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Public, Private, and Faith-Inspired Schools in Ghana: A Comparative Assessment 
By Franck Adoho, Clarence Tsimpo, and Quentin Wodon 
 
 

There is no doubt that the contribution of private schools, both faith-inspired and secular, 

is significant in Africa: private schools fill a gap left by insufficient public education and they 

provide choice to households. Yet detailed evidence on their market share and characteristics is 

often not available. How large is the market share of private secular and faith-inspired schools 

(FISs) in Africa in comparison to public schools? Is it correct to assume that while private 

secular schools are often affordable only for wealthier families, FISs do reach the poor and 

provide services at low cost to households? Is it also correct to assume that the education 

provided by private schools, whether faith-inspired or secular, is on average of better quality than 

that provided by public schools, or at least that the satisfaction of parents with the schooling 

provided to their children is higher in private schools than in public schools? The purpose of this 

article is to consider these questions through a case study of Ghana.1 

The literature suggests a number of potential benefits from private schools, including 

FISs (Epple and Romano 1998; LaRocque and Patrinos 2006; Nechyba 2000; Savas 2000). 

Private schools may introduce competition and raise overall quality. They may have more 

flexibility than public schools among others in terms of management, which may also help for 

quality. To the extent that private schools are competitively selected, better schools should 

emerge in the private as opposed to the public sphere. This type of arguments also holds for 

developing countries, but some differences must be pointed out. First, in many countries in 

Africa, especially in rural areas where the majority of the population lives, many households do 

not have many choices with regards to where to send their children to school, so that competition 

is likely to be more limited than in developed countries. Education provision in those areas is 



2 

 

also often not profitable, so that there are limited incentives for competitive selection between 

private providers, even though some competition may take place. Finally, many FISs tend to rely 

at least in part on public funding, in which case flexibility may be limited for the design of the 

curriculum that is taught, or the ability of FISs to hire and fire their own teachers. 

While providing a basic assessment of the market share, reach to the poor, and cost of 

various types of schools can be done relatively easily with household surveys (see the article by 

Tsimpo and Wodon in this issue), the question of whether FISs and other private schools provide 

services of higher quality than public schools is more complex to settle in part because the choice 

of schools by students and parents depends in part on the expected performance of the child 

(Altonji et al. 2005; Hoxby 1994; Hsieh and Urquiola 2006). There is some evidence in both 

developed and developing countries that this may be the case on average, but the evidence 

remains limited. Alcott and Ortega (2009) suggest that in Venezuela Fe y Alegría Jesuit schools 

perform slightly better on standardized test scores than public schools, but the difference between 

the two sets of schools is limited, and the same is observed by Parra-Osorio and Wodon (2014) 

for Fe y Alegría schools in Columbia. In Bangladesh, Asadullah et al. (2009) also suggest that 

there are relatively few differences in test scores between madrasas and secular public schools 

when selection into religious school is taken into account, even if they find a learning deficit for 

graduates of primary madrasas who have lower test scores in secondary schools. Wodon and 

Ying (2009) suggest that in Sierra Leone, FISs reach the poor more than public schools and also 

achieve slightly higher literacy and numeracy. But Backiny-Yetna and Wodon (2009) suggest 

that in the Democratic Republic of Congo, there are no systematic differences between FISs and 

public schools in serving the poor as opposed to better off students, with also no (or small) 

differences in literacy and numeracy.  



3 

 

In this context the purpose of this article is to provide a case study of comparative 

assessment of public, private, and FISs, with a focus on Ghana. After a brief description of the 

data used, the focus is on the market share and reach to the poor of the various types of schools. 

The following sections discuss, respectively, the cost for households of the various types of 

schools, their ability to welcome and serve special vulnerable groups (in this case, children with 

disabilities), and their finally their performance. A brief conclusion follows. 

 

Data 

The analysis is based on two nationally representative surveys that identify FISs 

separately from public and private secular schools in the survey questionnaires. The first survey 

is the Ghana Living Standards Survey (GLSS5) implemented in 2005-06. This is a multi-purpose 

household survey covering demography, health, education, employment, migration, housing, 

agriculture activities, non-farm self-employment, household expenditures, durable goods, and 

remittances and other incomes. The 2005-06 round of the survey was administrated to 

approximately 36,500 individuals belonging to 8,700 households. The sample is deemed 

representative at the level of the 10 regions. The second survey is the large-sample 2003 Core 

Welfare Indicator Questionnaire (CWIQ) (49,000 households). This survey provides information 

on demography, health, education, employment, housing, and assets. It does not include a 

consumption module, nor does it have information on the cost of education.  

The two surveys complement each other. The GLSS5 is useful for analyzing the cost of 

schooling, something that is not feasible with the CWIQ. The CWIQ has information on the 

satisfaction of households with the education services received, and the reasons for non-

satisfaction, something that is not available in the GLSS5. The fact that two surveys are available 
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is useful for triangulating some of the information that emerges from the surveys in terms of 

market share and reach to the poor. Both surveys were implemented independently of each other 

using different sampling frames. 

 

Market Share and Reach to the Poor 

Table 1 from the 2003 CWIQ survey suggests that FISs account for 4.5 percent of total 

school enrollment for children aged six to 17. The proportion is slightly higher for children aged 

six to 11 (primary school age) at five percent, as compared to four percent for children aged 12 

to 17 (secondary school age). Other private schools appear to have a substantially higher market 

share, at 18.3 percent for both age groups taken together. By contrast, the market share of 

community and other types of schools is much lower. In Table 2, based on the 2005-2006 

GLSS5 survey, the market share of FISs among children aged six to 11 is a bit higher, at 6.7 

percent, and the market share for other private schools is a bit lower at 16.4 percent, but the 

orders of magnitude are fairly similar, which suggests that the results are likely to be robust 

(these are two very different surveys and the fact that the results are similar is reassuring as to 

their validity). 
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Table 1: Share of Students by Type of School Attended, CWIQ (%) 
  Residence Area Welfare quintiles Total 

 
Urban Rural Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

 
Children aged 6-17 

Government 64.1 86.2 89.6 82.4 75.5 68.0 62.4 76.6 
Rel. Org./Church 6.0 3.4 4.0 4.7 4.4 4.4 5.2 4.5 
Other Private 29.5 9.7 5.2 12.4 19.6 27.4 32.1 18.3 
Community 0.2 0.7 1.1 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.5 
Other specify 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
Children aged 6-11 

Government 56.1 84.5 88.8 79.5 71.7 62.2 55.3 73.0 
Rel. Org./Church 7.1 3.5 4.1 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.6 5.0 
Other Private 36.7 11.0 5.6 14.7 22.8 32.4 38.7 21.3 
Community 0.2 1.0 1.5 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.4 0.7 
Other specify 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
Children aged 12-17 

Government 72.1 88.4 90.8 85.7 79.7 74.3 70.4 80.8 
Rel. Org./Church 5.0 3.1 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.7 4.9 4.0 
Other Private 22.5 8.0 4.6 9.7 16.1 21.9 24.5 14.8 
Community 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 
Other specify 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: Authors. 
 

Tables 1 and 2 also show differences between various types of schools in terms of 

whether they reach primarily urban or rural households, as well as households from different 

levels of well-being. In the 2003 CWIQ well-being is measured according to quintiles of asset-

based wealth obtained through standard factorial analysis and considering a wide range of assets 

owned by households as well as the characteristics of their dwelling. In the GLSS5, well-being 

quintiles are based on levels of household consumption per equivalent adult.  

There are some differences in the results obtained with the two surveys in terms of 

beneficiary incidence (who goes to which types of schools), but in both cases FISs tend to be 

more concentrated in urban areas and to serve slightly better off children than public schools. 

With the GLSS5 the share of students in FISs that belong to higher quintiles is higher (14.6 of 

children aged six to 11 in the top quintile attend faith-based schools in the GLSS5 versus only 

2.4 percent for children in the bottom quintile). The difference in results with the 2003 CWIQ 
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may be related to the fact that the level of well-being is better measured in the GLSS5 especially 

in rural areas using consumption as opposed to assets, as is done in the CWIQ. But overall it is 

reasonable to conclude that FISs serve better off children more than children in poverty in 

Ghana. This may be in part related to the cost for households of the various types of schools, an 

issue to which we turn next. 

Table 2: Share of Students by Type of School Attended, GLSS5 (%) 
  Residence area Welfare quintiles 

Total Type of school Rural Urban Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

 
Children aged 6-17 

Public 85.81 65.09 90.29 83.69 80.65 69.64 56.31 78.53 
Religious 4.44 10.08 2.72 4.72 5.36 9.34 14.04 6.42 
Private 9.75 24.82 6.98 11.59 13.99 21.02 29.65 15.05 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
Children aged 6-11 

Public 85.56 58.93 90.47 83.24 78.64 65.89 49.74 76.85 
Religious 4.59 11.16 2.39 4.76 6.49 10.3 14.58 6.74 
Private 9.85 29.91 7.14 12.01 14.87 23.81 35.68 16.41 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
Children aged 12-17 

Public 86.08 70.24 90.11 84.14 82.59 73.21 61.74 80.13 
Religious 4.28 9.18 3.06 4.68 4.27 8.43 13.6 6.12 
Private 9.64 20.58 6.83 11.18 13.14 18.36 24.66 13.75 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Source: Authors. 
 
 

Cost for Households 

While the CWIQ survey does not have data on expenditures, the GLSS5 provides 

detailed information on a wide range of costs for households of sending their children to school. 

These include school and registration fees, contributions to parent-teacher associations (PTAs), 

expenditures for uniform and sport clothes, as well as books and school supplies, transportation 

costs to and from the school, costs of food, boarding and lodging, expenditures on extra classes, 

and finally in-kind and other expenses. Table 3 provides estimates of average costs per pupil.  

Table 3 provides basic statistics on the private cost of primary school for parents in the 

GLSS5. As expected, private schools are more expensive than FISs, and these are more 
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expensive than public schools. Costs also tend to be much higher in urban than in rural areas, 

even for public schools. Registration and costs of extra classes represent only a minority of the 

total costs paid by students to attend the various types of schools. FISs are on average almost 

twice as expensive as public schools and private schools are even more expensive. This could 

explain why the poor are less likely to attend FISs. When considering only school and 

registration fees as well as contributions to PTAs, the differences are even larger proportionately. 

 

Table 3: Cost of Primary Education by Type of School, GLSS5 (Ghana cedis/10,000) 

Types of school School and 
registration fees 

Contribution 
to PTAs 

Uniform and 
sport clothes 

Books and 
school supplies 

Transportation 
to and from 
School 

Public 14.2 1.0 4.5 7.6 4.0 
Faith-inspired 41.3 1.7 6.7 13.4 10.9 
Private secular 56.9 1.7 7.0 14.8 15.6 
All 22.6 1.1 5.0 9.1 6.3 

Types of school Foods, boards 
and lodging at school 

Expenses on 
extra classes 

In-kind 
expenses 

Other expenses & 
no breakdown 

Total 
expense 

Public 31.2 4.1 0.4 17.1 83.9 
Faith-inspired 47.9 8.7 0.7 29.3 160.7 
Private secular 49.5 13.5 1.0 51.5 211.3 
All 35.2 5.8 0.5 23.3 108.9 
Sources: Authors. Note: Amounts divided by 10,000. 
 
 

Reach to Vulnerable Groups: Children with Disabilities 

While the evidence on the reach to the poor presented above suggests that FISs tend to 

serve better off children more, it does not mean that they do not make special efforts to serve the 

poor and other vulnerable groups. Even if FISs may not be located more in poor areas, or even if 

they may not serve the poor statistically more than other groups, or more so than other providers, 

they may still do what they can to reach the poor and vulnerable within the constraints they face. 

They may well put in practice a “preferential option for the poor” even if this is not easily 

detectable from aggregate statistics. This section considers the case of children with disabilities. 
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Historically many FISs have had a tradition of support to education beyond the provision 

of schools. Religious congregations often support orphans and vulnerable children as well as 

those in need of special education. This typically gets captured as social work in education rather 

than as educational service provision. The first school established in Ghana for those with special 

needs was set up by missionaries in the 1940s. In the Education Act of 1961 the government 

assumed responsibility for training and rehabilitation of people with disabilities, but it took some 

time for this to be translated in practice. The question is whether today, there are differences 

between various types of schools in terms of the enrollment of children with disabilities. 

In most household surveys the number of children identified as having disabilities is too 

small to conduct a statistical analysis of the extent to which various types of schools serve 

children with disabilities. In the CWIQ survey however, the very large sample size makes such 

an analysis feasible. The survey asks all household members whether they have a disability in a 

number of areas (Seeing, Hearing/speech, Moving, No feeling, Strange behavior, Fits, Learning, 

and Other). Because the sample size remains small even in the CWIQ survey according to that 

categorization, this information is not used. But the survey also asks whether the disability is 

mild, moderate, or severe, and that information is used.2  

Table 4 shows that for children aged five to 18 without disability, the probability of not 

being enrolled in school is 21 percent, versus 33 percent for children with one or more 

disabilities. The likelihood of being enrolled decreases with the severity of the disability. In FISs 

the likelihood of being enrolled is similar for children with and without disability, while it is 

lower for children with disabilities in public and private secular schools. The decrease in the 

probability of enrollment according to the severity of the disability also seems less steep for 

FISs. There is thus some statistical evidence that religious schools might be more welcoming to 
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children with disability than other types of schools, although none of the schools are particularly 

good at catering to children with disabilities. However, because differences between schools may 

be related to other household characteristics, regression analysis is useful to sort this out. 

 

Table 4: Enrollment Rates by Type of Schools and Disability Status, CWIQ (%) 
 Public Faith-inspired Private secular Not enrolled 
Disability Status 

   No disability 59.4 3.8 15.6 21.1 
Disability 48.3 3.9 14.9 32.9 
Severity of the disability 

   Mild 54.7 3.7 20.3 21.4 
Moderate 47.4 4.6 16.4 31.6 
Severe 39.9 2.8 4.8 52.5 
Source: Authors. 
 

 

In Table 5, regression analysis is used to assess whether differences between types of 

schools in enrollment patterns for children with disabilities remain after controlling for 

household and child characteristics including disability status. The model is a multinomial logit 

with enrollment in public schools as the reference category. To save space, only the parameters 

of interest are included in the table. The coefficient estimates for disability and the interaction 

effect for boys suggest that girls with disabilities are more likely to be enrolled in FISs than in 

public schools, but this is not the case for boys. In fact, boys with a disability are more likely to 

be enrolled in private secular schools, all other things being equal. However, when a child has a 

severe disability, the likelihood of enrollment in private secular schools is lower, while there are 

no differences between faith-inspired and public schools. Of course, the likelihood of not being 

enrolled is especially low for children that tend to have a more severe disability.  

 
Table 5: Impact of Disability on School Enrollment by Type of School, CWIQ 

 
Faith-inspired Private secular Not enrolled 

Disability 0.0134* 0.0052 0.0351 
Moderate disability -0.0045 0.0031 0.0735** 
Severe disability -0.0029 -0.0647*** 0.2675*** 



10 

 

Boy -0.0016 0.0050*** -0.0459*** 
Boy with a disability -0.0251** -0.0057 -0.0074 
Source: Authors. 
Note on levels of statistical significance: *** 1%, ** 5%, * 10%. 
 

 

At least two different interpretations can be provided for these results. A first 

interpretation would be to suggest that the lower likelihood for private schools to enroll students 

with severe disabilities as compared to both public and religious schools may be due to the fact 

that private schools tend to be funded independently, and therefore do not have the same 

obligation as other schools (or the same oversight) to welcome children with a severe disability. 

FISs (many of which are publicly funded) and public schools would fare similarly because of 

that legal obligation. In the case of the FISs that are not publicly funded, the acceptance of some 

children with severe disability might be related to their efforts to serve those who are vulnerable. 

Another interpretation might be that parents with a child with a severe disability are less likely to 

send that child to an expensive private school because the expected benefits of schooling for 

children with disability are lower than for children without disabilities. Under budget constraints, 

parents would then choose to send in priority children without a disability to private schools. 

Whatever the explanation, there is some (limited) evidence that FISs may make special efforts 

towards children with severe disabilities, or at least more so than private secular providers. 

 

Satisfaction 

 Table 6, based on data from the CWIQ, shows how satisfied or dissatisfied parents feel 

with the schools attended by their children (satisfaction is assumed when parents do not identify 

any problem with the school; similar data are not available in the GLSS5). Nationally the 

satisfaction rate is 70.7 percent for children aged six to 11. Satisfaction is higher in the higher 
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quintiles, as expected. For instance, satisfaction is at 79.3 percent for children from the richest 

quintile in the six to 11 years of age bracket. The corresponding value is 56.4 percent in the 

poorest quintile. Common problems cited are a lack of school resources including books/supplies 

and school furniture, as well as teachers. Satisfaction is higher in urban than in rural areas, also 

as expected. In terms of the comparison between types of schools, private schools fare best (82.4 

satisfaction rate in the 6-11 age bracket), followed by faith-based schools (70.4 percent) and 

public schools (66.9 percent). Given the large sample size, these differences are statistically 

significant. This finding of better quality in FISs as compared to public schools is corroborated 

by qualitative evidence provided by Gemignani et al. in this issue. 

 
Table 6: Satisfaction with Schools and Problems Encountered, CWIQ (%) 
  Area Welfare quintiles Type of school All 

 
Urban Rural Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Public 

Faith-
based Private  

 
Children aged 6-17 

No problem (satisfied) 82.3 61.8 57.0 68.8 73.3 77.5 78.8 68.1 71.05 82.26 70.7 
Lack of books/supplies 9.0 16.0 19.7 13.2 12.0 10.1 8.8 14.21 12.96 7.44 12.9 
Poor teaching 2.8 6.8 8.6 5.2 4.2 3.5 3.7 5.8 3.7 2.12 5.1 
Lack of teachers 2.5 14.3 19.8 10.1 6.7 4.2 4.2 10.51 7.01 3.53 9.2 
Facilities in bad condition 4.4 14.7 15.3 11.1 8.8 7.6 7.9 10.98 9.09 6.71 10.3 
Overcrowding 2.5 5.0 4.7 4.0 3.8 3.4 3.6 4 3.77 2.96 3.9 
Lack of furniture 4.7 16.0 17.5 12.2 9.7 7.5 8.1 12.46 10.34 4.97 11.1 
Other problem 1.6 2.5 2.7 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.1 2.13 1.85 1.95 2.1 

 
Children aged 6-11 

No problem (satisfied) 82.9 61.6 56.4 68.2 72.2 78.3 79.3 66.9 70.41 82.42 70.2 
Lack of books/supplies 8.1 15.5 20.0 12.7 11.7 8.8 7.5 14.16 13.05 6.47 12.5 
Poor teaching 2.7 6.7 8.3 5.3 4.3 3.3 3.5 5.91 4.25 2.09 5.1 
Lack of teachers 2.2 14.4 19.9 10.3 7.3 4.0 4.2 11.16 7.47 3.6 9.5 
Facilities in bad condition 4.7 15.1 15.4 12.0 10.0 8.0 8.2 11.82 9.22 7.46 11.0 
Overcrowding 2.6 5.1 5.0 4.2 3.9 3.2 3.8 4.21 3.38 3.2 4.1 
Lack of furniture 5.0 17.1 18.7 13.2 11.2 8.0 8.7 14 10.52 5.64 12.2 
Other problem 1.6 2.5 2.7 2.1 1.9 1.8 2.2 2.19 1.91 1.93 2.1 

 
Children aged 12-17 

No problem (satisfied) 81.7 62.0 57.7 69.4 74.6 76.7 78.3 69.35 71.95 82 71.2 
Lack of books/supplies 9.9 16.6 19.4 13.8 12.3 11.4 10.3 14.27 12.84 9.05 13.5 
Poor teaching 3.0 6.9 8.9 5.1 4.0 3.7 4.0 5.68 2.92 2.18 5.1 
Lack of teachers 2.8 14.1 19.6 9.7 6.1 4.5 4.3 9.84 6.35 3.4 8.8 
Facilities in bad condition 4.1 14.2 15.1 10.1 7.5 7.2 7.5 10.11 8.9 5.45 9.5 
Overcrowding 2.5 4.7 4.3 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.78 4.33 2.56 3.7 
Lack of furniture 4.4 14.7 16.0 11.0 8.0 7.0 7.3 10.86 10.09 3.86 9.9 
Other problem 1.6 2.4 2.6 1.9 2.0 1.9 2.1 2.08 1.76 1.98 2.1 
Source: Authors. 
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Literacy and Numeracy 
 

School performance is often measured through test scores, but the available data on test 

scores for Ghana do not identify students in FISs separately. An alternative is to rely on 

subjective perceptions of literacy (reading and writing) and numeracy. These assessments are 

typically made by the household head. They are substantially less precise than test scores, but 

nevertheless useful. In the GLSS5 five questions are asked for each child aged five years and 

above: Can the child read in English? Can s/he read a Ghanaian language? Can s/he write in 

English? Can s/he write in a Ghanaian language? Can s/he do written calculation?  

The focus in this section is on reading and writing in English, and written calculation (far 

fewer children read and write in a Ghanaian language than in English). Basic statistics for 

children aged 10-15 who are attending a primary school at the time of the survey are provided in 

Table 7. Nationally 65.0 percent of the students in public schools can read in English, and the 

proportion is 59.4 percent for writing. The corresponding shares are higher in FISs at 71.3 

percent and 63.3 percent, but even higher in private secular schools (89.4 percent and 83.1 

percent). Similarly, the proportion of students who can do a written calculation is lower in public 

schools than in FISs, at 91.9 percent, and private schools at 96.2 percent. There are also 

differences between quintiles of well-being and areas. Students in the lower quintiles tend to 

have a lower likelihood of literacy and numeracy. Note that in urban areas, students in FISs do 

better than students in public schools, but in rural areas, the reverse is observed, especially for 

reading and writing. It is likely that the lower subjective measures of literacy in rural areas are 

related in part to the very low measures of literacy among students in FISs who belong to the 

bottom quintile of well-being, since most students in that quintile live in rural areas.  
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Table 7: Literacy and Numeracy in Primary School, Children Aged 10-15, GLSS5 
  Quintiles Areas Gender 

Total   1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Rural Urban Female Male 

 
Public 

Reading in English 59.0 59.3 66.0 78.7 81.5 59.3 80.1 64.1 65.8 65.0 
Writing in English 52.4 54.7 60.5 72.1 77.8 53.6 74.4 58.1 60.6 59.4 
Written calculation 86.8 89.4 88.7 95.1 95.4 87.7 94.9 88.8 90.5 89.7 

 
Religious 

Reading in English 17.2 68.7 72.1 88.4 93.9 50.7 89.6 70.1 72.3 71.3 
Writing in English 17.2 58.0 61.6 73.3 89.7 42.4 82.0 66.0 60.8 63.3 
Written calculation 79.8 85.6 86.6 100.0 100.0 86.0 97.3 88.2 95.3 91.9 

 
Private secular 

Reading in English 80.1 79.7 89.6 92.3 96.8 82.6 94.1 90.7 88.2 89.4 
Writing in English 75.8 68.6 84.7 89.0 88.8 72.2 90.7 83.1 83.1 83.1 
Written calculation 91.4 94.1 95.6 97.9 98.5 94.6 97.3 96.8 95.7 96.2 

 
All 

Reading in English 58.4 61.7 69.7 82.4 87.5 60.8 84.2 68.0 69.1 68.6 
Writing in English 52.2 56.2 64.0 75.8 82.5 54.7 78.9 61.8 63.5 62.7 
Written calculation 86.8 89.7 89.6 96.1 96.9 88.2 95.7 89.8 91.4 90.7 
Source: Authors. 
 

 

Given the selection process that goes on within families as to which child will go to 

which type of school, simple statistical differences in perceived literacy and numeracy between 

the three types of schools may not necessarily reflect differences in school performance. For 

example, if within a neighborhood the best students are sent to private schools, which tend to be 

more expensive, this could explain part of the higher measures of literacy and numeracy 

observed in those schools. To correct for such bias, regression analysis is needed, taking into 

account the fact that the selection of school may depend on the expected performance of the 

student (instrumentation for the choice of school is required; this is done using the leave-out 

mean market shares by type of school in the areas where households live with bootstrapping in 

the second stage regressions to correct the standard errors). 

The independent variables for the various regressions (school choice and subjective 

indicators of literacy and numeracy) include the type of school attended by the child, the 
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geographic location of the child according to urban or rural status and the main regions in the 

country, the quintile of consumption per equivalent adult of the household in which the child 

lives; the religion of the child (with Catholic being the reference category), the sex of the child, 

whether this is the elder child, and whether the father and mother live in the household, some 

information on time use for the child that is less likely to be endogenous, and who pays for 

schooling in the household, the grade in which the child is, with the first grade of primary school 

being the reference category, and information about the level of schooling of the household head 

and the spouse of the head when there is one. The school choice regressions are not presented 

due to space constraints, but key results from the outcome regression are presented in Table 8. 

In comparison to public schools, and controlling for other child and household 

characteristics, attending a FIS does not have a statistically significant effect on the likelihood of 

being able to read in English, but it reduces the probability of writing in English. These effects 

are for rural areas, and thus confirm the message from the basic statistics in Table 7. For urban 

areas, in addition to those effects, one must take into account the interaction effects between the 

FIS and the urban dummy variables. The interaction effect for reading is positive and statistically 

significant, but the combined effect of the religious dummy and the urban interaction effect is not 

statistically significant. This suggests that after controlling for school choice as well as child and 

household characteristic, students in FISs do not necessarily perform better than in public 

schools. Students in private secular schools, on the other hand, do seem to perform better.  

 
Table 8: Selected Correlates of Subjective Literacy and Numeracy, GLSS5 

 
Reading in English Writing in English Written Calculation 

Schools/Areas (Reference: Public/Rural) 
   Religious -0.294 -0.082* 0.007 

Private 0.205* 0.186** 0.037 
Religious & Urban 0.124* 0.109 0.034 
Private & Urban 0.105*** -0.108* -0.003 
Urban 0.099*** 0.133*** 0.023* 
Source: Authors. 
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Note on levels of statistical significance: *** 1%, ** 5%, * 10%. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 

This article has provided a comparative assessment of public, faith-inspired, and private 

schools in Ghana. The perception in the literature is that FISs have a large market share, often 

reach the poor, manage somehow to keep their fees low, and provide higher quality services than 

public schools. In the case of Ghana, some of these assertion hold, but others do not. The 

analysis of two household surveys that identify FISs separately from public and private secular 

schools suggests that FISs account for less than 10 percent of all students in primary and 

secondary schools. FISs do reach some among the poor, but most students tend to come from 

higher quintiles of well-being. In terms of cost, FISs are less expensive for households than 

private secular schools, but they are more expensive than public schools. FISs do enjoy higher 

satisfaction rates among parents than public schools, but private secular schools do even better.  

As for data on subjective perceptions of literacy and numeracy among parents for their 

children, they suggest that statistically FISs do slightly better than public schools but less well 

than private secular schools. However, after controlling for school choice as well as child and 

household characteristics, there are no statistical differences in subjective literacy and numeracy 

between FISs and public schools, while private secular schools do appear to do better on 

average. This does not mean of course that all FISs are performing at the level of public schools. 

It could be that due to the high level of heterogeneity among FISs, while some schools are 

recognized as high performing, other schools may not do as well. Importantly though, even if 

FISs do not necessarily achieve higher rates of literacy and numeracy among students, they still 

enjoy higher satisfaction rates than public schools, in part because they provide valuable services 

as well as a choice school for parents. For example, as shown by Gemignani et al. in this issue of 
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The Review of Faith & International Affairs, the emphasis on religious education placed by FISs, 

and especially in Islamic schools, as well as the focus on values in Christian schools, are clearly 

appreciated by parents, and this is a key reason for some parents to choose to send their children 

to those schools.  
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1 This article is based in part on a World Bank study (see Wodon 2014). The authors are with the World 
Bank, however the opinions expressed in this article are those of the authors only and do not necessarily 
represent those of the World Bank, its Executive Directors, or the countries they represent. 
  
2 Rates of disability as measured in household surveys such as the CWIQ tends to be underestimated, with 
estimates of the population with a disability typically in the range of two to three percent, while it has 
been suggested based on other more detailed data that also captures less severe forms of disability that the 
proportion of people with disabilities might be much higher, at up to ten percent in many countries. Yet, 
for the point of view of the analysis carried here, even if the incidence of disability is indeed 
underestimated, one can still measure differences in enrollment by school types between those declaring a 
disability in the survey. 
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