
clear title to. the land. Permission from local community leaders and
municipal authorities is obtained, through which the school is operated
without clear title. The risk of expropriation is reduced by diversifying school
locations, maintaining good relations with political leaders, and registering
with the World Bank Group’s Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency
and the United States’ Overseas Private Investment Corporation to insur€
against political risk. After training, schools open for operation. The entir¢
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e Category D: operated by NGOs (including informal organisations)

e Category E: operated by the Ministry of Education Directorate for
Non-formal Education

e Category F: temporary or provisional licence

Currently, schools in Categories A-E can be found across several ministries,
while Category F does not yet exist (although some schools are being run
with no registration/licensing). For schools in Category F, there should be no
fee to register for a temporary or provisional licence. However, it is our view
that these schools should be assigned permanent registration before being
eligible for textbook and pedagogical material assistance, in order to militate
against non-regulated schools using scarce government resources.

Relevant public policy initiatives should apply to all schools in all
categories. This does not imply that the government should assist all
categories of schools equally. However, national objectives should be applied
to all Kenyan children regardless of where they are being schooled, since
non-government schools, like government schools, enrol future Kenyan
citizens. For example, cash transfers to the most vulnerable children (MVC)
are available only to children in state-run schools, but should be extended to
students in non-government schools. Currently, vulnerable children are
targeted through public school registration, effectively neglecting those
children in private schools who may also meet the criteria many of whom
enrol in the private sector due to a lack of public school places.

The taxation system for non-government schools causes confusion.
Non-government schools within municipal councils are taxed as businesses
on the grounds that they charge for services. While some non-government
schools may charge for reasons of profit, most schools in our study claimed
to reinvest income in the school. As such, they should be considered non-
profit private enterprises. However, legal distinctions between for-profit and
non-profit institutions in Kenya need to be more clearly defined, taking into
account school operations. There should be a legal distinction between
schools established for reasons of personal profit, and those in which owners
may not, other than stated salary, profit from the income. These latter
schools should be categorised as non-profit organisations and should not be
taxed.

Another serious impediment is corruption, which directly affects low-
fee private schools in the form of bribery. Several school directors explained
that yearly monitoring visits were nothing more than opportunities for
officials to collect bribes in exchange for allowing schools to remain open. At
the national level, corruption has affected the education sector as a whole,
with the public school system not receiving the full amount of development
aid earmarked for educational services. A scandal was recently exposed in
which nearly $100 million of funding from the World Bank, CIDA, DFID
and UNICEF could not be accounted for during a financial audit of the
Ministry of Education (Agence France-Presse, 2010). This may have serious$
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implications for the type and amount of aid for education in Kenya in the
future, affecting the public and private sectors.

Finally, while the demand for low-fee private schools in Kenya is
unlikely to diminish soon, there are two significant barriers to the growth and
sustainability of the sector. Arguably, as highlighted above, the largest
obstacle is the issue of (official) land rights. This stems largely from the fact
that slums are technically illegal settlements, and therefore land cannot be
purchased or owned. While land outside of slums can be owned and
registered by official government agencies or owned and managed by tribal
authorities, only schools on land in the former category are considered
primary schools under the authority of the Ministry of Education. Since land
ownership is a registration requirement, this matter will continue to hinder
many low-fee private schools’ attempts at becoming recognised as legitimate
education institutions. Unfortunately, the land issue has deep historical roots,
and is far beyond the purview of the Ministry of Education.

Ultimately, insufficient supply (in quantity and quality) of public
schools seems to be the overriding reason for the rise in low-fee private
schooling in Kenya. While this issue is most prevalent in urban slums, there
is additional evidence of this phenomenon in rural areas where infrastructure,
roads and public services are limited. These independently owned low-fee
schools therefore address a very important need in the lives of many poorer
Kenyans. While this sector faces some significant obstacles, it seems
inevitable that low-fee private schools will play an important role in assisting
Kenya to reach its goal of universal access to basic education.

Acknowledgements

The authors acknowledge support from USAID. The opinions and views
represent those of the authors alone, and do not necessarily represent the
views of any institution or agency.

Notes

[1] A catchment sample is analogous to how a biologist might survey for a
particular species. A boundary is drawn around a particular area and all 3
species within it are counted. Since no government agency had adequate data
on non-government schools, this technique would have been the only way to
answer the question of how many non-government schools there were in a
particular area where all schools had been identified and counted.

[2] Exchange rate at time of fieldwork was 75.78 Kenyan shillings to the US
dollar on 1 June 2010.

[3] The public school figure is an estimated average, although the pupil-teacher
ratio was as high as 90:1 in lower-primary public schools.
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Introduction

Lagos is the thriving economic heart of Nigeria that exists (to some extent)
outside of the oil industry, and it is characterised by great wealth,
entrepreneurialism and innovation on the one hand, while in certain areas
there is still great inertia.and apathy, with many living in poverty. Some
public services have gone from non-existence to strength in recent years, a
highly visible example being the clean-up of Lagos’s streets, with the
ubiquitous piles of rubbish having been banished. For many, though, the
quest for essential services of acceptable quality and in sufficient quantity has
led them to the private sector, education being a prime example. Alongside a
modest public education system there is a rapidly expanding private
education sector, with 12,098 private schools in Lagos State in the
2010-2011school year compared with the government’s 1606 schools (Lagos
State Government, 2011a).

The education landscape in Lagos is dominated to such an extent by
private schools that they account for 70% of pre-primary- and primary-level
pupils (Harmi, 2011b). The most common is the low-fee private school,
operating on tight margins, and catering to poorer communities and the less
well-off in middle-class neighbourhoods. These schools can be found across
the city and in outlying peri-urban areas, sometimes in great concentration.
They are often hard to find, and want to remain so, as many do not meet
government norms and run the risk of being closed down. They may be
housed in apartment buildings, behind unassuming metal gates, and in
shoddy makeshift structures. Often the only clue to their existence is the
sound of children’s voices in the air, or the sight of uniformed pupils
emerging unexpectedly from anonymous gates and doorways.
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