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Executive Summary 
 

Chapter 1: Introduction and background  

1. What is the role played by private 

education in Liberia, especially amongst 

the urban poor? Are there differences 

between different types of private 

school? The study investigated the 

quantity of public and private school 

provision and factors influencing school 

choice.  

2. The focus was on schools serving 

primary level children in seven 

designated slums of Monrovia: Doe 

Community, Clare Town, Westpoint, 

New Kru Town, Logan Town, Chicken Soup Factory and St Paul Bridge Community. The 

research was a collaboration between Newcastle University and Development Initiatives 

Liberia Inc. Funded by the John Templeton Foundation, it was part of a larger project looking 

also at private education in South Sudan and Sierra Leone.  

3. The study featured a School Survey and a Household Survey.  

 

Chapter 2: Schools and children  

4. For the School Survey, the systematic mapping of the seven slums found 432 schools serving 

a total of 102,205 pupils at nursery, elementary and junior high school levels.  Of these 

schools, only two were government, serving 1,062 pupils.  

5. The private schools were categorised in five types, those owned by private proprietors, non-

government organisations (NGOs), independent churches, established churches and 

mosques. These can be put into two categories – for profit (proprietors) and non-profit (the 

other four types).  

6. Private proprietors provide 57.2 percent of all schools found, with 60.7 percent of all pupils.  

The second largest group is provided by independent churches, with 26.9 percent of schools 

and 22.6 percent of pupils.  

7. Looking at the private schools only (i.e., excluding the two government schools), for profit 

private schools cater for 61.3 percent of pupils, while non-profits account for 38.7 percent of 

children.  

8. At each level of schooling, for profits enrol greater proportions of children, although the 

share of pupils decreases the higher the levels served. At nursery level, 64.3 percent of 

pupils are in for profit schools, while at elementary the figure is 59.7 percent.  At Junior 

High, 55.8 percent of children are enrolled in for profit schools. 

9. In the Household Survey, only 6.9 percent of children aged 3 to 14 were in government 

schools, while 65.5 percent were in private schools. 27.6 percent were out of school.  

10. However, many of the parents of 3 and 4 years olds reported they were too young for 

school. For children aged 5 to 14, 8.2 percent were in government schools and 71.0 percent 

were in private schools. 20.9 percent were out of school. 
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Chapter 3: Gender  

11. The School Survey showed that there are more girls than boys in school overall in the seven 

slums investigated, with 51.6 percent girls and 48.4 percent boys.  

12. This is true for each level of schooling too: girls are in a majority in nursery, elementary and 

junior high.  Indeed, at every grade of schooling apart from Junior High 2, there are more 

girls than boys. 

13. For profit private schools have either more girls or equal numbers of girls and boys, at 

nursery, elementary and junior high school.  

14. In the Household Survey, in each of the three categories (private, government and out of 

school), there are more girls than boys, but no significant differences between the sexes: 6.8 

percent of boys and 7.0 percent of girls are in government school, while 66.2 percent of boys 

and 64.8 percent of girls are in private school.  

15. Parents report that they choose schools for girls and boys for the same reasons: there is an 

identical ranking of reasons given for school choice for both sexes. The highest ranking 

reason is that ‘The school has better quality teachers’ for both boys and girls, followed by 

‘The discipline in the school is good’ and ‘The school has good academic performance’.  

16. Investigating the families which have both children out of school and children in school 

shows no obvious gender bias: neither the boys nor the girls appear to be more favoured 

when families in this position choose whom to send to school. 

 

Chapter 4: Fees and affordability  

17. The School Survey showed, for all grades, fees at for profit schools are lower than those at 

non-profit schools. Average fees for private proprietor, independent church and mosque 

schools are comparable, but established churches charge higher. For profit schools charge 

median fees of $53 per annum, compared to $67 per annum in the established churches (26 

percent higher).  

18. How affordable are private schools? Using the suggestion that poor families should not be 

spending more than 10 percent of their total income on schooling fees for all their children, 

we define “lowest cost” private schools as those affordable to families on the internationally 

accepted $1.25 (PPP) per person per day poverty line, with other categories relative to this.  

19. The vast majority (73.7 percent) of schools found is lowest cost. Regarding for profit private 

schools, 77.6 percent are lowest cost. This is somewhat similar to the private independent 

church schools (76.4 percent lowest cost), but rather different from the established church 

schools (51.8 percent lowest cost).  

20. The Household Survey showed that the total cost to parents of sending a child to a 

government school was fully 75 percent of the cost of sending a child to a private school, on 

average. “Total cost” included all fees and levies, plus all other costs such as uniform, lunch, 

books and transportation. The mean total cost to parents of sending a child to a government 

school was $159.07 per annum, compared to $214.25 for private school.  

21. There is no evidence that parents choose lower cost schools for their girls. Girls make up 

51.4 percent of students in the lowest cost schools, 51.9 percent in low cost, 53.0 in medium 

cost and 55.2 percent in high cost schools.  
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Chapter 5: Which is preferable, public or private?  

22. In the Household Survey, parents were asked to rate public and private schools by a range of 

issues, such as whether the quality of teaching is good, whether they are safe places for girls, 

and near to home. On the vast majority of issues, all respondents, whether they were using 

government or private schools, or if their child was out of school, favour private schools. All 

categories of parents more often indicate that ‘A safe place for girls’, ‘near to my home’, 

‘class size good’, ‘discipline good’, ‘responsive to my complaints’, ‘children are well looked 

after’, and ‘open the hours I require’, apply to private schools only. Conversely, all categories 

of parents indicate substantially more often that ‘overcrowded’ and ‘teachers go on strike’ 

apply to government schools only. 

23. When asked which school type is better overall, 54.5 percent of parents using government 

schools actually prefer private schools. For those using private schools, however, only 6.8 

percent prefer government schools. For those with out of school children, 71.2 percent 

prefer private schools.  

24. Some parents send their children to their non-preferred school-type. For those who sent 

their child to private when they preferred public school, the major reason was that there 

were no public schools accessible (63 percent). For those who used public when they 

preferred private, the overriding reason (71 percent) was that they could not afford private 

school fees.  

 

Chapter 6: Factors influencing schooling decisions  

25. With data from the Household Survey, we carried out regression analyses to investigate 

factors influencing schooling decisions. The first model looked at out of school children. 

Increases in each of the following reduce the probability of a child not being in school: Age, 

Family Order, Highest Education of Parents, Total Family Income, and Family Wealth.  

Gender was not a significant variable in this regression.  

26. The second model looked at the choice between private and public schools. Younger 

children, those older in the family order, and those from families with greater family 

incomes and more wealth are more likely to be in private schools. Again, gender was not a 

significant variable in this regression, nor was the highest education level of parents.  

27. The third model looked at the reasons why children are out of school. Some notable findings 

here included that it is less likely that ‘cannot afford fees’ or ‘cannot afford other costs’ are 

given as reasons why the child is out of school if the child is a girl.  

 

 

Chapter 7: School survey miscellany  

28. During the School Survey, we were physically able to count all children in the schools, and so 

compare enrolment and attendance figures. This showed that no management type was 

misreporting their enrolment figures – the figures given in Chapter 1 seem to reflect the 

reality of attendance too.  

29. Girls were present in higher proportions than boys. Girls appear neither disadvantaged in 

terms of enrolment, nor in terms of attendance.  
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30. An educational peace dividend may well be the increase in two types of school, those run by 

private proprietors and independent church schools. In the seven years since the civil war 

ended, the increase in independent church schools is roughly the same as the increase in the 

previous 25 years, while the increase in private proprietor schools is roughly the same as in 

the previous 15 years.  

31. If a school is managed by a church, this does not mean that it is being subsidised by the 

church. Nearly 50 percent of schools managed by churches reported that they were 

financially independent, while nearly 20 percent reported that the school subsidised the 

church. Only one third reported that the church subsidised the school.  

32. Pupil-teacher ratios are highest in government and mosque schools (30:1 and 27.7:1 

respectively) and lowest in schools run by independent and established churches (around 

18:1). Private proprietor schools have 21.7 students per teacher.  

33. On a range of inputs, such as whether the teacher was teaching or not, the presence of 

school playground, drinking water, toilets, computers or generators, there is a remarkable 

similarity between for profit and non-profit private schools. It is not the case that for profit 

schools are skimping on any of these inputs compared to non-profit schools.  
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1. Introduction 

The research set out to explore what role 

private providers may be playing in education 

in urban Liberia. Specifically we focused on 

seven of the poorest slums in Monrovia. The 

context of this research is current interest in 

the private sector as a potential partner in 

meeting the educational needs of all and the 

Millennium Development Goal education 

targets.  Indeed, research has highlighted the 

way private schools are playing a role in 

meeting the educational needs of citizens, 

including the poor, across various countries in 

sub-Saharan Africa.  For instance, to take three recent examples:  

 In Nairobi, Kenya, large numbers of poor pupils are enrolled in low-cost private schools, even 

after the introduction of free primary education in government schools (Oketch et al, 2010).   

Private school usage was found to be highest amongst the poorest families: a higher proportion 

(43%) of families from the poorest quintile living in the slums sent their children to private 

schools than the proportion (35%) from the richest quintile not living in the slums (p. 28).  

 In rural Ghana, researchers note the ubiquity of low-cost private schools and suggest that their 

growth “requires policies that bring them under the umbrella of strategies to improve access for 

all” (Akaguri and Akyeamapong, 2010, p. 4).  In particular, they suggest that the poorest parents 

could be helped to attend low-cost private schools, often preferred over the government 

alternative, through “direct public assistance” (p. 4). 

 In Lagos State, Nigeria, the Education Sector Support Programme (ESSPIN) conducted a 

comprehensive survey of private schools across the whole of Lagos State (Härmä 2011a). It 

found 12,098 private schools catering to around 60 percent of total enrolment, although ‘if 

anything this figure is on the conservative side’, possibly missing out smaller schools (Härmä 

2011c, footnote 2, p. 2). Just over half of enrolment in the private schools was girls. Around 

three quarters of the private schools are unapproved, which probably indicates the number of 

low-cost private schools. In general, in terms of quality indicators, ‘private schools are ahead of 

the public sector in terms of provision of water and sanitation facilities’, and have a superior 

pupil-teacher ratio over government schools.’ (pp. 21-2).  

 

How does education in Liberia fit into this picture? The current study, funded by the John Templeton 

Foundation, investigated the role of private schools in meeting the educational needs of the poor in 

three post-conflict countries, Sierra Leone, Liberia and South Sudan. This paper reports on Liberia 

only.  
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The focus is on seven designated slums in Monrovia: Doe Community, Clare Town, Westpoint, New 

Kru Town, Logan Town, Chicken Soup Factory and St Paul Bridge Community.  (The 2008 National 

Housing and Population Census show these to be amongst the poorest communities in Monrovia).  

The research first set out to answer the following question:  

 What proportion of children is in private education, compared to that in government 

schools? We were especially interested in distinguishing between different types of private 

provider here, especially what might be termed ‘for profit’ and ‘non-profit’ providers.  

Exploring the first research question using a survey of schools was to be the first phase of the 

research. However, although we found a large number of schools in these seven slums, only two of 

these were government. But this did not of course rule out the possibility that children went to 

government schools outside the slums.  To further explore this possibility, we decided that the 

second phase of the research would be a household survey of one of these slum communities (Doe 

Community). This enabled us to further explore the research question above, but also to delve more 

deeply into other issues around school choice, including the research questions:  

 What factors influence choice of private and government schools, and what factors lead to 

children being out of school?  

The current research project was a collaboration between Newcastle University’s E.G. West Centre, 

under the directorship of Professor James Tooley, and Development Initiatives Liberia Inc., under the 

directorship of Abraham Boimah Karnley.  A team of 40 researchers was recruited for the first phase 

of the project. Grouped in pairs, each was equipped with maps and questionnaires. They carried out 

a systematic mapping of the localities assigned to them, searching in every street, alleyway and path 

for schools, whether or not these were registered or on government lists. Our aim was to find all 

schools across all of the seven slums. The researchers worked during a one-week period in February 

2012.  In all, some 432 schools were located. In each of these schools, the researchers conducted an 

interview with the school manager or headteacher, and visited all classrooms to count children, to 

have a physical check on the enrolment figures given by school management.  

The household survey then involved the same team of 40 researchers visiting all households in the 

selected district of Doe Community, during a week at the end of February 2013. Doe Community was 

chosen as being widely recognised as one of the poorest of the seven slums. In consultation with 

community leaders, we selected one defined geographical locality within this slum, where we aimed 

to conduct a household survey on all families with children aged 3 to 14. The area was chosen with 

the expectation of finding around 2,000 families; in the end we located 1,984 families with 4,236 

children aged 3 to 14. 

What did the researchers find?  This report is divided into eight chapters. Chapters 2 to 4 include 

evidence from both the School and Household Surveys. Chapters 5 and 6 include evidence from the 

Household Survey only, while Chapter 7 summarises some findings from the School Survey only. 

Chapter 8 offers brief conclusions. 
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2. Schools and children  

2.1 School survey findings 

Systematically investigating the seven slum areas, the researchers found a total of 432 schools. In 

these there were 102,205 pupils on the school registers, in nursery, elementary and junior high 

school levels.  

Of these 432 schools, only two were government schools, serving 1,062 pupils. Of the remaining 430 

schools, five private management/ownership types were readily identifiable:  

1. Private proprietor 

2. Non-government organisation (NGO) 

3. Established church (e.g., Wesleyan, Episcopalian, Methodist, Catholic) 

4. Independent church (i.e., not affiliated to one of the established churches) 

5. Mosque 

The numbers and percentages of schools and pupils in each type are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2 

and  Table 1. Government schools were larger (with over 500 children they are more than twice the 

average size of most other private school types), but as there were only two in the survey area, they 

account for only 1.0% of the pupils. The private proprietor schools account for just over 60.7 percent 

of the pupils and 57.2 percent of the schools. The second largest provider group is the independent 

churches, which has over 100 of the smallest schools and accounts for 22.6 percent of pupil places.  

Children in established church schools make up 13.4 percent of enrolment. Only tiny numbers of 

students are in schools run by NGOs or mosques – 0.4 percent of children in NGO schools, and 1.9 

percent in Mosque schools. 

 

 Figure 1 Pupils by management type 
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Figure 2 Schools by management type 

 

 

Table 1 Schools and pupils, by management type 

Management/ownership Pupils Schools Mean 

Size of 

Schools 

Standard 

Deviation 

of School 

Size 

% of 

Pupils 

% of 

School

s 

Private proprietor 62,011 247 215.1 216.4 60.7% 57.2% 

Private NGO 428 2 214.0 104.7 0.4% 0.5% 

Private independent 

church 

23,082 116 199.0 186.1 22.6% 26.9% 

Private established 

church 

13,687 58 236.0 160.8 13.4% 13.4% 

Private Mosque 1,935 7 276.4 214.4 1.9% 1.6% 

Government 1,062 2 531.0 83.4 1.0% 0.5% 

Total 102,205 432 236.6 202.5 100.0% 100.0% 

 
For profit and non-profit  

There is some discussion in the education and development literature about the place of for profit 

schooling, especially for the poor. Some believe that if private education is permitted, then it should 

be non-profit only – indeed, this is the legal position in some countries (e.g., India). We wanted to 

contribute to this discussion, so thought it worthwhile classifying private school management types 

in this way.  
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Schools run by proprietors we classified as ‘for profit’. (This would also have been true if schools 

were run by education companies, but none of these was found). This is not to say that these 

proprietor-run schools make large or even any surpluses. It is simply to indicate that if any surpluses 

are made, then these are available to the person who owns the school to use as he or she wants. 

This often includes reinvesting in the school, but could also include for personal use. Typically for-

profit schools do not have any outside source of funding other than student fees, (except they can 

raise outside investment, to be repaid if loans, or on which dividends need to be paid if provided as 

equity). 

All other management types (NGO, both types of church and mosque) we classified as non-profit. 

Under non-profit management, any surpluses made are only available to be used in the school. Non-

profit management can also readily solicit funding from outside bodies, which they do in order to 

supplement income from student fees. Table 2 shows the results, which illustrate the dominance of 

for profit schools in the slums of Monrovia surveyed. For profit schools cater for 60.7 percent of 

pupils while non-profits cater for 38.3 percent. If we look at private schools only (i.e., excluding the 

two government schools), then overall non-profit schools account for 38.7 percent of the children, 

while for profits cater to 61.3 percent of pupils.  

Table 2 Schools and pupils by management category 

 

Number 

of Pupils 

Number 

of 

Schools 

Mean Size 

of Schools 

Standard. 

Deviation of 

School Size 

% of 

Pupils 

% of 

Schools 

For profit 62,011 247 251.06 216.418 60.7% 57.2% 

Non-profit 39,132 183 213.84 178.892 38.3% 42.4% 

Government 1,062 2 531.00 83.439 1.0% 0.5% 

Total 102205 432 236.59 202.496 100.0% 100.0% 

 

Levels of schooling  

The schools found frequently catered to more than one level of schooling (nursery, elementary, 

junior secondary). Table 3 shows the levels by three categories of school, (for profit private, non-

profit private and government), while Table 4 shows the same with more detail of the different 

management types of private school. Of the 432 schools found, around half (218) had a Junior High 

section, while nearly all (426, or 99%) had a Nursery section.  There were 35,077 pupils on the 

Nursery registers, 51,537 on the Elementary registers and 15,591 on the Junior High registers. Up 

through the school levels the proportion of the pupils served by the for profit schools falls slightly 

(64.3% in Nursery, 59.7% in Elementary and 55.8% in Junior High).  
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Table 3 Schools and pupils by school level and management category 

 
Number of 

pupils 

Number 

of Schools 

Mean 

section 

size 

Std. Deviation 

of section size 

% of 

Pupils 

% of 

Schools 

Nursery  for profit 22,548 244 92.41 87.107 64.3% 57.3% 

non-profit 12,470 181 68.90 59.420 35.6% 42.5% 

Government 59 1 59.00  0.2% 0.2% 

Total 35,077 426 82.34 77.267 100.0% 100.0% 

Elementary for profit 30,757 246 125.03 108.963 59.7% 57.2% 

non-profit 19,777 182 108.66 93.633 38.4% 42.3% 

Government 1,003 2 501.50 41.719 1.9% 0.5% 

Total 51,537 430 119.85 105.977 100.0% 100.0% 

Junior High for profit 8,706 123 70.78 86.231 55.8% 56.4% 

non-profit 6,885 95 72.47 65.996 44.2% 43.6% 

Total 15,591 218 71.52 77.897 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Table 4 Schools and pupils by school level and management type  

Registered pupils 
Number 

of Pupils 

Number of 

Schools 

Mean 

Section Size 

% of 

Pupils 

% of 

Schools 

Nursery  Private proprietor 22,548 244 92.41 64.3% 57.3% 

Private NGO 243 2 121.50 0.7% 0.5% 

Private independent church 8,092 116 69.76 23.1% 27.2% 

Private established church 3,611 56 64.48 10.3% 13.1% 

Private Mosque 524 7 74.86 1.5% 1.6% 

Government 59 1 59.00 0.2% 0.2% 

Total 35,077 426 82.34 100.0% 100.0% 

Elementary  Private proprietor 30,757 246 125.03 59.7% 57.2% 

Private NGO 170 2 85.00 0.3% 0.5% 

Private independent church 11,570 115 100.61 22.4% 26.7% 

Private established church 6,949 58 119.81 13.5% 13.5% 

Private Mosque 1,088 7 155.43 2.1% 1.6% 

Government 1,003 2 501.50 1.9% 0.5% 

Total 51,537 430 119.85 100.0% 100.0% 

Junior High  Private proprietor 8,706 123 70.78 55.8% 56.4% 

Private NGO 15 1 15.00 0.1% 0.5% 

Private independent church 3,420 52 65.77 21.9% 23.9% 

Private established church 3,127 37 84.51 20.1% 17.0% 

Private Mosque 323 5 64.60 2.1% 2.3% 

Total 15,591 218 71.52 100.0% 100.0% 
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Looking only at the percentage in private schools (i.e., excluding the small number in government 

schools), this decreases from 64.4 percent at nursery level, to 60.9 percent at elementary, and 55.8 

percent at junior secondary level. Conversely, the percentage in non-profits increases, from 35.6 

percent (Nursery), through 39.1 percent (Elementary) and 44.2 percent (Junior High).  

2.2  Household survey findings 

The School Survey provided data on schools found in the seven slums, focusing on differences and 

similarities between for profit and non-profit school types. The Household Survey was designed to 

explore the proportions of children from the slums who are attending public and private schools – 

including those outside of the slum areas – as well probe factors concerning school choice.  

The household survey showed that the vast majority of children were in private school – 65.5 

percent. Only 6.9 percent of children went to government school and 27.6 percent were out of 

school (Table 5). 

However, this includes all children who were aged 3 and 4, which some parents reported as being 

too young to send to school. Excluding these children gives a slightly more optimistic picture of the 

proportion of children out of school (Table 6). Here we see that, for children aged 5 to 14, 71.0 

percent is in private school, 8.2 percent in government and 20.9 percent are out of school.  

Considering three and four-year olds only, we see that the majority of these (56.1 percent) is out of 

school, while 42.4 percent is in private school. Only a tiny 1.5 percent is in government school (Table 

7).  

Table 5 Doe Community children 

 Frequency Percent 

Government 292 6.9 

Private 2773 65.5 

Out of School 1171 27.6 

Total 4236 100 

 

Table 6 Doe Community children (5 to 14 years old) 

 Frequency Percent 

Government 280 8.2 

Private 2428 71.0 

Out of School 714 20.9 

Total 3422 100 
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Table 7 Doe Community children (3 and 4 year olds) 

 Frequency Percent 

Government 12 1.5 

Private 345 42.4 

Out of School 457 56.1 

Total 814 100 

 

The household sample children were spread across all ages. Table 8 shows that the majority of 

three-year olds is out of school. In fact, this is the only age where the majority is not in private 

school. At every other age, the majority of children is in private school. The proportion in 

government school rises as the age increases, up to 21.1 percent for 14 year olds.  

Table 8 Doe Community: age and school type 

  Child's Age  

  3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 Total 

Gov’t # 4 8 2 7 13 15 20 30 21 41 56 75 292 

%  0.9 2.2 0.5 1.9 3.7 4.3 6.1 7.8 9.1 12.5 16.2 21.1 6.9 

Private # 144 201 234 255 257 263 255 284 170 239 232 239 2773 

%  32.1 54.9 61.6 69.9 73.4 74.7 77.3 73.4 73.6 72.9 67.2 67.1 65.5 

Out of 
School 

# 300 157 144 103 80 74 55 71 40 48 57 42 1171 

%  67.0 42.9 37.9 28.2 22.9 21.0 16.7 18.4 17.3 14.6 16.5 11.8 27.6 

Total # 448 366 380 365 350 352 330 385 231 328 345 356 4236 

%  100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

3. Gender  

3.1 School survey findings 

Given efforts that are being made by the international community to focus on encouraging girls into 

school (for example, DFID’s Girls Education Challenge) it is of interest to note the proportion of girls 

and boys who are enrolled in schools in the poor areas researched.  Figure 3 shows the findings 

graphically, while Table 9 shows the results for all children and disaggregated by school 

management type.   

Overall, there are more girls than boys in school – in all three levels of schooling, there are 51.6% 

girls, and 48.4% boys.  A majority of girls is present at each level, nursery, elementary and junior 

secondary, girls are in a majority. Indeed, at every grade of schooling, apart from Junior High 2, there 

are more girls than boys. As both Junior High 1 and 3 contain more girls than boys, this suggests the 

JHS 2 figure is an anomaly rather than indicative of a trend.  
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Looking at boys and girls in different management types, for profit private schools have either more 

girls or equal number of girls and boys, at nursery, elementary and junior high school level. Both 

types of church school always have more girls than boys, while the Mosque schools generally have 

more boys than girls at each level. The government schools have a mixed record (although there 

were only a small number of schools for both Mosque and government).  

Figure 3  Registered pupils by gender  
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Table 9 Gender by grade level 

  % Girls % Boys 

N1 52.0% 48.0% 

N2 52.9% 47.1% 

N3 52.0% 48.0% 

Total Nursery 52.3% 47.7% 

P1 51.9% 48.1% 

P2 52.3% 47.7% 

P3 51.6% 48.4% 

P4 51.1% 48.9% 

P5 50.8% 49.2% 

P6 50.9% 49.1% 

Total Primary 51.5% 48.5% 

JHS1 50.6% 49.4% 

JHS2 49.2% 50.8% 

JHS3 50.3% 49.7% 

Total JH 50.1% 49.9% 

Grand Total 51.6% 48.4% 

 

 

Table 10 Percentage of girls, by management type 

 Percentage of girls 

 Nursery Elementary Junior High 

Private proprietor 52% 51% 50% 

Independent church 52% 52% 51% 

Established church 53% 53% 52% 

Government (2 schools only) 47% 51% NA 

Mosque (7 schools only) 49% 44% 37% 

3.2 Household survey findings 

Table 11 shows that overall there were more girls than boys in the household survey (51.5 percent 

girls compared to 48.5 percent boys).  In each of the three categories (government, private and out 

of school) there were also more girls than boys. Within school types, the proportions of each gender 

in each management category are roughly comparable: 6.8 percent of boys and 7.0 percent of girls 

are in government schools, while 66.2 percent of boys and 64.8 percent of girls are in private 

schools. For out of school children, 27.0 percent of boys are out of school, compared to 28.2 percent 

of girls. (A Chi-Square test showed no significant difference between genders for these categories).  
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Table 11 Doe Community – gender and school type 

  Child's Gender  

  Male Female Total 

Government Number  140 152 292 

 % Gender  47.9% 52.1% 100.0% 

 % School type 6.8% 7.0% 6.9% 

Private Number  1359 1414 2773 

 % Gender  49.0% 51.0% 100.0% 

 % School type 66.2% 64.8% 65.5% 

Out of School Number  555 616 1171 

 % Gender  47.4% 52.6% 100.0% 

 % School type 27.0% 28.2% 27.6% 

Total Number  2054 2182 4236 

 % Gender  48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

 % School type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 (Chi-square = 0.895, df = 2, p=0.639 (>0.05) 

 

3.3 Gender and reasons for school choice 

In the household survey, we were also interested in whether parents chose schools differently 

depending for their boys or girls. We asked parents for three reasons for choosing a particular 

school, for boys and girls separately, and then asked them which one of the reasons chosen was the 

most important. We can rank the most important reasons (separately for girls and boys) to see 

which reasons are given most often, and which are seen as the most important (Table 12 and Table 

13). Interestingly, we can see that an identical ranking of most important reasons given for school 

choice for both boys and girls. However the discipline in the school appears to be the most 

important reason for school choice for a greater proportion of the parents of the boys than of the 

girls. 

Table 12 Reasons for school choice - Girls 

Code Reason % giving this % most 
important 

1 The school has better quality teachers 83% 39% 

6 The discipline in the school is good 46% 17% 

13 The school had good academic performance 18% 11% 

2 The school fees are less than others 26% 8% 

3 The school is close to my home 44% 8% 

4 The school is safe for my child 27% 6% 

Additional reasons given often, but not most important 

7 Learn English better 10% 3% 
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Table 13 Reasons for school choice - Boys 

Code Reason % giving this % most 
important 

1 The school has better quality teachers 78% 33% 

6 The discipline in the school is good 50% 25% 

13 The school had good academic performance 19% 10% 

2 The school fees are less than others 26% 7% 

3 The school is close to my home 41% 6% 

4 The school is safe for my child 25% 5% 

    

Additional reasons given often, but not most important 

5 The reputation of the school is good 16% 3% 

7 Children learn English better 14% 4% 

 

3.4 Out of school – gender analysis  

We can conduct further investigations on the 714 children out of school who are aged 5 and above, 

and their families. Of these out of school, 328 are boys and 386 girls. This is not significantly different 

from the 51.5% and 48.5% girls and boys in the survey. (A Chi squared test gives a p value of 0.19 

(Yates correction), well above the 0.05 or less needed to show a significant difference from the 

expected values based on the population).  

These 714 children belong to 349 families who have some or all their children of 5 years or older 

who are out of school.  In total, these families have 973 children – that is, 714 of these are out of 

school and 259 are in school.  The out of school children have in total 33 siblings in government 

schools and 226 in private schools (Table 14).  

Table 14 Children in families where not all children are in school 

Children in families where not all children are in school 

 Child's Gender   

 Male Female   

School Type Count Count Total Percentage 

Government 17 16 33 3.4% 

Private 102 124 226 23.2% 

Out of School 328 386 714 73.4% 

Total 447 526 973  

 

We can further disaggregate these families into two types – those with no children in school at all, 
and those with a mixture of in and out of school children. 
 
Families with no children in school 

There are 188 families where all the children are out of school. These families have 526 children. 

There are 248 boys and 278 girls in these families. Again, these values are not significantly different 
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from the ratio of boys and girls in the survey (48.5% boys and 51.5% girls), (Chi square test has a p 

value of 0.57, using a Yates correction). 

Families with in and out of school kids 

There are 161 families which have a mix of in and out of school children. These families have 188 

children out of school and 259 children in school.  So there are 447 children in families with a mix of 

siblings in and out of school (Table 15).  

Table 15 Children from families with in and out of school children 

Children from families with in and out of school children 

 Child's Gender  

School Type Male Female Total 

Government 17 16 33 

Private 102 124 226 

Out of School 80 108 188 

Total 199 248 447 

 

For these 447 children, the numbers and percentages of children in each category are shown in 

Table 16). A Chi squared test for independence has a value of 0.93 with 2 degrees of freedom and a 

p value of 0.61, indicating that there is no evidence to suggest that the school type and gender are 

not independent. So among families with some children in school and others out of school there is 

no evidence to suggest that girls (or boys) are more likely to be out of school or in any one type of 

school.  

Table 16 In and out of school, by gender 

 Frequency Percent 

Girl in government school 16 3.6 

Girl in private school 124 27.7 

Girl out of school 108 24.2 

Boys in government school 17 3.8 

Boy in private school 102 22.8 

Boy out of school 80 17.9 

Total 447 100 

 

While there are not significantly more (or fewer) girls out of school compared to the proportion in 

the survey, we are also interested in whether families differentially choose to send their boys to 

school when there are limited funds.  If in a household some children are out of school while others 

are in school, is the choice made to keep the girls at home? 

 

We investigated the 161 families with children in and out of school, to consider whether they favour 

their boys or girls in terms of going to school. Table 17 illustrates how these families differentially 
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send their boys and girls to school. The codes (a) to (i) can guide us through this rather complicated 

matrix:  

 

a. 25 families have only girls with some in school and some out of school. 

b. 9 families have only boys with some in school and some out of school. 

c. 33 families have their boy(s) in school and their girl(s) out of school. 

d. 25 families have their girl(s) in school and their boy(s) out of school. 

e. 20 families have their boy(s) and some but not all their girls in school. 

f. 25 families have their girl(s) and some but not all their boys in school 

g. 6 families have some of their boys in school but not their girl(s). 

h. 7 families have some of their girls in school and not their boy(s). 

i. 11 families have some of their boys and some of their girls in school. 

 
Other cells are empty: one represents “families” with no children, one represents families with all 

their children out of school and a number represent families where there all the children (boys or 

girls or both) are in school. None of these families are relevant for this analysis; hence the empty 

cells or zero counts. In the above codes, blue indicates that the boys get more schooling and orange 

indicated that the girls get more schooling.  

 
Table 17 Matrix of family choices 

 No boys out of school Boys out of school 

No boys in 

school 

Boys in 

school 

No boys in 

school 

Boys in 

school 

No girls out 

of school 

No girls in 

school 

   9 (b) 

Girls in 

school 

  25 (d) 25 (f) 

Girls out of 

school 

No girls in 

school 

 33 (c)  6 (g) 

Girls in 

school 

25 (a) 20 (e) 7 (h) 11 (i) 

 
The results are then summarised in Table 18. A Chi square test on the number of families in these 

categories (looking at the numbers of families appearing to favour boys and those appearing to 

favour girls in these different ways), there is no evidence to suggest that being in or out of school is 

not independent of gender. (The chi square test gives a value of 1.7, (2 degrees of freedom) and a p 

value of 0.43.) In other words, these families with one or more of their children out of school do not 

appear to favour either their boys or their girls when choosing who to send to school – the reasons 

appear to be independent of gender.  
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Table 18 Boys or girls favoured 

 Boys favoured Girls favoured 

None of other gender in school 33 25 

Some of other gender in school 20 25 

Some in school, but none of other gender in school 6 7 

 

4. Fees and affordability  

4.1 School fees  

Government schools indicated that they charged no fees or other charges. Each of the other 

management type charges fees of some kind. Fees and charges come in different forms: semester, 

registration, development, sports and PTA fees and other miscellaneous charges. An attempt was 

made to identify each type of charge that the school makes and these were used to calculate the 

total fees for the year for each class in each school. 

Fees tend to increase as the school level increases. Table 19 and Figure 4 show the median fees in 

for profit and non-profit private schools, showing the similarity in increase. It is noticeable that for all 

grades (apart from Nursery 3, where they are equal), fees at for profit schools are lower than those 

at non-profit schools. Meanwhile, Table 19 and Figure 5 show the median total fees charged in 

Grade 4 – representative of the middle level of schooling. The average fee for Private Proprietor, 

Independent Church and Mosque schools are comparable, but the Established Church schools have a 

higher average fee. On average, private for profit schools charge fees of $53 per annum, but 

established church schools charge $67 per annum, some 26 percent more.  



 
 
 
 

                         Private Education in Low-income Areas of Monrovia: School and Household Surveys 16 

Table 19 Median annual fees, non-profit and for profit categories 

Median Fees (Liberian Dollars/year) 

Class for profit non-profit 

N1 3100 3300 

N2 3150 3200 

N3 3050 3050 

P1 3400 3518 

P2 3453 3600 

P3 3570 3700 

P4 3900 4068 

P5 3980 4180 

P6 4150 4225 

JHS1 5250 5538 

JHS2 5425 5955 

JHS3 5835 6100 

 

 

Figure 4 Median Fees, for profit and non-profit  
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Table 20 Median Grade 4 Fees for Different Management Types 

Grade 4 total fees (Median values) per annum 

 Liberian Dollars USD GBP 

Private Proprietor 3900 $ 53 £ 33 

Independent Church 3625 $ 49 £ 31 

Established Church 4888 $ 67 £ 42 

Mosque 3850 $ 52 £ 33 
Exchange rates: USD 1 = LRD 73.33; GBP 1 = LRD 117.43 (24

th
 Oct 2012) 

 

 

Figure 5  Median Fees at Grade 4, by management type 
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Table 21 Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) calculations 

  PPP per day PPP per year 

US$ $1.25 $2.00 $4.00 $456.25 $730.00 $1,460.00 

L$ 58.40 93.50 187.00 21,316 34,128 68,255 

 

The key question here is what percentage of family income could be affordable to poor families to 

pay for their children’s education? Lewin (2007) implied that the figure of 10 percent is likely to be 

the maximum that such families would currently be spending in sub-Saharan African countries 

(Lewin, 2007, p. 10).  While this average figure will include all those who are using free government 

schools, so it may not be particularly helpful as an indicator of what poor families might be able to 

spend on private education, let us use this figure as a guide.  

Using 10 percent of family income, we can define four fee categories of private schools, relating to 

the four categories of family income given above:  

 Lowest cost: those allowing families on $1.25 per capita per day (PPP) (the ultra-poor) to use 

private schools for all family children (i.e., where school fees take up 10% of total family 

income).  

 Low cost: those allowing families between $1.25 and $2 per capita per day (PPP) (the 

moderately poor) to use private schools for all family children 

 Medium cost: those allowing families between $2 and $4 per capita per day (PPP) (the near 

poor) to use private schools for all family children 

 Higher cost: those allowing families above $4 per capita per day (PPP) to use private schools 

for all family children. 

What size is a typical family in Monrovia? The 2008 National population and Housing Census gives 

the average household size as 5.1 for the country, although Montsserado County (which contains 

Monrovia) has a slightly lower figure of 4.7.  The 2007 Demographic and Health Survey gives an 

average family of 5.0 members. Meanwhile, Unesco statistics 

(http://www.unicef.org/infobycountry/liberia_statistics.html#91) suggests that for a family of five, 

0.9 will be an infant, 1.7 school children (aged five to 18), and 2.6 adults. Let us take a figure of 

household of 5 and round up to two school-aged children as reflecting these kinds of figures. We 

then do the calculations as shown in (Table 22):  A school charging up to L$ 5,330 will be affordable 

to families on or below the poverty-line. That is, such a family can afford to send all of its children to 

a school costing up to L$ 5,330 per annum, for all fees (tuition, PTA, exam fees, registration fee, 

etc.). A moderately poor family can afford up to L$ 8,530 per annum per child, while the near poor 

can afford up to L$ 17,060. Above L$17,060 is affordable by the emerging middle class and higher.  

http://www.unicef.org/infobycountry/liberia_statistics.html#91
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Table 22 Affordability calculations 

  Total 
fees per 
annum 
(L$) per 
child 

Total 
family 
income 
($1.25 
PPP) 

% family 
income 
($1.25) 
for 
children 
in 
school 

Total family 
income ($2) 

% family 
income 
($2) for 
children 
in 
school 

Total family 
income ($4) 

% family 
income 
($4) for 
children in 
school 

Lowest cost 5,330 106,580 10.00%       

Low cost 8,530     170,638 10.00%     

Medium cost 17,060         341,275 10.00% 

Family with 5 members, 2 in school 

 

How do these figures reflect on the affordability of the different school types found in the survey? 

Again, we focus on Elementary Grade 4 (Primary 4). Perhaps not surprisingly, given that all of the 

schools were in designated slum areas, 95 percent of the schools found are either lowest (73.7 

percent) or low cost (21.3 percent) schools. Only 4.5 percent are medium cost, and 0.5 percent are 

high cost (Table 23).  

Disaggregating by management type (Table 24), we see 77.6 percent of for profit proprietor schools 

are lowest cost, and a further 16.1 percent are low cost.  Indeed, for profit, proprietor schools make 

ups 58.8 percent of all the lowest cost schools.  For profit proprietor schools and those run by 

independent churches are very similar, with roughly the same percentage (76.4 percent) found in 

the lowest cost category. In contrast, there are many fewer schools run by established churches in 

the lowest cost category only 51.8 percent. Over 40 percent of schools run by established churches 

are in the medium cost category.  

Table 23 Fee categories, all schools 

 Number of schools % of schools 

Lowest cost 294 73.7 

Low cost 85 21.3 

Medium cost 18 4.5 

High cost 2 0.5 

Total 399 100 
Note: data missing from 33 schools 
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Table 24 Fee categories, all schools, by management type 

  Lowest 
cost 

Low 
cost 

Medium 
cost 

High 
cost 

Total 

Private proprietor Number of schools 173 36 13 1 223 

% School Management 77.6% 16.1% 5.8% 0.4% 100.0% 

% Fee categories 58.8% 42.4% 72.2% 50.0% 55.9% 

Private NGO Number of schools 2 0 0 0 2 

% School Management 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

% Fee categories 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 

Private 
independent 
church 

Number of schools 84 24 1 1 110 

% School Management 76.4% 21.8% 0.9% 0.9% 100.0% 

% Fee categories 28.6% 28.2% 5.6% 50.0% 27.6% 

Private 
established 
church 

Number of schools 29 23 4 0 56 

% School Management 51.8% 41.1% 7.1% 0.0% 100.0% 

% Fee categories 9.9% 27.1% 22.2% 0.0% 14.0% 

Private Mosque Number of schools 4 2 0 0 6 

% School Management 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

% Fee categories 1.4% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 

Government Number of schools 2 0 0 0 2 

% School Management 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

% Fee categories 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 

Total Number of schools 294 85 18 2 399 

% School Management 73.7% 21.3% 4.5% 0.5% 100.0% 

% Fee categories 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Note: date missing from 33 schools. 

 

4.3 Fees and other costs (Household survey) 

From household survey data, we were able to compute costs of total fees per annum, total other 

costs per annum, and thus combined fees and other costs (data available from 2,975, 3,035 and 

2,964 pupils respectively).  Regarding total fees, the respondents were asked to fill in a chart, with 

assistance from the researcher, asking for school fees (semester 1 and 2), registration fee (and how 

often they paid for this and for all subsequent items), development building levy, PTA fees, Exam 

fees, Gala Day fees and any other fees.  

Regarding other expenditure, again respondents filled in a chart, again with assistance, showing 

estimates for school uniform and PE kit per annum, school books per annum, stationery (exercise 

books, pencils, etc.) per annum, lunch money or food costs per week, transport to and from school 

per week, clubs and sports fees (and how often they are paid) and private tuition (and how often 

paid).  

The overall summary is shown in Table 25.  Although the total fees per annum are 3.02 times more 

in private than government, the total other costs are more or less the same in private and 
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government schools. This means that, overall, the average cost for a parent of sending a child to 

private school is only 1.35 times the cost of sending a child to a government school.  Or, to put it 

another way, the cost for a parent of sending a child to government school is fully 75 percent of the 

cost of sending a child to private school.  

That is, while mean fees at government schools come to $29.98 per annum, only a third of the 

$90.51 at private schools, the other costs total $126.46 in government, compared to $124.27 in 

private. Overall, the cost of sending to a government school comes to $159.07 per annum, not far 

short of the $214.25 of sending to private.  

These findings are shown graphically in Figure 6 to Figure 8. 

Table 25 Doe Community – fees and other costs per annum 

 School type Pupil # Mean 
Cost (L$) 

St. Dev 
(L$) 

Mean 
Cost 
(USD) 

St. Dev 
(USD) 

Private 
/Gov 

Fees total per 
annum 

Government 276 2198 1684 29.98 22.97 

3.02 Private 2699 6637 3662 90.51 49.94 

Total 2975 6225 3754 84.89 51.19 

Other costs total 
per annum 

Government 291 9273 7945 126.46 108.34 

0.98 Private 2744 9113 7668 124.27 104.57 

Total 3035 9128 7694 124.48 104.92 

Combined fees 
and other costs 

Government 275 11664 8317 159.07 113.42 

1.35 Private 2689 15711 9409 214.25 128.31 

Total 2964 15335 9386 209.13 127.99 
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Figure 6 Doe Community – total fees in public and private schools 

 

 

Figure 7 Doe Community – other costs in public and private  

 

 

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000

7000

Government Private

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000

7000

Uniform and
PE Kit per

year

Books per
year

Stationery,
writing

materials per
year

Lunch total
per annum

Transport
total per
annum

Sports total Extra tuition

Government Private



 
 
 
 

                         Private Education in Low-income Areas of Monrovia: School and Household Surveys 23 

Figure 8 Doe Community – combined fees and other costs, public and private  

 

 

We can break down these figures to show the contribution of each of the fee costs and also of other 
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Table 26 Doe Community – break down of fees 

  Pupil # Mean 
Cost (L$) 

St. Dev 
(L$) 

Mean 
Cost 
(USD) 

St. Dev 
(USD) 

Private 
/Gov’t 

Total semester 
fees 

Government 277 1208 1255 16.47 17.11  

Private 2734 4937 3049 67.32 41.58 4.09 

Total 3011 4594 3122 62.65 42.58  

Registration Government 291 810 824 11.05 11.23  

Private 2714 1327 1446 18.09 19.72 1.64 

Total 3005 1277 1406 17.41 19.17  

Development fees Government 292 31 142 0.42 1.94  

Private 2748 45 212 0.62 2.89 1.48 

Total 3040 44 207 0.60 2.82  

PTA fees Government 292 86 222 1.17 3.02  

Private 2748 196 352 2.68 4.80 2.28 

Total 3040 186 343 2.53 4.68  

Exam fees Government 292 30 97 0.41 1.33  

Private 2748 26 193 0.36 2.64 0.88 

Total 3040 27 186 0.37 2.54  

Gala Day fees Government 292 34 82 0.46 1.12  

Private 2748 89 282 1.21 3.84 2.66 

Total 3040 84 269 1.14 3.67  

 

 

Regarding other costs (Table 27), we can see that in public and private schools roughly similar 

amounts are spent by parents on uniform, books, stationery and lunch. However, expenditure on 

transport is twice as high in government as private schools, while there are also significant 

differences on sports expenditure (50 percent more in private) and extra tuition (nearly twice as 

much in private as government).   
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Table 27 Doe Community – breakdown of other costs  

 Pupil # Mean 
(LRD) 

Std. 
Deviation 
(LRD) 

Mean 
(USD) 

Std. 
Deviation 
(USD) 

Private 
/Gov’t 

Uniform 
and PE Kit 
per year 

Government 292 734 317 10.0 4.3 
 

1.08 
 

Private 2756 790 353 10.8 4.8 

Total 3048 785 350 10.7 4.8 

Books per 
year 

Government 292 220 639 3.0 8.7 
 

1.12 
 

Private 2750 246 384 3.4 5.2 

Total 3042 243 415 3.3 5.7 

Stationery, 
writing 
materials 
per year 

Government 292 337 242 4.6 3.3 
 

0.93 
 

Private 2750 313 262 4.3 3.6 

Total 3042 315 260 4.3 3.6 

Lunch total 
per annum 

Government 291 5416 5743 73.9 78.3 

1.05 Private 2747 5694 5324 77.6 72.6 

Total 3038 5667 5365 77.3 73.2 

Transport 
total per 
annum 

Government 292 2012 3805 27.4 51.9 

0.52 Private 2752 1055 3605 14.4 49.2 

Total 3044 1147 3635 15.6 49.6 

Sports total 

Government 292 27 73 .4 1.0 
 

1.45 
 

Private 2752 39 110 .5 1.5 

Total 3044 38 107 .5 1.5 

Extra 
tuition 

Government 292 517 1232 7.0 16.8 
 

1.91 
 

Private 2751 989 1767 13.5 24.1 

Total 3043 944 1728 12.9 23.6 

 

4.4 Affordability and gender (School survey) 

Are girls more likely to be in lower or higher cost private schools?  

Table 28 shows the position for elementary (primary) school children enrolment, using data from the 

school survey.  Here we see that there are more girls at every cost level. Girls make up 51.4 percent 

of students in the lowest cost schools, 51.9 percent in low cost, 53.0 percent in medium cost and 

55.2 percent of students in high cost private schools. It does not appear that girls seem 

disadvantaged according to the price point of the school.  

Moreover, looking at management type as well as cost category (Table 29), in all management 

categories apart from schools run by mosques, girls are in the majority. Indeed, lowest cost for profit 

private schools have the same percentage of girls as government schools (50.8 percent), while at the 

low cost level, 52.1 percent of children in private for profit schools are girls. The highest proportion 
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of girls is found in the high cost private independent church school, where girls make up 60.0 

percent of the children.  

 

Table 28 Fee categories, all schools, by gender 

 Gender Number 
of 
children 

Number 
of schools 

Mean 
children 
per 
school 

Std. 
Deviation 

% gender, 
by school 
type 

Lowest cost 
Boys 15,872 294 54.0 48.94 48.6% 

Girls 16,765 294 57.0 52.40 51.4% 

Low cost 
Boys 6,202 85 73.0 45.99 48.1% 

Girls 6,693 85 78.7 44.68 51.9% 

Medium cost 
Boys 1,695 18 94.2 56.45 47.0% 

Girls 1,910 18 106.1 63.12 53.0% 

High cost 
Boys 77 2 38.5 9.19 44.8% 

Girls 95 2 47.5 0.71 55.2% 

Total 
Boys 23,846 399 59.8 49.64 48.4% 

Girls 25,463 399 63.8 52.70 51.6% 
Data missing from 33 schools 
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Table 29 Gender, by cost category and management type 

  Number 
of 
schools 

Number 
of boys 

Number 
of girls 

% girls 

Lowest cost Private proprietor 173 10256 10610 50.8% 

Private NGO 2 80 90 52.9% 

Private independent 
church 

84 3519 3998 53.2% 

Private established church 29 1286 1373 51.6% 

Private Mosque 4 237 183 43.6% 

Government 2 494 511 50.8% 

Total 294 15872 16765 51.4% 

Low cost Private proprietor 36 2869 3124 52.1% 

Private independent 
church 

24 1457 1511 50.9% 

Private established church 23 1596 1805 53.1% 

Private Mosque 2 280 253 47.5% 

Total 85 6202 6693 51.9% 

Medium cost Private proprietor 13 1184 1304 52.4% 

Private independent 
church 

1 76 77 50.3% 

Private established church 4 435 529 54.9% 

Total 18 1695 1910 53.0% 

High cost Private proprietor 1 45 47 51.1% 

Private independent 
church 

1 32 48 60.0% 

Total 2 77 95 55.2% 

Total Private proprietor 223 14354 15085 51.2% 

Private NGO 2 80 90 52.9% 

Private independent 
church 

110 5084 5634 52.6% 

Private established church 56 3317 3707 52.8% 

Private Mosque 6 517 436 45.8% 

Government 2 494 511 50.8% 

Total 399 23846 25463 51.6% 
Data missing from 33 schools 

 

5. Which is preferable, public or private?  

5.1 Household perspectives 

Do householders have perspectives on differences and similarities between public and private 

schools in general? This section explores this issue, and also examines whether such perceptions are 

based on what type of school the families actually use for their children.  
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In the household survey, a question posed to the interviewee asked, of 15 issues, “In general, in 

what ways are public and private schools different or the same, in your view?” They were then able 

to tick one of five boxes, indicating that they thought this issue applied to “public schools only”, 

“private schools only”, “both public and private schools”, “neither public nor private schools”, or 

that they didn’t know. The 15 issues have been grouped into three for the purposes of Table 30 to 

Table 32: “Personal requirements”, “Quality issues – positive” and “Quality issues – negative”. We 

have also taken where the eldest child in each of these families goes to school to show differences 

between family choice.  

In the tables, the highest percentage in each row is highlighted in bold.  I have also added in two 

additional columns, on the far right of the table, “Applies to public”, and “Applies to private”, just in 

case combining stronger and weaker preferences would distort the results: Hence “Applies to 

public” includes respondents who ticked either “public schools only” or “both public and private 

schools”.  

The findings are very clear:  

For the vast majority of the issues, all respondents, whether using government or private schools for 

their eldest child, or if their (eldest) child is out of school, favour private schools. For example, all 

categories of parents more often indicate that ‘A safe place for girls’, ‘near to my home’, ‘class size 

good’ ‘discipline good’, responsive to my complaints’, ‘children are well looked after’, ‘open the 

hours I require’, apply to private schools only.  Conversely, all categories of parents indicate 

substantially more often that ‘overcrowded’ and ‘teachers go on strike’ apply to government schools 

only.  

On only one issue do all categories of parents suggest the issue applies to both public and private 

schools: ‘teachers are well trained’.  On one issue, affordability to the family, parents with the eldest 

child in government school and out of school suggest that this applies to public schools only.
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Table 30 In what ways are public and private schools the same or different? 

  Issue School Type 
attended by eldest 
child 

Don’t 
know 

Public 
schools only 

Private 
schools only 

Both public 
and private 

Neither public 
nor private 

Total N   Applies to 
public  

Applies to 
private 

P
er

so
n

al
 r

eq
u

ir
em

en
ts

 

Affordable to my 
family 

Government 0.0% 57.3% 8.8% 33.3% 0.6% 171 90.60% 42.10% 

Private 0.8% 19.5% 24.2% 55.3% 0.2% 1279 74.80% 79.50% 

Out of school 2.5% 23.2% 12.1% 21.1% 41.2% 522 44.30% 33.20% 

All 1.2% 23.7% 19.7% 44.3% 11.1% 1972 68.00% 64.00% 

Good quality 
teaching 

Government 1.2% 17.6% 38.2% 42.9% 0.0% 170 60.50% 81.10% 

Private 1.1% 5.7% 63.3% 29.6% 0.3% 1279 35.30% 92.90% 

Out of school 4.6% 11.7% 51.5% 31.2% 1.0% 522 42.90% 82.70% 

All 2.0% 8.3% 58.0% 31.2% 0.5% 1971 39.50% 89.20% 

Good facilities Government 0.6% 15.9% 40.6% 41.8% 1.2% 170 57.70% 82.40% 

Private 1.3% 9.4% 58.5% 30.0% 0.9% 1278 39.40% 88.50% 

Out of school 3.1% 11.7% 50.1% 33.8% 1.3% 521 45.50% 83.90% 

All 1.7% 10.6% 54.7% 32.0% 1.0% 1969 42.60% 86.70% 

A safe place for girls Government 4.7% 5.3% 51.5% 36.1% 2.4% 169 41.40% 87.60% 

Private 4.8% 3.4% 65.8% 24.8% 1.3% 1277 28.20% 90.60% 

Out of school 5.0% 3.3% 59.0% 32.4% 0.4% 522 35.70% 91.40% 

All 4.8% 3.5% 62.8% 27.8% 1.1% 1968 31.30% 90.60% 
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Table 31 (positive qualities) 

  Issue School Type 
attended by eldest 
child 

Don’t 
know 

Public 
schools only 

Private 
schools only 

Both public 
and private 

Neither public 
nor private 

Total N  Applies to 
public  

Applies to 
private 

Q
u

al
it

y 
- 

p
o

si
ti

ve
 

Near to my home Government 3.0% 13.6% 62.7% 15.4% 5.3% 169 29.00% 78.10% 

Private 2.1% 4.9% 76.8% 11.8% 4.4% 1278 16.70% 88.60% 

Out of school 3.1% 5.4% 78.7% 11.0% 1.9% 520 16.40% 89.70% 

All 2.4% 5.8% 76.1% 11.9% 3.8% 1967 17.70% 88.00% 

Girls are 
encouraged 
academically 

Government 5.3% 6.5% 32.4% 54.7% 1.2% 170 61.20% 87.10% 

Private 4.7% 3.6% 48.8% 41.3% 1.6% 1280 44.90% 90.10% 

Out of school 6.3% 4.4% 42.5% 45.4% 1.3% 520 49.80% 87.90% 

All 5.2% 4.1% 45.7% 43.5% 1.5% 1970 47.60% 89.20% 

Class size good Government 4.8% 35.7% 36.3% 23.2% 0.0% 168 58.90% 59.50% 

Private 5.0% 26.2% 48.3% 18.2% 2.3% 1269 44.40% 66.50% 

Out of school 6.6% 30.9% 41.7% 20.3% 0.6% 518 51.20% 62.00% 

All 5.4% 28.2% 45.5% 19.2% 1.6% 1955 47.40% 64.70% 

Discipline good Government 2.9% 15.3% 42.4% 39.4% 0.0% 170 54.70% 81.80% 

Private 1.6% 4.7% 62.3% 30.7% 0.7% 1276 35.40% 93.00% 

Out of school 3.4% 4.8% 50.6% 39.8% 1.3% 522 44.60% 90.40% 

All 2.2% 5.6% 57.5% 33.9% 0.8% 1968 39.50% 91.40% 

Responsive to my 
complaints 

Government 15.2% 15.8% 32.7% 32.7% 3.5% 171 48.50% 65.40% 

Private 10.5% 6.7% 53.6% 26.1% 3.1% 1278 32.80% 79.70% 

Out of school 21.3% 4.4% 43.5% 28.8% 1.9% 517 33.20% 72.30% 

All 13.7% 6.9% 49.1% 27.4% 2.8% 1966 34.30% 76.50% 

Teachers are well 
trained 

Government 1.2% 21.6% 19.9% 57.3% 0.0% 171 78.90% 77.20% 

Private 2.0% 14.3% 36.6% 46.6% 0.5% 1280 60.90% 83.20% 

Out of school 3.8% 18.0% 26.6% 51.1% 0.4% 522 69.10% 77.70% 

All 2.4% 15.9% 32.5% 48.7% 0.5% 1973 64.60% 81.20% 
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Issue School Type 
attended by eldest 
child 

Don’t 
know 

Public 
schools only 

Private 
schools only 

Both public 
and private 

Neither public 
nor private 

Total N Applies to 
public  

Applies to 
private 

Teachers teach 
when they should 

Government 6.4% 26.3% 27.5% 39.2% 0.6% 171 65.50% 66.70% 

Private 7.2% 15.5% 50.1% 25.5% 1.7% 1280 41.00% 75.60% 

Out of school 8.0% 14.0% 43.1% 33.5% 1.3% 522 47.50% 76.60% 

All 7.3% 16.1% 46.3% 28.8% 1.5% 1973 44.90% 75.10% 

Children are well 
looked after 

Government 3.0% 11.2% 49.7% 36.1% 0.0% 169 47.30% 85.80% 

Private 2.0% 5.6% 71.8% 19.8% 0.9% 1273 25.40% 91.60% 

Out of school 2.1% 6.7% 66.7% 23.5% 1.0% 520 30.20% 90.20% 

All 2.1% 6.4% 68.6% 22.2% 0.8% 1962 28.60% 90.80% 

Open the hours I 
require 

Government 23.4% 17.0% 22.8% 31.0% 5.8% 171  48.00% 53.80% 

Private 19.3% 8.3% 34.2% 33.8% 4.5% 1272 42.10% 68.00% 

Out of school 22.6% 10.0% 29.6% 35.1% 2.7% 521 45.10% 64.70% 

All 20.5% 9.5% 32.0% 33.9% 4.1% 1964 43.40% 65.90% 

 

Table 32 (negative qualities) 

  Issue School Type 
attended by eldest 
child 

Don’t 
know 

Public 
schools only 

Private 
schools only 

Both public 
and private 

Neither public 
nor private 

Total N  Applies to 
public  

Applies to 
private 

 Q
u

al
it

y 
- 

n
eg

at
iv

e 

Overcrowded Government 2.3% 80.7% 7.6% 8.2% 1.2% 171 88.90% 15.80% 

Private 3.1% 75.2% 8.6% 12.4% 0.7% 1279 87.60% 21.00% 

Out of school 3.4% 75.5% 7.9% 12.8% 0.4% 522 88.30% 20.70% 

All 3.1% 75.8% 8.3% 12.1% 0.7% 1972 87.90% 20.40% 

Teachers go on 
strike 

Government 4.7% 75.4% 6.4% 9.9% 3.5% 171 85.30% 16.30% 

Private 4.5% 76.5% 8.1% 10.6% 0.5% 1279 87.10% 18.70% 

Out of school 6.7% 80.8% 6.0% 6.3% 0.2% 521 87.10% 12.30% 

All 5.1% 77.5% 7.4% 9.4% 0.7% 1971 86.90% 16.80% 
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Overall, what is the preferred type of school for parents? Again, in Table 33, we have grouped 

parental responses by the school type (or out of school) used by their eldest child. The results are 

startling: for parents using government schools, 54.5 percent prefer private schools. For those using 

private schools, only 6.8 percent prefer government schools. For those with the eldest child out of 

school, 71.2 percent prefer private school.  

Table 33 Preferred type of school, by school type (eldest child) 

Preferred type of school Public Private None Different 
for 
different 
children 

Don't 
Know 

Total N 

Government 36.3% 54.4% 1.8% 6.4% 1.2% 171 

Private 6.8% 89.6% 1.0% 2.1% 0.5% 1265 

Out of school 21.1% 71.2% 2.9% 2.9% 1.9% 517 

All 13.2% 81.6% 1.6% 2.7% 0.9% 1953 

 

5.2 Sending a child to a non-preferred school  

We have seen that overall private schools appear to be preferred by parents. But do parents ever 

send their child to a school that they don’t prefer? Of those who responded to this question 153 (7.9 

percent) had sent their child to public school when they preferred private, while 130 (6.7 percent) 

had sent their child to private school when they preferred public. The vast majority (85.3 percent) 

had sent their child to their preferred choice of school (Table 34).  

Table 34 Doe Community – preferred choices 

 Number % 

Sent to public when private preferred 153 7.9 

Sent to private when public preferred 130 6.7 

Sent to preferred choice 1643 85.3 

Total 1926 100 
Missing: 58 cases 

 

What was the main reason why parents had sent their children to a school type that was not their 

preferred choice? Very few parents answered this question, so the results must be taken with 

caution. Nevertheless, first, looking at sending children to public when they preferred private, the 

vast majority of those responding with reasons (71 percent) said it was because they could not 

afford private school fees, while 18 percent said it was because they were unable to gain admission 

to private school (Table 35).  

Conversely, for those who sent their children to private when they preferred public school, the 

major reason was that there were no public schools accessible (63 percent). Other reasons included 

that the child was unable to gain admission to public school (17 percent) and that the public school 

was not safe enough (13 percent). 
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Table 35 Reasons for choosing public when private preferred 

 Number % 

No private schools accessible 3 6% 

Unable to gain admission to private school 9 18% 

Unable to afford private school fees 35 71% 

Unable to afford additional private school costs 2 4% 

Total 49 100% 

 

 

Table 36 Reasons for choosing private when public preferred  

 Number % 

No public schools accessible 19 63% 

Unable to gain admission to public school 5 17% 

Unable to afford additional public school costs 2 7% 

Public school not safe enough 4 13% 

Total 30 100% 

6. Factors influencing schooling decisions  

With the household survey data we undertook regression analysis to create statistical models to 

explain some of the findings set out above.  We used the ‘step forward’ approach, which works as 

follows: 

1. Fit a ‘null model’ with no explanatory variables. 

2. Consider all variables not in the model, and estimate their statistical significance if each in 

turn were included in the model. 

3. Find the one with the lowest significance, below a certain cut-off (say 5%), and include it in 

the model. 

4. If no variable meets this condition, end the process; otherwise, repeat from step 2. 

This does not guarantee the ‘best’ model out of all 2n possible models, but normally finds one which 

is ‘good enough’ in striking the balance between data fit and parsimony.  

Based on findings from the survey and earlier research, it was decided to use the following variables: 

1. Sex: girl (1) v. boy (0) 

2. Age (years) 

3. Family order (1 to 8, 1 being the eldest, 8 the youngest) 

4. Total household income  

5. Highest educational level of respondent  
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6. Measures of wealth as indicated by possessions, based on three factors 

The wealth variables were obtained from 20 questions on the household questionnaire, asking about 

the possession of various items, and the numbers possessed. These values (set to zero if the item 

was not possessed) were entered into a factor analysis procedure in order to derive one or more 

composite wealth variables. Examination of the eigenvalues showed that a good solution was to 

extract three factors. When these factors were rotated, three factors emerged: one factor loaded 

heavily on the possession of DVD players, generators, TVs, cable TVs, cellphones, refrigerators, 

freezers and PCs. The second factor loaded heavily on ownership of forms of transportation, while 

the third factor loaded heavily on the possession of land, cattle, pigs, goats etc. and property.  

In this chapter we report on three models which used these variables, exploring factors leading to 

children being out of school, to choices between public and private schools, and for reasons behind 

why children are out of school.  

6.1 Children out of school  

These eight background variables were included in each of two different logistic regression models. 

For the first model, the binary outcome was whether or not a child in school or out of school 

(outcome = 1 if out of school). A step-forward process was used, so that the final model in each case 

contained significant variables only. Table 37 shows the significant variables included in the model.  

Table 37 Out of school: Significant Logistic Regression Coefficients 

Background variable Not in school 

Age -0.159 

Sex (girls = 1)   

Family order -0.204 

Highest education -0.14 

Total income (1000s) -0.112 

Wealth 1 (modern) -0.031 

Wealth 2 (transport) -0.021 

Wealth 3 (land) -0.015 

(Blank cells indicate non-significant variables.) 

 

These logistic regression coefficients can be difficult to interpret in terms of what factors are having 

the largest apparent impact on school choice. Those which are positive make a particular choice 

more likely, while negative coefficients make that choice less likely. However, the strength of the 

impact depends not only on the magnitude of the coefficient but also on the scale of the background 

variable concerned. 

To illustrate this, we can compute ‘logistic impact indicators’ based on the above coefficients and 

the standard deviation of each background variable. This is exp(coefficient x standard deviation), and 

can be considered to be a multiplying factor for the odds of a particular outcome if the underlying 
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variable increases by one standard deviation. (For example, suppose a given outcome has a 

probability of 50%, i.e. an odds ratio of 1.0. If the multiplying factor associated with an increase in a 

certain variable is 2.0, this means the odds ratio changes to 2.0, which is a probability of 67% for the 

given outcome. On the other hand, a factor of 0.5 would give an odds ratio of 0.5, equivalent to a 

probability of 33%). With this explanation in mind, Table 38 shows the ‘logistic impact indicators’ 

derived from the coefficients in Table 37.  

Table 38 Out of school: Logistic Impact Indicators 

Background variable Not in school 

Age 0.628 

Sex (girls = 1)   

Family order 0.813 

Highest education 0.761 

Total income (1000s) 0.438 

Wealth 1 (modern) 0.732 

Wealth 2 (transport) 0.812 

Wealth 3 (land) 0.861 

(Blank cells indicate non-significant variables) 

This model can be interpreted as showing the following:  

Increases in the following reduce the probability of not being in school: 

 Age – the older the child, the less likely they are to be out of school 

 Family order – the lower down the family order, the less likely they will be out of school  

 Highest education of parents – children with better educated parents are less likely to be out 

of school  

 Total income – children from households earning more are less likely to be out of school  

 Wealth (all 3 factors) – children from families with greater assets of all kinds are less likely to 

be out of school.  

It is important to note that gender was not a significant variable in this regression – it is irrelevant 

whether a child is male or female in whether or not he or she is out of school.  
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6.2 Private versus government  

The same process as described above was used to explore factors which led to a child going to 

private rather than government school. A logistic regression analysis of the ‘in-school’ children was 

carried out against the same set of background variables. Again, we show two tables – the significant 

logistic regression coefficients and the logistic impact indicators.  

Table 39 Private versus public school: significant logistic regression coefficients  

Background variable Private 

Age -0.349 

Sex (girls = 1)   

Family order -0.277 

Highest education   

Total income (1000s) 0.068 

Wealth 1 (modern) 0.028 

Wealth 2 (transport) -0.013 

Wealth 3 (land) 0.016 

 

Table 40 Private versus public school: logistic impact indicators 

Background variable Private 

Age 0.366 

Sex (girls = 1)   

Family order 0.752 

Highest education   

Total income (1000s) 1.655 

Wealth 1 (modern) 1.351 

Wealth 2 (transport) 0.865 

Wealth 3 (land) 1.181 

 

We can interpret these results as follows: younger children, but those older in the family order, and 

those from families with greater incomes and more wealth (modern and land), are more likely to be 

in private schools. (Families with more transport-related wealth seemed less likely to send children 

to private schools).  

Two variables that were not significant can be identified: first, gender was not significant in this 

regression. It is irrelevant whether a child is a boy or girl in whether he or she goes to private or 

government school. Second, the highest education of the parents was also not significant – whatever 

the education level of the parents, they were equally as likely to send their children to private or 

public schools.  
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6.3 Reasons for out of school 

For the out of school children only, the interviewee was asked to tick up to three major reasons why 

the child was out of school (Table 41). The overwhelming reason was that the family cannot afford 

school fees (checked by 81.7 percent of respondents). Nearly one third of respondents (29.7 

percent) also said that they couldn’t afford other costs within the schools (such as uniform, books, 

transport, etc.). The third largest group was those reporting that the child was too young (16.0 

percent). Other possible reasons – such as the child ‘needs to work’ or ‘prefers to work’, the child 

‘doesn’t want to go to school’ were reported by less than two percent of respondents. Interestingly, 

‘No good school available’ was also only reported by less than one percent.   

Table 41 Doe Community – reasons for out of school children 

Reason No Yes Total % Yes 

Child too young 966 184 1150 16.0% 

Cannot afford school fees 210 940 1150 81.7% 

Cannot afford other costs 807 341 1148 29.7% 

Child needs to work 1129 21 1150 1.8% 

Child doesn't want to go to school 1133 17 1150 1.5% 

Child prefers to work 1144 6 1150 0.5% 

No good school available  1136 10 1146 0.9% 

 

We can further investigate these seven possible reasons why children are not in school, and fit a 

logistic regression model for one particular his reason being given, against the above background 

variables.  

The tables below (Table 42 to Table 48) give the significant logistic regression coefficients and the 

impact indicators side by side for each of the seven possible reasons, which are then summarised in 

Table 49.  

Table 42 Reason why not in school: Child too young 

Background variable Not in 
school  

Background variable Not in 
school 

Age    Age   

Sex (girls = 1) 0.68  Sex (girls = 1) 1.404 

Family order 0.52  Family order 1.631 

Highest education 0.223  Highest education 1.443 

Total income (1000s)    Total income (1000s)   

Wealth 1 (modern)    Wealth 1 (modern)   

Wealth 2 (transport)    Wealth 2 (transport)   

Wealth 3 (land)   
 

Wealth 3 (land)   
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Table 43 Reason why not in school: Cannot afford fees 

Background variable Not in 
school  

Background variable Not in 
school 

Age    Age   

Sex (girls = 1) -0.428  Sex (girls = 1) 0.808 

Family order    Family order   

Highest education -0.261  Highest education 0.651 

Total income (1000s) -0.047  Total income (1000s) 0.834 

Wealth 1 (modern)    Wealth 1 (modern)   

Wealth 2 (transport)    Wealth 2 (transport)   

Wealth 3 (land) -0.029 
 

Wealth 3 (land) 0.791 

 

Table 44 Reason why not in school: Cannot afford costs 

Background variable Not in 
school 

 

Background variable Not in 
school 

Age -0.058  Age 0.845 

Sex (girls = 1) -0.381  Sex (girls = 1) 0.827 

Family order    Family order   

Highest education    Highest education   

Total income (1000s)    Total income (1000s)   

Wealth 1 (modern)    Wealth 1 (modern)   

Wealth 2 (transport) -0.135  Wealth 2 (transport) 0.639 

Wealth 3 (land) -0.046 
 

Wealth 3 (land) 0.690 

 

Table 45 Reason why not in school: Needs to work 

Background variable Not in 
school  

Background variable Not in 
school 

Age    Age   

Sex (girls = 1)    Sex (girls = 1)   

Family order    Family order   

Highest education    Highest education   

Total income (1000s) 0.07  Total income (1000s) 1.311 

Wealth 1 (modern)    Wealth 1 (modern)   

Wealth 2 (transport)    Wealth 2 (transport)   

Wealth 3 (land)   
 

Wealth 3 (land)   
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Table 46 Reason why not in school: Does not want to go to school 

Background variable Not in 
school  

Background variable Not in 
school 

Age    Age   

Sex (girls = 1)    Sex (girls = 1)   

Family order    Family order   

Highest education    Highest education   

Total income (1000s) 0.067  Total income (1000s) 1.296 

Wealth 1 (modern)    Wealth 1 (modern)   

Wealth 2 (transport)    Wealth 2 (transport)   

Wealth 3 (land)   
 

Wealth 3 (land)   

 

Table 47 Reason why not in school: Child prefers to work 

Background variable Not in 
school  

Background variable Not in 
school 

Age 0.457  Age 3.782 

Sex (girls = 1)    Sex (girls = 1)   

Family order    Family order   

Highest education    Highest education   

Total income (1000s)    Total income (1000s)   

Wealth 1 (modern)    Wealth 1 (modern)   

Wealth 2 (transport)    Wealth 2 (transport)   

Wealth 3 (land)   
 

Wealth 3 (land)   

 

Table 48 Reason why not in school: No good school 

Background variable Not in 
school  

Background variable Not in 
school 

Age    Age   

Sex (girls = 1)    Sex (girls = 1)   

Family order    Family order   

Highest education -1.851  Highest education 0.048 

Total income (1000s)    Total income (1000s)   

Wealth 1 (modern)    Wealth 1 (modern)   

Wealth 2 (transport)    Wealth 2 (transport)   

Wealth 3 (land)   
 

Wealth 3 (land)   
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The significant results are summarised in Table 49, with + indicating this variable increases the 

likelihood of a reason being given, and – that it decreases it. Notable findings in relation to gender 

include:  

 If ‘too young’ is chosen as a reason for the child being out of school, then the child is likely to 

be a girl.  

 If ‘cannot afford fees’ is chosen, this is less likely if the child is a girl – in other words, girls are 

less likely to be discriminated against on the grounds that the parents can’t afford the school 

fees.  

 Similarly, if ‘cannot afford other costs’ is given, again this is less likely to be given if the child 

is a girl.  

 

Table 49 Reasons for child not in school – relationships with background variables 

Variable 
Too 

young 

Cannot 
afford 
fees 

Cannot 
afford 
other 
costs 

Need 
child to 

work 

Does 
not 

want to 
go 

Child 
prefers 
to work 

No good 
school 

Age   -   +  
Sex (girl) + - -     
Family order +       
Highest education + -     - 
Total income  -  + +   
Wealth1 (modern goods)        
Wealth2 (transport)   -     
Wealth3 (land)  - -     

 

7. School survey miscellany  
This chapter provides further findings from the School Survey illustrating other themes that 

emerged. These include comparisons between actual attendance and enrolment figures; the growth 

of private schools especially since the end of the civil war; church subsidy to schools; and some 

quality indicator comparisons.  

7.1 Comparing registration and attendance  

When researchers called on a school, they asked permission of school manager to visit each 

classroom and count the numbers of boys and girls physically present in each class. The reason for 

doing this was primarily to seek some corroboration of the registration/enrolment proportion for 

each management type, as given above. In other country contexts there have been fears that some 

school types systematically exaggerate their pupil numbers. However, the method used could not 

really provide more than this corroboration: The research was conducted over a period of a whole 

week, rather than on an individual day, so we cannot rule out easily explicable differences in 

attendance on particular days for reasons of weather or religious festivals, for instance. Moreover, 
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we do not know what a reasonable absenteeism rate would be in the schools, particularly in these 

poor slums, so we have no legitimate way of adjusting attendance to reflect genuine enrolment.  

Those caveats notwithstanding, the results gained do suggest confidence in the enrolment 

proportions reported earlier.  

We managed to obtain both enrolment (registration) and attendance data for 430 of the 432 schools 

– only the two private NGO schools did not permit us to count the children in this way. We also did 

not count children in the government nursery section.  Table 50 shows the results for each 

management type. We can also see the same information with for profit and non-profit categories 

(Table 51). For the purposes of corroboration, the last two columns are the important ones to 

compare. Here we see that for each of the management types, the percentage of children registered 

and the percentage of children attending appear very similar – close enough to enable us to feel that 

the enrolment figures suitably present the reality of proportions in each school type. So for instance, 

the private proprietor schools at the nursery level have 64.8 percent of children registered, and 64.5 

percent of children attending. Likewise, independent church schools at the elementary level have 

22.5 percent of children enrolled, and 23.1 percent of children attending.  

Table 50 Registered and attending pupils, by management type 

  Registered Attending Percentage of 
registered 
children 

Percentage 
of children 
attending 

Private proprietor Nursery 22,548 19,215 64.8% 64.5% 

 Elementary 30,757 26,477 59.9% 58.6% 

 JHS 8,706 7,591 55.9% 55.3% 

Independent church Nursery 8,092 7,011 23.3% 23.5% 

 Elementary 11,570 10,426 22.5% 23.1% 

 JHS 3,420 3,072 22.0% 22.4% 

Established church Nursery 3,611 3,138 10.4% 10.5% 

 Elementary 6,949 6,395 13.5% 14.1% 

 JHS 3,127 2,812 20.1% 20.5% 

Mosque Nursery 524 412 1.5% 1.4% 

 Elementary 1,088 984 2.1% 2.2% 

 JHS 323 249 2.1% 1.8% 

Government Nursery     

 Elementary 1,003 914 2.0% 2.0% 

 JHS     

Total Nursery 34,775 29,776 100.0% 100.0% 

 Elementary 51,367 45,196 100.0% 100.0% 

 JHS 15,576 13,724 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 51 Registered and attending pupils, by management category 

  Registered Attending Percentage of 
registered 
children 

Percentage 
of children 
attending 

For profit Nursery 22,548 19,215 64.8% 64.5% 

 Elementary 30,757 26,477 59.9% 58.6% 

 JHS 8,706 7,591 55.9% 55.3% 

Non-profit Nursery 12,227 10,561 35.2% 35.5% 

 Elementary 19,607 17,805 38.2% 39.4% 

 JHS 6,870 6,133 44.1% 44.7% 

Government Nursery     

 Elementary 1,003 914 2.0% 2.0% 

 JHS     

Total Nursery 34,775 29,776 100.0% 100.0% 

 Elementary 51,367 45,196 100.0% 100.0% 

 JHS 15,576 13,724 100.0% 100.0% 

 

Our attendance figures also help us answer another question: It may be thought that although there 

are more girls enrolled than boys, perhaps it is in actual attendance that girls are disadvantaged? 

Table 52 shows the figures for elementary schools. In for profit (private proprietor) schools, a higher 

proportion of girls was present than boys (88.0 percent compared to 86.4 percent). In each type of 

non-profit private school the same was also true: there was a higher percentage of girls present than 

boys. In the two government schools, however, girls’ attendance rates were slightly lower than 

boys’. Overall, girls were present in higher proportions than boys. In other words, girls appear 

neither disadvantaged in terms of enrolment, nor in terms of attendance.  

Table 52 Gender, attendance by school management type 

  Boys Girls 

  % Present % Present 

Private proprietor 86.4% 88.0% 

Private independent church 89.6% 90.5% 

Private established church 90.6% 91.1% 

Private Mosque 85.9% 87.0% 

Government 92.1% 90.2% 

Total 87.8% 89.1% 
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7.2 An educational peace dividend?  

We ascertained the date of establishment for each of the schools surveyed.  

Figure 9 shows the findings.  One caveat is worth mentioning: clearly schools that were previously 

functioning but have now closed are not recorded here. Hence, while giving an accurate picture of 

the present situation, this figure may underestimate the number of schools that were operating 

historically. This caveat notwithstanding, the figure suggests a fairly rapid grow in school numbers 

over the last few decades. 

This data can be disaggregated by management type, as in Figure 10. The data show a large number 

of Private Proprietor schools have been established in the last 15 years, while the Independent 

Church schools have shown a steady, if slower rate of increase. The Established Churches have also 

continued to start new schools. The graph would suggest that the proportion of schools that are run 

by proprietors has steadily increased over the last decades.  The bold line indicates when the civil 

war ended in Liberia. We can observe that the number of private proprietor and independent church 

schools have increased considerably in the seven years since the civil war ceased: The increase in 

independent church schools is roughly the same as the increase in the previous 25 years, while the 

increase for private proprietor schools is roughly the same as in the previous 15 years. This increase 

in schools could well be considered an educational peace dividend.  

Regarding fee categories for school management types, we see that schools established by 

established churches are typically older than the private proprietor and independent church schools, 

with the government schools oldest of all (Table 53). 

Figure 9 Number of schools by date of establishment 
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Figure 10 Growth in Schools by management type 

 

 

Table 53 Year of establishment by management type 

  
Number 
of schools 

Mean year of 
establishment 

Private proprietor 236 2000 

Private NGO 2 2006 

Private independent church 110 2000 

Private established church 56 1998 

Private Mosque 7 1998 

Government 2 1966 

Total 413 1999 

 

7.3 Churches and subsidies 

We have seen that around 40 percent of all schools are linked to churches, either because they have 

been set up by the church or because they are presently operated by the church.  Earlier anecdotal 

evidence suggested that some churches, instead of financially subsidising the school as might be 

expected, in fact use the school as a means of generating income for the ministry; we asked 

managers of church schools whether their school was subsidised by the church or vice versa.  Table 

54 shows the findings. A caveat should be noted that there are nuances which mean that the table 

may sometimes not correctly portray the situation. For example the church pastor is sometimes the 
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school principal, but may take all his salary from just one of his jobs. How should this be classified? 

Or the school may have free use of the church building without the school recognising or 

acknowledging that this is a form of financial subsidy. This caveat notwithstanding, the table 

classifies the Church’s relationship with the school as ‘Charitable’ if it subsidises it, ‘Independent’ if 

there is no funding going either way, and ‘Commercial’ if the school is in fact subsidising the church.  

Typically it might be assumed that a church school in a poor area would be engaged in charitably 

supporting the community: this research suggests that this is not the case for two-thirds of church 

schools.  Of the 174 church-based school managers responding to this question, nearly 50 percent 

reported that they are financially independently of the church that operates the school, while nearly 

20 percent reported that the school in fact subsidised the church. Only one third of schools reported 

that the church subsidised the school. The proportion of schools subsidising the church is higher for 

established than independent churches – 22.4 percent compared to 15.5 percent Table 54 shows 

these results graphically. 

Table 54 Financial Relationship between Schools and their Churches. 

Relationship of Church to 
School 

CHARITABLE INDEPENDENT COMMERCIAL 

The Church 
subsidises the 

School 

There is no subsidy 
either way 

The School 
subsidises the 

Church 

Independent 
Church 

Number 43 55 18 

% 37.1% 47.4% 15.5% 

Established 
Church 

Number 16 29 13 

% 27.6% 50.0% 22.4% 

Both kinds Number 59 84 31 

% 33.9% 48.3% 17.8% 
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Figure 11 Relationship between schools and their churches 

 

 

7.4 Some quality indicator comparisons 

One quality indicator concerned pupil-teacher ratios. Dividing the total number of teachers in each 

school by the total number of pupils gives a rough indication of the level of staffing in each school 

type (Table 55).  The pupil-teacher ratio is highest in government and mosque schools, with 30 

students and 27.7 students per teacher respectively. The ratio is lowest in three types of non-profit 

private schools – NGOs, independent and established church schools. Private proprietor schools 

have 21.7 students per teacher, considerably lower than government schools. 

 Table 55 Pupil-teacher ratio, by management types 

  Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 

Private proprietor 21.7 12.835 

Private NGO 20.8 4.596 

Private independent church 17.9 10.786 

Private established church 18.2 8.722 

Private Mosque 27.7 22.18 

Government 30.0 8.986 

Total 20.3 12.109 

 

As noted earlier, when researchers called on schools, they also asked the school manager if they 

could go around the school to count the children. While doing this, they also made a set of 

observations. First, they noted in the Grade 4 classroom, at a time when teachers should be present, 

whether or not the class teacher was present or absent. Next they checked on the availability of 

certain inputs within the schools. The following tables show the results. Overall, they show the 
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similarities between for profit and non-profit private schools. (As there were only two government 

schools this analysis focuses on differences between non-profit and for profit categories). 

First, regarding whether or not the Grade 4 teacher was present, in the for profit schools, the teacher 

was present 94 percent of the time, compared to 89 percent in non-profit schools (Table 56). This 

difference is small, and not statistically significant. Each of the other inputs is shown in Table 57, 

showing the remarkable similarity between for profit and non-profit private schools. (None of the 

differences are statistically significant, using a Chi-squared test).   

Table 56 Private school activity of the grade 4 teacher, by management category 

  Absent Present Total 

for profit 
Number 15 230 245 

%  6.1% 93.9% 100.0% 

non-profit 
Number 20 163 183 

%  10.9% 89.1% 100.0% 

Total 
Number 35 393 428 

%  8.2% 91.8% 100.0% 

 

Table 57 Private school inputs, by management category  

  Playground Drinking water Toilets for children 

Management 
category 

No  Yes  Total No  Yes  Total None Shared 
toilets 

Separate 
boys/girls 

Total 

for profit 
  

# 141 106 247 75 172 247 38 62 147 247 

% 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 30.4% 69.6% 100.0% 15.4% 25.1% 59.5% 100.0% 

non-profit 
  

# 108 75 183 45 138 183 29 43 111 183 

% 59.0% 41.0% 100.0% 24.6% 75.4% 100.0% 15.8% 23.5% 60.7% 100.0% 

Total 
  

# 249 181 430 120 310 430 67 105 258 430 

% 57.9% 42.1% 100.0% 27.9% 72.1% 100.0% 15.6% 24.4% 60.0% 100.0% 

 

 Computers  Generator 

Management 
category 

No  Yes  Total No  Yes  Total 

for profit # 215 32 247 184 63 247 

% 87.0% 13.0% 100.0% 74.5% 25.5% 100.0% 

non-profit # 162 21 183 140 43 183 

% 88.5% 11.5% 100.0% 76.5% 23.5% 100.0% 

Total # 377 53 430 324 106 430 

% 87.7% 12.3% 100.0% 75.3% 24.7% 100.0% 
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8. Conclusions 
This study, exploring the role played by private education in poor parts of Monrovia has revealed a 

tremendous success story happening in Liberia. Social entrepreneurs and other socially-minded 

groups have set up private schools, many of which are affordable even to the poorest, those on or 

below internationally recognised poverty lines in the country. Both the Household Survey and the 

School Survey reinforced this central message: Private schools appear to be serving the vast majority 

of children, including the very poor.  

 

Before we came to Liberia to conduct this study, we were told that the only types of private schools 

we would find were those run by churches and other non-profit agencies. As we carried out our 

research, however, it became clear that there was a further type of private schools that was rather 

significant, viz., those run by private proprietors, which we labelled as ‘for profit’ private schools.  It 

also felt important to distinguish between two different types of church schools – those that are part 

of the established churches, and those linked to smaller, independent churches; the latter seemed 

to exhibit many features more in common with private proprietor schools than established church 

schools.  

 

These for profit private schools appear to be a relatively unfamiliar type of private school to 

commentators in the Liberian context, particularly at the ‘low cost’, affordable price bracket. So it 

may be worthwhile listing a few of their more notable attributes that have come up in the course of 

the research, as well as indicating some of the features of private schools in general that have arisen 

from the research. It is also the case that many development experts appear to be uncomfortable 
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with their potential role in education and development, and we anticipate a similar response in 

Liberia. So what does our research show about private, and especially for profit private schools?  

 

Private for profit schools are providing significant access to children at all levels: 

a. Private for profit schools are the most significant provider of education in the slums. In the 

School Survey, they accounted for 57.2 percent of all schools and 60.7 percent of all pupils. 

In the Household Survey, fully 71.0 percent of children aged 5 to 14 were in private schools – 

with the majority likely to be enrolled in for profit providers.  

b. At each level of schooling, from nursery to junior secondary, the vast majority of children are 

enrolled in for profit private schools in the slums.  

c. Many of these schools in the slums will not be registered, so the children will not be counted 

in official government records. The existence of so many private, including for profit private 

schools means that Liberia is likely to be doing better at meeting its Millennium 

Development Goals than official records would suggest. 

For profit private schools do not discriminate against girls 

a. In for profit schools, at every school level there are either higher or equal percentages of 

girls in school.  

b. Parents choose private schools for much the same reasons for boys and girls.  

For profit private schools are affordable to families on the poverty line, nearly as affordable as 

government schools 

a. The vast majority – 77.6 percent – of for profit private schools is ‘lowest cost’, that is 

affordable to families on the poverty line.  

b. Fees at for profit private schools and independent church schools are comparable; both are 

cheaper than fees at established church schools. Median fees at for profit private schools 

are $53 per annum, compared to $67 per annum in the established churches.  

c. The total costs to parents of sending a child to a government school is fully 75 percent of the 

costs of sending a child to a private school, when all fees, levies and other costs of schooling 

are taken into account. The mean total costs are $159.07 for government and $214.25 for 

private.  

Parents massively prefer private over public schools on a wide range of indicators  

a. On most quality and personal indicators, parents favour private over public schools. This is 

true even if they are sending their children to government schools, or if their children are 

out of school.  

 

For profit private schools are booming since the civil war ended, growing faster than any other school 

management type 

a. For profit private schools are the fastest growing school type: in the seven years since the 

civil war ended, they have increased as much as in the previous 15 years. 

b. For profit private schools can truly be seen as an important part of the ‘peace dividend’.  
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On quality indicators, for profit private schools fare as well as non-profits 

c. For profit private schools have lower pupil-teacher ratios than government schools. 

d. On a wide range of quality indicators, such as teacher activity, the presence of playgrounds, 

drinking water, toilets, computers and generators, there is a remarkable similarity between 

for profit and non-profit private schools. It is not the case that for profit schools are skimping 

on any of these inputs.  

Overall, taking into account the important contributions made by both for profit and non-profit 

private schools, the private contribution to education suggests a fusion of civil society and market 

working together for the public good.  In Fixing Failed States, authors Ashraf Ghani – who played a 

central role in the post-Taleban settlement in Afghanistan – and Clare Lockhart point to the crucial 

role of “investment in human capital” in the “formation of a middle class in the developed world.” 

(Ghani and Lockhart, 2009, p. 139). They argue that a “large middle class of professionals has been 

pivotal’ in creating a space in which people can articulate and “peacefully resolve social issues” (p. 

142). Conversely, the consequences of “failing to invest in human capital” lead to “an excessive 

degree of inequality, social mobility, and thus persistent poverty.” (p. 142). What this current 

research highlights is the degree to which ordinary people in Liberia are able and willing to invest in 

their children’s human capital development, which augurs well for the development of an 

increasingly successful nation.  

Indeed, countries like Liberia could be seen as demonstrating a new model for educational 

development, a public-private partnership where the private sector assists in meeting educational 

demand and need.  This report has set out this new phenomenon in some detail. With 

understanding of this contribution comes an appreciation of the power of the private sector in 

education, both non-profit and for-profit, to contribute to enhanced educational access for the poor 

in Liberia. Perhaps a major conclusion could be that the sector can be seen as making a positive 

contribution to development, and therefore is entitled to nurture and encouragement, rather than 

sanction and censure.  
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