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With the introduction of free primary education (FPE) in Kenya in 2003, it was expected
that the burden on poor households in financing primary education would be reduced
substantially. This in turn would increase enrolment in public schools and lead to universal
primary education. However, studies have shown that a considerable proportion of
households in urban slums continue to enrol their children in pro-poor fee charging infor-
mal schools. The reasons presented in the available literature to explain this phenomenon
of why poor slum-residing households bypass free public education are varied and some
are simply speculative. In this paper, we hypothesise that poverty dynamics can partly
explain households’ decisions on the type of school in which to enrol their children. The
analysis is based on longitudinal data collected by the African Population and Health
Research Centre (APHRC) using urban demographic surveillance in two slums of Nairobi,
Kenya. The data covers the period between 2005 and 2009 with a sample of 6965 pupils
spread across 3763 households. Logistic regression methods are applied. The findings
reveal that moving in and out of poverty can affect the type of schooling decision a house-
hold makes, with one quarter of those moving out of poverty shifting schools. The find-
ings demonstrate that there is both willingness and ability to pay by the slum residents
that is driving the utilisation of the private schools. The decisions are not random occur-
rences, but seem systematic and rational – parents want quality and affordability and a
good number of those whose economic situation improved do not seem to believe the
public schools, even under FPE, offers quality. The policy implication to be drawn from
these findings is that the private schools for the poor should not simply be dismissed as
‘informal schools’ because it seems they have some features which are attracting parents
to choose them and leave the state system. Free primary education policy is being
‘rejected’ by a good number of parents in the slums and this needs further investigation,
as ‘excess’ demand as suggested in some research papers does not seem to be the only
explanation.
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Introduction

Achieving universal basic education of good quality is one of the Millennium Development

Goals (MDGs) linked to the fight against poverty, better maternal and child health, and gen-

der empowerment. It is this faith in the power of good quality education in human develop-
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ment that has galvanised the international community and national governments around the

world, and particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, to commit to the idea of universal access to

basic education. Overall enrolment trends by appropriate age (Net Enrolment Ratio: NER) in

sub-Saharan Africa region grew from less than 60% in 1999 to over 75% in 2009 as a result of

this commitment. This is an impressive record of improvement, even though sub-Saharan

Africa still lags behind the world NER, which in 1999 was about 85% and a decade later stood

at about 90%. Clearly, sub-Saharan Africa continues to lag behind all the other regions of the

world, but it is also the region that has made the greatest improvement over the period

between 1999 and 2009 (UNESCO-UIS 2011, Figure 1). Many countries in the region have

made this gain by introducing policies for universal access to basic education and committing

greater resources to education. For example, governments’ education spending allocation as

a percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in sub-Saharan Africa in 2009 was 2.3%, which

was higher than the world allocation of 1.7% (UNESCO-UIS 2011, Figure 33). Kenya is one

such country that has prioritised the implementation of free universal basic education.

Kenya introduced a free primary education (FPE) programme in January 2003 in order

to universalise access to primary education as part of the campaign pledge made by the

incoming government of President Kibaki, and as the nation’s commitment to the Millennium

Development Goals. As stated by Oketch and Somerset (2010, 1), ‘the initiative had a

straightforward, but ambitious purpose: to make primary schooling accessible to all young

Kenyans of appropriate age, wherever they lived and whatever their family circumstances’.

The FPE programme had an immediate impact on enrolment, with over 1 million children

reported to have joined public schools in the first year of its introduction. However, in spite

of these gains, there are still many poor children who are either paying for education in

non-state private schools, usually referred to in the literature as ‘private schools for the

poor’ (Tooley and Stanfield 2008), and others who are shifting from state schools, which

they had joined when FPE programme was first introduced, back into private schools

(Oketch et al. 2010a, 2010b). This is a growing phenomenon on which little systematic and

empirical analytical evidence is available and yet it has become one of the conundrums of

Figure 1. Trends in school enrolment 2000–2010: slums.
Source: APHRC, DSS database for Korogocho and Viwandani slums in Nairobi, Kenya.
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the numerous universal primary education policies across several countries in sub-Saharan

Africa. Why parents – poor parents in this case – opt to take their children outside the

state system (Dearden, Ryan, and Sibieta 2010) is complex and less understood. It was

expected that FPE type of programmes would remove the burden on poor households

financing primary education and thus encourage participation in state universal education. To

the contrary, it has now been widely accepted that a fee-paying private (or non-state) educa-

tion sector, albeit one charging very low fees, has ‘mushroomed’ in developing countries to

meet the educational needs of the poor for a number of inconclusive reasons (Adelabu and

Rose 2004; Baurer, Brust, and Hibbert 2002; Rose 2002; Tooley 2004; Watkins 2004;

Oketch et al. 2010a). Tooley and Stanfield (2008), in their study of parents of the Kibera

slum in Nairobi, Kenya, noted that since the introduction of FPE in 2003, government

schools were now characterised by congestion and perceived lack of commitment by teach-

ers and this was driving the rise of these private schools for the poor.

A study by the African Population and Health Research Centre (APHRC) found that

nearly 43% of the children in the two slums of Korogocho and Viwandani where the centre

has been running an urban demographic surveillance system (DSS) were enrolled in ‘private

schools for the poor’ in 2000. By 2002, one year before the introduction of FPE, approxi-

mately 50% were in low fees private schools for the poor. In 2003, FPE was introduced in

Kenya. The response to the policy in 2003 was very positive with enrolment in public

schools rising to approximately 65% and that in the private schools declining to 35% among

the residents of these two slum sites. This meant that there was massive shift into public

schools following the policy (Tooley 2008). The trend continued in 2004, but from 2005,

the shift from public back into private schools began to emerge in the APHRC DSS data.

The trend has continued each year, so that by 2010 approximately 61% of the pupils in the

two slums were now enrolled in private schools (see Figure 1). This trend presents one of

the dilemmas of universal primary education policy in Kenya. It raises the question – why

are the poor shifting back from state schools which are supposedly free, back into what are

known as ‘private schools for the poor’ where they have to pay fees?

This trend also presents several policy concerns: Firstly, the Kenya government largely

relies on taxes to finance FPE and education now accounts for about 7% of GDP expendi-

ture and yet poor parents living in the slums continue to send their children to private

schools, and some are shifting from public schools back into the private schools. Secondly,

the slum is not homogenous and it appears that the movement from one type of school into

another type of school could be explained by several factors, among them perceptions of

quality, willingness and ability to pay for the low cost private schools and availability of such

low cost schools. Using cross-sectional data, Ngware et al. (2009) found that household

characteristics mattered in determining the type of school in which parents residing in the

Korogocho and Viwandani slums of Nairobi enrolled their children. ‘Wealthy’ slum house-

holds were enrolling them in state schools whereas the poor slum households were enroll-

ing them in private schools. Oketch et al (2010) also explored this phenomenon and argued

that it was a case of excess demand, rather than differentiated demand, that was driving the

utilisation of the private schools for the poor, and that the poor had been ‘crowded out’ of

the state schools in the slums due to limited supply. The argument Oketch et al. advance is

that the policy was announced for public schools but for the slum residents there were inad-

equate public schools to meet the needs of the pupils from poorer households.

Others such as Oketch and Somerset (2010) argue that school choice is likely to be

influenced by school quality. Some of the indicators of school quality include: pupil-teacher

ratio (PTR), class size, numbers of qualified and dedicated teachers, standards of discipline,

regular tests and assessments, performance in national exams, and facilities such as comput-
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ers, a swimming pool, music and library facilities. Naturally, parents would want to enrol

their children in a school they perceive as having trained teachers, which is demonstrated by

the schools’ performance in the Kenya Certificate of Primary Education (KCPE) taken to

mark the end of the primary cycle and used for selection and allocation of very limited sec-

ondary school places. Kenya does not yet have capacity for universal secondary education,

so the competition for secondary places is fierce and entirely based on a pupil’s perfor-

mance in KCPE. Some parents further assess how the school will cater for the child’s safety

and social and emotional needs, its curriculum, literacy and numeracy programmes, and also

the school location (Cook 2002).

None of these seem to explain the phenomenon witnessed in the slums. Public schools

have better trained teachers, have no direct fees, have better buildings and facilities that

would possibly offer better emotional environments for learning, and yet this group of very

poor parents bypass the government schools and opt to pay fees in the private schools with

inferior quality benchmarks. It is this conundrum that this paper aims to explore further by

hypothesising that the trends in the shifts from public into private schools witnessed in the

two slums of Korogocho and Viwandani, and the ‘mushrooming’ of private schools for the

poor in several countries across sub-Saharan Africa that have universal access policies, can

partly be explained by poverty dynamics. Because slums are not homogenous and are fluid

and vulnerable, households move in and out of poverty frequently. For instance, within a

given short period of time, a household can move up the scale to a better and positive eco-

nomic outlook, or slide downward to a negative economic outlook. The concern for this

paper is, does this movement influence the schooling decisions that households make and

might this be the explanation for the shifts in schooling – from public into private and from

one private to another private school – as shown in Figure 1? While Ngware et al. (2009)

have attempted to assess how household characteristics influence where parents in the

slums send their children to school, their analysis uses cross-sectional data that does not

give the full picture of the poverty dynamics influence. Such a picture can only emerge

where there is more than one data point, and this is what this paper aims to contribute to

this complex phenomenon of the utilisation of private schools by the poor.

Literature from diverse fields, including anthropology, economics and development stud-

ies, has examined aspects of household and individual poverty dynamics (Attwood 1979; Bane

and Ellwood 1986; Barrett et al. 2001; Bird and Shinkeya 2003; Lawson, McKay, and Okidi

2003; Christiaensen and Subbarao 2005; Davis 2006; Moser and Felton 2007; Quisumbing

2007). However little is known about the effects of poverty dynamics on school choice in the

context of a country such as Kenya. It is this gap in the literature that this paper aims to

make its contribution. The rest of the paper presents a summary of the literature pertinent

to the theme of the paper. This is followed by presentation on data and methods. Results and

interpretation is presented next, and finally the conclusion closes the paper.

Making schooling decisions

Avenstrup, Liang and Nellemann (2004) argue that poor parents are willing to invest their

children’s time in education if they think they will gain something useful from their invest-

ment. However, they need to be convinced that their children will have access to good qual-

ity education, with relevant knowledge and skills taught well in a conducive learning

environment. If they are not convinced that their children are getting an appropriate educa-

tion, they lose confidence in the system and pull their children out. School enrolment of the

children is also influenced by the parents’ characteristics and socio-economic status of the

households (Sabot 1992; Waite, DeTray, and Rindfuss 1983). Parents’ decisions to send their
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children to school is also influenced by a number of factors reflecting on parents’ capacity

to educate their children, costs of schooling, benefits from schooling, social status of the

parents, and societal norms, among others (Burney 1995).

The three post-independence governments in Kenya (the Kenyatta era, 1963–1978; the

Moi era, 1979–2002; and the Kibaki era, 2003–present) have prioritised education (Oketch and

Rolleston 2007; Oketch and Somerset 2010; Somerset 2007; Abagi 1999). Tangible achieve-

ments have been made in this regard, and one of these landmark achievements has been the

provision of free primary education and subsequent increases to enrolments, especially after

2003 (Sifuna and Sawamura 2008). Sifuna and Sawamura further argue that beyond the eupho-

ria over the alleged success of the free primary education initiative and the increased enrol-

ments, there has been little policy attention to issues of equitable access, relevance, quality, and

outcomes of primary school education. While FPE has led to improved school participation, a

large proportion of pupils from poor households still use low- fee private schools and are

therefore excluded from the free universal primary education which is only available in govern-

ment schools (Oketch et al. 2010a). Some parents choose to send their children to private

schools because they explicitly support certain values, such as religion (Sander 2001); others

because private schools have better facilities, such as libraries and laboratories, or lower trans-

portation costs. But there is a shift to the use of private schooling in the face of FPE that is less

understood and seems to contradict many of the known reasons for the utilisation of private

education. The debate still goes on about why poor parents, who according to Figure 1 above

initially responded positively to the policy, have now reversed the trend and use private educa-

tion a level greater than before the policy was introduced in 2003.

Some writers such as Anand, Mizala and Repetto (2009) argue that the fundamental the-

ory behind school choice is that private schools are more efficient than public schools;

therefore, giving parents the option of sending their children to private schools creates a

competitive market that improves the quality of both private and public schools. However,

most schools in the informal settlements are private and often attract unqualified and unpaid

or under-paid teachers or volunteers who often leave once better opportunities become

available, leading to high teacher turnover (Ngware et al. 2009). So, this argument about

choice is not convincing in this case; and such schools do not see themselves as being in

competition with the public schools.

Others have argued that household schooling decisions are explained by the interaction

of social, cultural and economic factors working through power relations within the house-

hold (Al-Samarrai and Peasgood 1998). Others have placed poverty as being central in the

kinds of decisions that household make, including schooling decisions. Poverty is widely

acknowledged as a multidimensional phenomenon, more complex than just a level of income,

consumption or expenditure below some minimum level. Conceptualising poverty as mate-

rial deprivation by studying the distribution of a welfare indicator permits investigation

regarding the magnitude of the problem, and allows comparisons over time (Hulme and

Shepherd 2003). Not surprisingly therefore, the analysis of poverty dynamics has featured

prominently in recent development economics research (e.g., Bane and Ellwood 1986; Jen-

kins 1998; Layte and Whelan 2003). The argument advanced is that the identification of the

socio-economic characteristics of individuals and households that move in and out of pov-

erty, and how this movement affects the types of decisions they make, is critical to the

design of effective poverty-alleviating policies such as FPE.

Looking at the same households over time provides a better understanding of the condi-

tions that keep people in poverty and those that move them out, allowing the identification of

patterns to assist policy targeting (Sen 2003; Barrett et al. 2006). It is argued that households

with access to various forms of assets are better able to provide for their children’s basic needs
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as well as to make investments in future generations through healthcare, education and training

(Aryeetey 2004; Filmer 2002; Gutierrez 2002; Thomas, and Knezek 2002). Conversely, house-

holds lacking assets are more vulnerable to the negative child outcomes, including low levels or

lack of schooling at all, and are associated with living in poverty (McKernan, Ratcliffe, and Nam

2007).

Others have gone further to argue that asset ownership has differential effects on child

schooling in developing countries (Dar et al. 2002). Chowa, Ansong, and Masa (2009) argue

that the term ‘child schooling’ includes both the decision to attend school, which is often

termed school attendance, and the time allocated for schooling, which often involves decisions

of whether a child should attend school or engage in activities that benefit family economics.

Research evidence has shown existence of a positive association between asset ownership and

school enrollment, attendance and completion (Filmer and Pritchett 2001; Montgomery et al.

2005; Montgomery and Hewett 2005). Ssewamala and Curley (2005) found that a family’s own-

ership of assets measured by savings had a positive effect on children’s school attendance.

On the basis of this literature, this paper argues that the slum is not a homogenous context.

There are poor and less poor households in the slums, although the living conditions in the

slums can generally be classified as poor. It is assumed that over time, because of the risks asso-

ciated with slum residency, households move in and out of poverty frequently. This movement

may be due to loss of assets, selling of assets to meet basic consumption needs such as food,

and that in such circumstances, households move up and down a poverty scale frequently.

Because of this unstable economic nature of slum households, poverty dynamics (that is, mov-

ing in and out of poverty) can determine the type of schooling decisions that households make.

Data and methods

The study uses longitudinal household data from the Education Research Program (ERP) car-

ried out by the African Population and Health Research Center (APHRC). APHRC runs an

urban demographic surveillance system (DSS) which routinely follows a population in defined

geographical areas of the Korogocho and Viwandani slums in Nairobi to monitor vital demo-

graphic events such as deaths, births, and migration. ERP is a nested study within the APH-

RC urban DSS with particular focus on education data and assessing how the slum residents

have responded to Kenya government FPE policy. ERP was first implemented in 2005 and it

collects data on schooling for individuals aged between 5 and 19 years in each household

covered by the APHRC DSS. Each year, there are subsequent updates (prospective follow-

ups) and this has been going on since 2005. The individual upper age increases each year by

one year and new individuals reaching the age of five within a household and in-migration

into the study sites are also incorporated. The data is collected at household level, with the

head of the household or the guardian/parent of the child being the respondent. Since the

education project is nested within a demographic surveillance system, household amenities

and characteristics information which are routinely collected by the DSS form part of the

ERP data. As part of the schooling information, data on changes in school attended by those

in a household and type of school (private or public) are collected. Since the objective of

this paper is to determine whether poverty dynamics explain the shift to informal private

schooling system in the wake of free public primary education in Nairobi slums, data on

school transfers and household information are used.

The study adopts a longitudinal analysis, and individuals’ entry year into the education

project is used as the base year which determines school transfers (outcome) and changes

in the wealth index, which is the main explanatory variable.
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School transfers

Using 2005 as the entry year, individuals’ school transfers are monitored. This also happens

for individuals who entered the study after 2005. Therefore the base year for each individual

on which to determine schooling transfers is n+1 year, where n is the year in which the indi-

vidual entered the study site. For instance, for the individual who entered the DSS system in

2006, the base year would be 2006 and 2007 would be the year in which to first consider if

a transfer has taken place. The transfers are categorised into three main categories: (1) no

transfer that has taken place during the year, (2) transfer has taken place into public school,

and (3) transfer has taken place into a private school.

Changes in wealth index

Household amenities and characteristics data were used to calculate a household wealth

index using the principle component analysis (PCA). PCA helps collate multi-dimensional

(orthogonal) data into a single representative score (Filmer and Pritchett 2001). The vari-

ables included in the PCA model were based on amenities and asset ownership of the

household. These included source of drinking water, main type of toilet facility available,

main material used on the roof, type of floor or wall of the dwelling unit, main type of

cooking fuel, main source of lighting and whether household owns the dwelling unit they

are occupying. Assets were captured by asking whether a household owns any of the fol-

lowing: car, motorcycle, bicycle, refrigerator, television, radio, sewing machine, electric iron

box, fan, electric/gas cooker, and kerosene lamp. The PCA score was categorised into

three levels, with the first level representing the poorest 33.3%, the second the middle

33.3%, and the third the least poor 33.3%. The household wealth index was calculated for

all households included in the study each year independently. Changes in the household

wealth index were captured as either negative, none or positive. For households that

dropped in their wealth ranking from one year to the next, this change was marked as neg-

ative, and if there was a gain in wealth ranking, this was marked as a positive – and for

those who did not see any change in their wealth raking in two or more year points, it

was marked as no change. Similar to the coding in the school transfers, a base year (entry

year) is used in which to measure if there are changes in household poverty ranking

between the years.

Study participants

This study uses a longitudinal dataset collected in the period 2005–2009 involving 3763

households and 6965 individuals aged between 6 to 13+ years. The inclusion criteria to this

study were that the participant had to be a resident in one of the study sites, in a household

with individuals aged between 5 and 13+ years, and in primary-level schooling located within

Korogocho and Viwandani slums. For the purposes of monitoring schooling transfers, indi-

viduals had to have at least consecutive data on two time points.

Variables and measurements

The included variables in this research analysis are dichotomous dependent variables: type of

school and change of school. Independent variables are poverty dynamics, household head

characteristics, child characteristics and area of residence.
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Dependent variables:

� Change of school: Change of school is measured by overall change in school and

transfer to private school.

Independent variables:

� Household wealth index: Changes in household wealth level over time used as a

proxy to measure poverty dynamics.

� Area of residence: This was coded as either: (1) Korogocho or (2) Viwandani.

� Household head characteristics: Age, gender and level of education. Level of education

is coded as: ‘1’ = no education, ‘2’ = primary education, ‘3’ = secondary education, ‘4’

= tertiary (post secondary education).

� Individual characteristics: Age, gender, grade and level, schooling year.

Analytical strategy

The outcome of interest is changes in school. This is measured as overall changes in school-

ing irrespective of the type of change, or no change. The outcome variable of interest is

therefore dichotomous dependent. Therefore, we fit a logistic regression, a generalised lin-

ear model that extends linear regressions to non-continuous outcomes using logit link func-

tions and a Maximum Likelihood estimator (Aldrich and Nelson 1984). The logit model

takes the form below:

Prðyj ¼ 1jxjÞ ¼ 1

1þ expð�a0 � bixjÞ

where xj are the explanatory variables and a0 and bi are unknown parameters to be estimated.

The bj are estimated using maximum likelihood. Once the coefficients are exponentiated they

give odds ratios. The beta coefficients bj are interpreted as the increase in log-odds of being

into category j versus the base category resulting from a one-unit increase in the ith covariate,

holding the other covariates constant. Since the data is clustered at individual level (violating

the assumption of independent observation), a multilevel logit model was first fitted in order

to determine whether there is significant variation within and between individuals. The final

logit model involved clustering individual to adjust for estimated standard errors. Different

models were fitted in order to isolate the effect of changes in household wealth index on

school transfers controlling for other characteristics. The first involved determining the effect

of changes in wealth index on overall schooling transfers. The second involved changes to pri-

vate informal schools versus either no change and/or changes to public school. Third and lastly

we compared changes to private informal school versus changes to public schools.

Results

Table 1 shows the distribution of change of school, wealth status and study sites. The major-

ity of the overall transfers (827 pupils) occurred between 2006 and 2007. Sixty-eight per

cent of the pupils who transferred in 2006 reside in Korogocho compared to 31% in Viwan-

dani. 51% of those who changed school in 2006–2007 remained in the same wealth quintile.

Among the households that experienced positive change in their wealth status only 25.4%

changed their childrens’ school. In the same period 31.75% transferred from private to

private schools.

Changes in the wealth index over time show that half of the households remained in the

same ranking and nearly equal proportions of households either changed positively (better

off than the previous year/s) or negatively (become poorer). The results also show that
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there is high movement from public to private and private to private schools. There are also

notable changes from private to public schooling, especially between 2007 and 2008. It

should be noted here that the analysis only included data where transfer had taken place.

Households that did not see any transfers are not included in the school transfers results.

Table 2 shows the reasons cited by those who changed schools. Three-quarters of the

changes were either due to cheap costs of schooling or quality. Forty-nine per cent cited

school performance as a motivator to change from one school to another and 26% cited

Table 1. Background characteristics of school transfers by schooling year.

Year 2005/2006 2006/2007 2007/2008 2008/2009

No. of pupils transferred 539 827 194 177
Household wealth index
Poorest 202 (37.76) 249 (32.94) 75 (41.44) 50 (34.01)
Middle 187 (34.95) 251 (33.2) 55 (30.39) 50 (34.01)
Least poor 146 (27.29) 256 (33.86) 51 (28.18) 47 (31.97)
Pupil gender
Female 271 (50.65) 360 (47.62) 89 (49.17) 74 (50.34)
Male 264 (49.35) 396 (52.38) 92 (50.83) 73 (49.66)
Study site
Korogocho 414 (77.38) 519 (68.65) 141 (77.9) 111 (75.51)
Viwandani 121 (22.62) 237 (31.35) 40 (22.1) 36 (24.49)
Mean age in years 10.66 (2.71) 11.45 (2.51) 11.5 (2.49) 11.51 (1.94)
Changes in HH wealth index
None 284 (53.08) 392 (51.85) 100 (55.25) 64 (43.54)
Negative 109 (20.37) 172 (22.75) 42 (23.2) 50 (34.01)
Positive 142 (26.54) 192 (25.4) 39 (21.55) 33 (22.45)
Type of school transfer
Public to private 138 (25.79) 169 (22.35) 60 (33.15) 73 (49.66)
Private to public 173 (32.34) 131 (17.33) 89 (49.17) 44 (29.93)
Public to another public 75 (14.02) 216 (28.57) 11 (6.08) 6 (4.08)
Private to another private 149 (27.85) 240 (31.75) 21 (11.6) 24 (16.33)

Note: % in parenthesis.

Table 2. Reasons for changing school.

Number %

School cheaper, provides free primary 363 26.04
Teachers/school perform well, more disciplined 686 49.21
School buildings/facilities of good quality 28 2.01
School is near or easily accessible, 91 6.53
School did not have level/grade for children 38 2.73
School closed or school on strike 10 0.72
Other school factors 2 0.14
Physical or mental disability 5 0.36
Expelled from previous school 4 0.29
Friends/neighborhood/peer influence 39 2.8
Relocation of family 30 2.15
Other household factors, e.g., death 74 5.31
Don’t know/missing 24 1.72

Note: Also see Oketch et al. (2010).
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free primary education or cheaper schooling as the reason for shifting from one school or

type of school to another.

Table 3 shows logistic regression to assess the effect of change in wealth level on overall

school change. We first fitted a multi-level logistic regression and found an insignificant

intra-class correlation. Therefore we utilised logistic regression clustering individual observa-

tions. The dependent variable is change of school regardless of the type of school change

while the independent variables are change in household wealth, time and household charac-

teristics. Three different models were fitted with one as the main predictor (change in

household wealth), a second model controlled for time, whereas the third model controlled

for time and other household characteristics (Table 3). In Model 1 of Table 3, the odds of

changing school decreases with increase in wealth, although this is insignificant. The odds of

changing school significantly decrease over time (Model 2, Table 3). Model 3 of Table 3 indi-

cates the effect of changes in wealth on overall change in school controlling for time, house-

hold head’s education, gender, age, household size and resident type. The odds of changing

school increase with increased level of parental education. The results further indicate that

there are differences between the two slum sites. For example, in Model 3 pupils from

Viwandani have significantly higher odds of changing school compared with their counter-

parts in Korogocho.

We secondly fitted a logistic model using shifts to private informal school versus no

change and/or changes to other school type (public) as an outcome. The results are tabu-

lated in Table 4. There is no significant difference on the effect of changes in household

wealth index when comparing Models 3 and 6 of Tables 3 and 4 respectively. Model 4 shows

that an increase in household wealth increases the odds of shifting to private informal school

among the slum pupils, although this is not statistically significant. This is also the case after

controlling for time and household characteristics. However, the odds of shifting to a private

school significantly decreases over time (Model 5 and 6), indicating stability in the schools’

enrollments.

The age of the child and household head significantly decreased the odds of shifting to

private informal school (Model 6). That is, the older the child, the less likely that a transfer

Table 3. Odds ratio from logistic regression models on overall school change (n = 15597;
clusters = 6965).

Variable

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Odds CI Odds CI Odds CI

WICH: Negative 1.09 [0.96; 1.24] 1.12 [0.99; 1.28] 1.05 [0.92; 1.20]
Positive 1.03 [0.91; 1.17] 1.04 [0.92; 1.19] 1.01 [0.89; 1.16]
Year: 2006/2007 1.73⁄⁄⁄ [1.54; 1.95] 1.80⁄⁄ [1.60; 2.02]
2007/2008 0.44⁄⁄⁄ [0.38; 0.52] 0.45 ⁄⁄ [0.38; 0.54]
2008/2009 0.32 ⁄⁄⁄ [0.27; 0.38] 0.33 ⁄⁄ [0.27; 0.39]
HHE: Primary 0.84⁄ [0.71; 1.00]
Secondary or higher 0.93 [0.76; 1.14]
Not known 1.04 [0.74; 1.48]
Site: Viwandani 0.56 ⁄⁄⁄ [0.49; 0.65]
Child age 0.97⁄⁄ [0.94; 0.99]
Child sex: Male 1.11⁄ [0.99; 1.25]
HH sex: Male 0.96 [0.81; 1.14]
HH size 1.02 [1.00; 1.04]
HH age 1.00⁄ [0.99; 1.00]

Notes: ⁄⁄⁄ Significant at 1%; ⁄⁄ significant at 5% and ⁄ significant at 1%; WICH = wealth index change; HH = house-
hold; HHE = household head education.
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will occur (decreases by 5%). The odds of shifting to private schools increases with house-

hold head level of education although it is not statistically significant. Household gender odds

ratio of 0.85 indicates that households with a female head were 15% less likely to transfer

their children into private informal schools when compared with male-headed households.

The last results (Table 5) are only restricted to individuals who changed school and

comparison is made between those who changed into private informal schools against those

who changed into public schools. There is an insignificant effect in change of household

wealth index on school transfer into private informal schools (Models 7–9). The direction of

Table 4. Odds ratio from logistic regression models on shift to private informal school only (n
= 15597; clusters = 6965).

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Odds CI Odds CI Odds CI

WICH: Negative 1.00 [0.84; 1.19] 1.02 [0.85; 1.22] 0.96 [0.81; 1.15]
Positive 1.01 [0.85; 1.19] 1.01 [0.85; 1.20] 0.99 [0.84; 1.18]
Year: 2006/2007 1.68⁄⁄⁄ [1.44; 1.96] 1.75⁄⁄⁄ [1.50; 2.04]
2007/2008 0.38⁄⁄⁄ [0.30; 0.49] 0.39⁄⁄⁄ [0.31; 0.51]
2008/2009 0.41⁄⁄⁄ [0.33; 0.52] 0.42⁄⁄⁄ [0.34; 0.54]
HHE: Primary 1.08 [0.88; 1.33]
Secondary or higher 1.16 [0.90; 1.49]
Not known 1.22 [0.81; 1.83]
Site: Viwandani 0.59⁄⁄⁄ [0.50; 0.69]
Child age 0.95⁄⁄⁄ [0.93; 0.98]
Child sex: Male 1.11 [0.97; 1.28]
HH sex: Male 0.85 [0.69; 1.04]
HH size 1.01 [0.98; 1.04]
HH age 0.99⁄⁄ [0.99; 1.00]

Notes: ⁄⁄⁄ Significant at 1%; ⁄⁄ significant at 5% and ⁄ significant at 1%; WICH = wealth index change; HH = house-
hold; HHE = household head education.

Table 5. Odds ratio from logistic regression models on shift to private informal schools Vs
public only school (n = 1737; clusters = 1309).

Model 7 Model 8 Model 9

Odds CI Odds CI Odds CI

WICH: Negative 0.84 [0.66; 1.08] 0.81 [0.63; 1.04] 0.85 [0.66; 1.09]
Positive 0.94 [0.74; 1.20] 0.93 [0.73; 1.18] 0.95 [0.74; 1.21]
Year: 2006/2007 1.01 [0.82; 1.25] 1.01 [0.82; 1.26]
2007/2008 0.69⁄⁄ [0.48; 0.99] 0.70⁄⁄ [0.49; 1.00]
2008/2009 1.71⁄⁄⁄ [1.16; 2.51] 1.74⁄⁄⁄ [1.18; 2.56]
HHE: Primary 1.57⁄⁄⁄ [1.22; 2.01]
Secondary or higher 1.49⁄⁄ [1.10; 2.04]
Not known 1.36 [0.77; 2.4]
Site: Viwandani 0.99 [0.80; 1.24]
Child age 0.97 [0.93; 1.01]
Child sex: Male 1.03 [0.85; 1.24]
HH sex: Male 0.81 [0.61; 1.06]
HH size 0.97 [0.94; 1.01]
HH age 1.00 [0.99; 1.01]

Notes: ⁄⁄⁄ Significant at 1%; ⁄⁄ significant at 5% and ⁄ significant at 1%; WICH = wealth index change; HH = house-
hold; HHE = household head education.
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the odds ratio for change in wealth index remains the same as seen in Table 3 and 4. Unlike

in the overall change and into private informal schools versus results shown in Table 3 and

4 respectively, the effect of household head education becomes significant only when consid-

ering changes into either private informal or public schools. Model 9 shows that parents

who have either primary or at least secondary education (secondary and higher) are more

likely to transfer their children into private informal schools when compared to those with

no education. The odds increase significantly by 57% and 49% respectively. The significant

effect of child and household age observed in Model 6 of Table 4 ceases, in which the older

the child, the less likely s/he would transfer to informal private school.

Interpretation and conclusion

This paper began by seeking to analyse the role that poverty dynamics might have in

explaining the shifts in schooling experienced in the slums following Kenya’s implementa-

tion of FPE in 2003. The paper builds on previous studies, notably Ngware at al. (2009)

which analysed the role of household characteristics on schooling types, and Oketch et al.

(2010a), which argued that the utilisation of private schooling in the slums was driven by

excess demand. The findings in this paper reveal that asset ownership (or what is catego-

rised here as household wealth) is an important factor in the schooling decisions that

households make. This conforms to earlier studies such as Filmer and Pritchett (2001) and

Montgomery and Hewett (2005), who in other contexts had come to similar conclusions.

One quarter of those whose household wealth improved shifted school. There is greater

utilisation of private schooling across the sites. Viwandani, which is less poor and more

stable economically of the two slums, saw fewer shifts. This paper is driven by data as the

study did not set out to explore this phenomenon per se, but the authors got curious by

the patterns of schooling that were emerging following the nested ERP study that was

aiming to assess how slum households had responded to Kenya government FPE policy.

So there are likely to be some limitations but there is a clear narrative emerging, some of

it pointing to the tested conventional reasons why parents choose private schools. The

findings in this paper also provide further insights to complement those that have been

presented in earlier papers.

The study findings indicates that overall, most school transfers occurred in 2006–2007,

two to three years into the Kenya free primary education policy, which does imply that par-

ents had by this time experienced FPE and could make a judgment about the education

under FPE and the one their children had previously received. Excitement about FPE may

have been replaced with sensible thinking and scrutiny even by parents who were deemed

as poor and living in the slums, whom might have been expected to be pleased to have been

given an offer of free education.

Contrary to arguments about the FPE conundrum in the face of the utilisation of private

schools by the poor, it seems from the analysis of data used for this paper that poor slum

parents are willing and have the ability to pay for these low-cost private schools. Indeed,

one can argue that there is an element of choice at play here, although a very complex one,

but the decision processes seem to be rational because parents evaluate costs and consider

quality (perceived) in moving their children from public schools where FPE is in operation.

Parents who had assets seem to have been able to make decisions that were congruent with

the desire for future better educational outcome for their children. This resonates with the

work of others such as Aryeetey (2004) and Filmer (2005) among others, who have argued

that asset ownership is a crucial determinant of investment decisions, including those deci-

sions affecting schooling.
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The results of the overall school change has revealed that:

� The odds of changing school decreases with increase in household wealth, although it

is not statistically significant.

� The odds of changing school significantly decreased over time - indicating that parents

had internalised FPE and had now made up their minds about what kind of school

they preferred to send their children to.

� The odds of changing school increase with increased level of parental education.

� Poorer slums have frequent school transfers compared to less poor slums

� Results of the shift to private informal schools only indicate the following:

� An increase in household wealth increases the odds of shifting to private informal

school (‘private schools for the poor’) although this is not statistically significant.

� The odds of shifting to a private school significantly decreases with increased level

of household head education.

� Older children in higher grades are less likely to shift schools.

These findings indicate a complex process of schooling decision making even among the

poor slum residents. It appears that wealth level of a household gives the household room to

make decisions that favour shifting schools. As the dust has settled in FPE, it is clear that the

trend is reversing and something is not right with the policy reaching the very poor slum resi-

dents. Parents cite affordability and quality as reasons for changing schools and it seems they

have passed the verdict that FPE does not offer the kind of education they would like their chil-

dren to experience. It is odd to claim success of FPE when over 60% of poor slum population

has opted out of the programme, when initially, they did indeed positively respond to the policy.
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