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Abstract 
This study was prepared as a background study for the 2008 Global Monitoring 
Report: Education for all by 2015: Will We Make It? The study deals with 
information on education trends and education coverage within countries from 
household surveys, as well as with projections of primary and secondary enrolment 
and gender parity ratios.  The data for this study are from 174 household surveys from 
82 countries.  The data for the projections are from the UNESCO Institute of 
Statistics. 
 
From household surveys, the report finds that, with regards to education coverage, 
rural areas lag behind urban areas, but that in most countries the rural-urban gap has 
been declining thanks to high rural school attendance growth.  In a few countries 
where attendance is falling, rural attendance is falling faster than urban - rural school 
attendance appears more volatile than urban school attendance.  Within countries, 
rural school attendance is negatively correlated with the poverty incidence of sub-
national regions, and rural school attendance growth within countries is not always 
even.   Non-formal education contributes significantly (>5% of reference group) to 
education coverage in a small group of, mostly sub-Saharan African countries.   
Based on income levels of adults with highest attainment non-formal schooling 
compared to those with formal schooling levels, there appears to be a wide range of 
non-formal programs from those that are equivalent to secondary schooling to very 
basic programs.  The sub-Saharan countries with the highest levels of non-formal 
schooling are also those where people with non-formal schooling are as poor or 
poorer than those with no schooling at all.   Late school entry appears to have been 
reduced in most of the world, except in sub-Saharan Africa where it rose from the 
1990s to the 2000s.  In a few countries a significant portion of school years lost is due 
to late entry, but overall, non-entry is a much more important contributor to lost 
school years.  The report finds that over-age school attendance is highly prevalent in 
many countries at the primary and the secondary levels.  The attendance data from 
household surveys differs significantly (>10 percentage points) from administrative 
data in about one-third of 82 developing countries examined.  Several hypotheses on 
the causes of these differences are tested and refuted; the explanation of the 
differences remains unresolved. 
 
The GMR team commissioned the EPDC to produce education projections for all 
countries covered by UNESCO Institute for statistics data for primary net and gross 
enrolment, secondary net and gross enrolment, and the gender ratios at the primary 
and secondary levels, all in 2015 and in 2025.  Projections based on enrolment rate 
trends (Trend projections) were made for 193 countries.  A separate, pilot series of 
projections based on a cohort-flow model (Cohort projections), similar in its core to 
the models used for country-level planning, was produced for 129 countries.  This 
series, while innovative in the extent of its coverage, is at this stage experimental, and 
the results are presented for discussion and to improve the method.   The report 
presents the projection methods.  Tables with selected results appear in an Annex. 
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School Attendance and Enrolment – 
Global trends and projections 

 
Produced by the Education Policy and Data Center1 

For the 2008 Global Monitoring Report 
Washington, November, 2007 

 
 
This report has been prepared jointly by the Education Policy and Data Center 
(EPDC) staff, Annababette Wils, Karima Barrow, Sarah Oliver, Ania Chaluda, Joe 
Goodfriend, Hye Jin Kim and Ben Sylla.  
 
The EPDC has strived to be true to the guidelines and requirements supplied by the 
Global Monitoring Report (GMR) team for the studies. Where we have deviated, and 
in particular, where there are errors in this report, these are entirely the responsibility 
of the EPDC. The views presented in this report are those of the EPDC only and do 
not necessarily reflect those of the Global Monitoring Report or any other 
organization.  
 
The EPDC team is grateful to all of the GMR team for excellent guidance and 
commentary and for the collegial spirit in which this work was conducted. We extend 
our deepest thanks to the GMR team for providing us with the opportunity to work 
with them and to contribute to the GMR’s important work for the Education For All 
goals and ideals. 
 

Introduction 
 
The 2008 Global Monitoring Report marks the halfway point between the 2000 Dakar 
meeting and 5 of the six “Education for All” goals for 2015. It takes stock of progress 
to date. The EPDC prepared a number of background analyses for this report, which 
are collected here. The EPDC analyses focus on information that can be gathered 
from household surveys and on education projections. 
 
Household surveys are an important source of information on education patterns, 
complementing information collected by national administrative systems. In 
particular, household surveys provide more detail about the background of pupils 
(wealth, area of residence, parents’ education levels), include forms of education not 
collected by national administrative systems (such as non-formal schools), and can 
serve a useful data check function against the administrative systems. Increasingly, 
over the last years, the international education community has come to appreciate the 
value of household surveys for education data and has begun to analyze them 
consistently. 
 

                                                 
1 The Education Policy and Data Center was founded in 2004 to contribute to better education policy 
making and planning through improved access to and use of data and analysis. The EPDC is part of 
FHI 360. The EPDC is directed by George Ingram. It is funded in part by USAID and FHI 360. For 
more information, see www.epdc.org. 
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The EPDC has participated in this effort, collecting information for its data system 
from a wide range of household surveys. For this report, the EPDC used data from 
174 household surveys from a total of 82 developing and transitioning countries.  
 
There are five issues covered by the household survey analyses in this report: 
 

1) Differentials between urban and rural attendance over time. This section 
covers the trends in urban and rural attendance over the period 1990-2004, and 
in particular the urban-rural attendance gap in that period, for 43 countries at 
the national and the sub-national level. The section finds that in most countries 
urban as well as rural attendance is rising, and that the urban-rural gap is 
declining in the majority of countries, mostly thanks to rapid growth of 
attendance in rural areas. However, progress is not uniform between countries, 
nor is it uniform within countries. 

2) Attendance differential by wealth of sub-national regions.   Within many 
countries, there is considerable variation of attendance rates, in particular, 
rural attendance.  This section examines 21 countries and finds that in a 
number of countries, attendance is negatively correlated with the proportion of 
households that are among the poorest 20% of households.   In other countries, 
there is no correlation and in one (Guinea) there is a positive correlation.  

3) Contribution of non-formal education to education. This section analyzes 
non-formal education in 28 countries in 2000. The study finds that non-formal 
education is an important segment of the education system as a whole in seven 
out of the 28 countries, six of these in sub-Saharan Africa. It finds that the 
contribution of non-formal education to income generation varies from being 
equivalent to secondary education or higher, to equivalent to no schooling at 
all – in four out of the seven countries where non-formal education is most 
prevalent, people with non-formal education are as poor as those with no 
education at all, possibly a selection effect, or an indication the non-formal 
education is not effective in reducing poverty. 

4) Age patterns of school attendance. This section analyzes age-specific entry, 
attendance and school departure patterns in 36 countries. The study finds that 
late entry is found mainly in sub-Saharan Africa, where the highest age-
specific primary attendance rates are sometimes at age 11 or 12 – the official 
age to finish primary school. Over-age attendance in primary school, and also 
secondary school is pervasive in almost all countries studied – the extremes 
are found in some sub-Saharan countries where over-age primary attendance is 
about equal to the attendance of primary school-age children. 

5) Household survey data vs. administrative data. Attendance rates (from 
household surveys) and enrolment rates (from administrative systems) often 
diverge more than should be the case if the data were perfect. This study 
examines some hypotheses of possible technical causes of unexplained gaps. 
None of the options studied, however, led to a conclusive result. 

 
Education projections are an important planning and monitoring tool. In all 
countries, the school systems are in constant flux with an ongoing flow of changes to 
the number of school-age children, the backgrounds of the children, school intake and 
flows from primary to secondary etcetera. Quality and content change as well as 
curricula are modernized, teacher training shifts, and new materials are introduced. To 
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anticipate such changes and plan accordingly, and to optimize policy decisions, 
education projections are used by governments and donor agencies as a planning tool. 
 
Education projections can also be used for other purposes. One of these is monitoring. 
The GMR teams uses education projections in this sense, to monitor whether 
countries are on track to attain the education for all goals for 2005 and 2015 agreed 
upon at the 2000 Global Education Summit in Dakar. 
 
For the 2008 report, midway between 2000 and 2015, the GMR team commissioned 
the EPDC to produce an extensive set of education projections for all countries 
covered by UNESCO Institute for statistics data for primary net and gross enrolment, 
secondary net and gross enrolment, and the gender ratios at the primary and secondary 
levels, all in 2015 and in 2025. Four sets of projections were produced: 1) based on 
enrolment rate trends from 1991 for 193 countries; 2) from 1999 for 184 countries; 
and 3) from a special year selected by the GMR (only 8 projections); and 4) 
projections based on the cohort flow method more commonly used by governments 
for planning for 129 countries. 
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Executive Summary of household survey studies 
 
Five studies based on household survey attendance data are presented together in this 
report. The following pages provide an executive summary of these studies.  
 
Differences in urban and rural attendance 
 
National averages in attendance rates mask considerable differences within countries. 
In particular, many countries have significant urban-rural attendance gaps at the 
primary and secondary levels. Have these gaps changed over time?  This study 
investigates the extent of urban-rural gaps and the changes since 1990 for 43 countries 
at the national and sub-national level using 130 household surveys from DHS and 
provided by SITEAL in Latin America.  
 
In most countries where primary attendance is incomplete, rural areas are behind the 
urban areas. In some countries, the rural-urban attendance gap is very large (notably 
in Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Mali, Guinea, Benin), while in others it is practically zero 
(Rwanda, Uganda, most of Latin America). In the period from the 1990s to the 2000s, 
urban-rural gaps declined in most countries (where they existed to begin with) – in 
fact, in 35 out of the 41 countries for which multiple, comparable time-points were 
used, urban-rural gaps declined. The decline in the rural-urban gap is largely 
attributable to high attendance growth in rural areas; in just two countries, it is the 
result of a slower decline in rural areas compared to the decline in urban areas (Ghana 
and Zambia). The declines in the urban-rural gaps are generally larger in the countries 
that had a large gap to begin with.  
 
Overall, it appears that rural areas are prone to more volatile attendance rate 
changes, both positive and negative.  
 
Within countries the urban-rural attendance gap varies, and in some countries the 
range of variation is quite large. In situations with extremely low national net 
attendance rates (below 30%) all the regions showed a very large urban-rural 
attendance gap (these low rates were found only in a few countries in the 1990s). In 
situations with low to mid-range attendance (30-80%) there is, in many countries, a 
large variation in the urban-rural gap – in some regions attendance was equal in both 
urban and rural areas, while in others, it was very uneven. In situations with high 
national net attendance (>80%), the urban-rural attendance gap is uniformly small in 
all sub-regions of the countries.  
 
We were able to compare the sub-national urban-rural attendance gaps over time for 
14 countries. This analysis shows that progress in eliminating urban-rural gaps is not 
uniform within countries. There are some countries where there has been across the 
board progress at reducing urban-rural attendance gaps in all sub-national regions - 
Benin, Brazil, Ethiopia, Madagascar, Mali, Nigeria, Rwanda, and Uganda – and 
another group with mixed sub-national progress - Mozambique, Nicaragua, Malawi, 
and Zambia. 
 



School attendance and enrolment, November 2007, EPDC                                           
11 

Attendance rates by wealth of sub-national region. 
 
Within many countries, there is considerable variation of attendance rates, in 
particular, rural attendance.  This section examines whether this variation is correlated 
with income variation, for 21 countries with a recent DHS survey that provides a 
wealth index to approximate wealth or income.  The wealth index was developed by 
Filmer and Pritchett in 2001 to measure the wealth distribution within countries based 
on ownership of goods.  As a measure of income depravation, we take the portion of 
households in the lowest 20% of wealth (at the national level) in urban and rural sub-
regions.  This approach reveals considerable rural wealth inequality (less so, urban 
inequality).  The wealth depravation is cross-tabulated with primary net attendance.  
In about half of the countries, there is a strong, negative correlation.  In the remainder 
there is either little or no differential in attendance rates, or little correlation between 
relative poverty and attendance, and in one country, there is a positive correlation 
(Guinea).  The study does not disentangle whether aggregated household effects 
(more poor households, with on average lower attendance rates will depress aggregate 
attendance rates), compared to actual regional effects.  

 
 
Contribution of non-formal education to education.  
 
Non-formal schooling is included in MICS household surveys from 2000 of which the 
EPDC analyzed 28. In the MICS household surveys, non-formal education is defined 
as any school with a non-standard curriculum, and it can thus include programs such 
as religious schools (if they do not also have the standard curriculum), alternative 
schools, literacy programs, youth and young adult training programs, professional 
development programs. The MICS surveys themselves do not provide any additional 
information, but in this study, the relation of educational attainment to income is used 
to gain some more insight into the programs. This study uses four measures of non-
formal education: attendance rates of children of primary and of secondary school 
age; and non-formal education attainment for youth, age 15-24 and adults 25 and 
older. 
 
The scale of non-formal education is small in most of the 28 countries, both measured 
as a form of attendance, and as a form of highest education attainment. Significant 
non-formal education levels – above 5% in one or more of the four measures - are 
found only in Burundi, Chad, the Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Myanmar, Niger and 
Senegal. In an additional six countries, non-formal education levels are between 1-5% 
in at least one measure, and in the remaining 15, they are less than 1% by all 
measures. This means in general, non-formal education is not significant at the 
national level – although it may be extremely important for certain target groups. 
 
In those countries where non-formal education attendance is more prevalent, it is so at 
the primary school-age, and a little less so at the secondary school-age. An exception 
is Burundi, where more people of secondary school-age attend non-formal schools 
than of primary school age (10% as opposed to 4%).  
 
Regarding non-formal as the highest educational attainment, it is more common 
among older adults and among men. In the seven countries with the highest non-
formal education levels, it is more common in the rural areas.  
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The EPDC used wealth outcomes by education level to estimate the content of non-
formal education programs: the idea is that if an income profile of two education 
levels is similar, then the level of the education is similar, or at least, is similarly 
effective at providing income-relevant skills. According to the findings based on this 
hypothesis, there is a wide range of non-formal schooling levels, from being 
equivalent to no schooling at all (at least in the income effect) to primary school and 
to secondary school or higher. In countries where non-formal is more equivalent to 
secondary schooling, it is more common in the urban areas; in countries where it is 
more equivalent to no schooling or primary, it is predominantly a rural form. In four 
of the seven countries with the highest prevalence of non-formal education, the 
poverty rate of those with non-formal education is equal to or higher than those with 
no schooling at all (Chad, the Gambia, Niger, and Senegal). It is possible this result 
comes from the specific targeting of highly marginalized groups (say in remote, rural 
areas), or that the wide-spread non-formal education in these countries is not effective 
at providing skills to rise above poverty. 
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Age patterns of school attendance 
 
The EPDC produced age-specific attendance pyramids for age 6-24, for 41 countries, 
based on DHS and household surveys from Latin America provided by SITEAL. In 
total, the pyramids are based on 130 household surveys. The surveys were taken 
between 1990 and 2005. An age-specific attendance pyramid (pages 39-47) is a two-
sided horizontal bar graph, with bars to the left signaling the level of male attendance; 
bars to the right for female attendance; and the bars arranged in order of age, starting 
with the youngest age at the bottom.  
 
The pyramids show there is variation in the level of attendance, but moreover that 
there is a wide variation in the age-patterns of school attendance. At one extreme are 
countries where almost all children enter school at the official school entry age and 
leave en masse at the official school departure age (with some over-age attendance 
due, probably, to the effects of repetition). At the other extreme are countries with a 
gradual increase of attendance rates with age (late entry), incomplete attendance at all 
ages, and a gradual decline of attendance with age with significant over-age 
attendance. In these countries, the highest level of primary school attendance can be at 
age 11 or 12 – the official age to leave primary school - and the rates of over-age 
attendance can approach those of on-time attendance.  
 
The pyramids show the same urban-rural attendance gap discussed in the earlier 
section, and that where rural attendance is lower, this is true across all age groups. 
The same is true for the gender attendance gap – where it exists women have lower 
attendance at all ages.  
 
The study calculated the number of years lost and gained – compared to an idealized 
age-specific attendance pattern of perfect on-time entry, and perfect, on-time 
departure. Together with the pyramids, this gives insight into losses and gains in the 
school system from age-related patterns of entry and departure. 
 
All countries with predominantly on-time entry also have near universal entry – 
Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Egypt, El Salvador, Indonesia, Mexico and Vietnam. The 
reverse is not true – there are some countries which have near-complete attendance at 
age 9 or 10, but also a pattern of late entry. High prevalence of late entry is common 
today in sub-Saharan Africa, but no longer in other regions of the world. 
 
From the 1990s to the 2000s, late entry changed. In sub-Saharan Africa, late entry has 
become more prevalent, mostly in countries that have incomplete, but growing 
attendance rates. Perhaps the rise in late entry is related to that growth. In countries 
from other regions, late entry has declined. Most of these are countries that had 
relatively high attendance rates in both time points – the reduction of late entry was an 
improvement in school flows after the system was able to reach most children.  
 
In terms of attendance losses, however, late entry is swamped by losses due to non-
entry. The EPDC estimated non-attendance as the portion of children who were not 
attending school at the age of the highest attendance rates (which is similar to the 
portion of children who never entered school, say by age 12). There are many more 
years of school lost because children never enter school than because they enter late. 
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Over-age attendance for primary and even more so for secondary is high in most 
countries. In some countries, the primary attendance rates of over-age teenagers 
approach those of the children who are primary school age – Kenya, Malawi, and 
Rwanda. Over-age primary attendance is more common in rural areas than in urban.  
 
Both late entry and late attendance affect males and females equally. 
 
Household survey data versus administrative data 
 
Household surveys collect school attendance data (very rare exceptions collect 
enrolment) and administrative systems collect enrolment. One expects children who 
attend school to be a slightly smaller group sub-group of the enrolled (on the 
assumption that children must enroll to attend school), and for the difference to 
usually be small. However, this is not always the case – in some countries, attendance 
is higher than enrolment and in some countries the differences between enrolment and 
attendance are large, exceeding 10 percentage points. The EPDC study investigated 
what might be causing this, based on household surveys and administrative data from 
82 developing and transitioning countries.  
 
For both net rates, attendance is lower than enrolment in about two-thirds of the 
countries, and for gross rates, attendance is lower in only half of the countries, but not 
always the same ones as where net rates are smaller. In some countries gross 
attendance is smaller than gross enrolment, while the opposite holds for the net rates, 
and vice versa for other countries.  
 
In two-thirds of the countries, the difference between the two rates is small, less than 
10 percentage points, but in one-third it is large. The difference between attendance 
and enrolment rates can be quite large – up to 35 percentage points and more in 
Angola, Comoros, Eritrea, and both Congo’s. 
 
Again, the countries are not consistent, some countries with large gross rate 
differentials have small net rate differentials and vice versa. In 14 of the 52 countries 
where both net and gross rates could be compared, the differences were small (<10 
percentage points) for one set of rates, but large for the other.  
 
The EPDC examined possible causes for these patterns. Two technical hypotheses 
were tested – the number of grades included in the rates is relevant (hypothesis: where 
more grades are included this would tend to depress the rates), and the year in which 
the data is collected is relevant (hypothesis: where the rates are rising, the later rate 
would tend to be higher). Three data-related hypotheses were tested – some survey 
series generate more attendance differences with enrolment than others, surveys taken 
outside the school year tend to produce lower attendance rates, and the formulation of 
the attendance question(s) affects the outcome.  
 
None of the five of these hypotheses could be confirmed, so they must be rejected. 
This means that other factors, which were not measured, and perhaps are not 
measurable, cause these differences. Other possible explanations for the differences 
between attendance and enrolment include:  
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- Different sets of schools are included in the administrative data compared to the 
surveys data (e.g. some surveys may include more private or non-formal school 
attendance).  

- The school age population estimates used for enrolment rates are unreliable. 
- Administrative data collection is incomplete or contains errors. 
- The survey is not representative of the population or household members respond 

to the school attendance question unreliably (due to complicated survey design or 
insufficient training of the survey team). 
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1 Differentials between rural and urban areas over time 
 
This analysis focuses on urban-rural attendance differentials, and how they have 
changed over time in the period from 1990-2006, at the national and at the sub-
national level. The analysis includes data for 43 countries from 130 household 
surveys.  
 
Regional school attendance differentials are important both from an inclusive 
principle – all children have the right to an education, not just those from certain 
groups – as well as for policy guidance, since the differentials identify certain groups 
that are being left behind, and perhaps, need focused attention. 
 
There are real and large differences in school enrolment and attendance within many 
countries. The data show there are large differentials in attendance rates by area of 
residence and by household characteristics such as wealth and education of the 
parents, in particular, the mother.  
 
The first section presents urban and rural attendance rates in the 43 countries over 
time. In general, attendance in both rural and urban areas is increasing, although the 
growth rates differ between and within countries. A few countries experienced 
negative growth of attendance. The second section discusses the ratios of urban and 
rural attendance rates. Ideally, attendance rates for both urban and rural areas should 
be converging towards 100 and the ratio should be converging towards 1. This is 
often, but not always, the case, as the analysis shows. The third section looks at the 
data one level deeper; namely ratios of urban and rural attendance at the sub-national 
level. This level of detail is available only for 14 countries; these show that, in 
general, the ratios of urban-rural attendance are converging towards 1 in most sub-
regions of countries, but that there can be considerable differences in how fast this is 
occurring. We don’t know at this point whether some sub-regions have stronger rural 
school attendance programs than others, or what other regional factors might underlie 
such differences. 
 
The analysis of urban and rural attendance at the national level includes 43 countries, 
38 of which have data points for two separate pre- and post-Dakar years. Data for 33 
of the 43 countries come from EPDC extractions from DHS datasets; the remaining 
10 countries are from the SITEAL report provided by GMR and derived from 
household surveys administered by national governments. There are two countries, 
Bolivia and Peru, for which both DHS extractions and SITEAL data exist. In the case 
of Bolivia, both ratios (1998 and 2003) are calculated using DHS extractions; in the 
case of Peru, the 2000 ratio is taken from SITEAL data and the 2004 ratio is 
calculated from a DHS extraction. Table 1 shows the surveys which are included in 
this analysis and the years in which they were taken. For almost all countries at least 
two surveys are available; in many cases 3 or 4 and for a few countries 5 surveys.  
A basic analysis of the sub-national differences in urban and rural attendance is done 
for all 43 countries. For an analysis of the change over time of sub-national 
urban/rural attendance differences, only 16 countries could be included; many 
countries had to be dropped because the sub-national regions were not the same from 
one survey to the next, or because the sample size in the surveys were too small for 
this fine-grained analysis.  
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Table 1. Surveys included in analysis of rural and urban net attendance over 
time. 
Country Name Year 

DHS Surveys  19
90

 

19
91

 

19
92

 

19
93

 

19
94

 

19
95

 

19
96

 

19
97

 

19
98

 

19
99

 

20
00

 

20
01

 

20
02

 

20
03

 

20
04

 
20

05
 

Bangladesh     x   x   x    x  
Benin       x     x     
Bolivia     x    x     x   
Burkina Faso    x     x     x   
Cameroon  x       x      x  
Chad        x       x  
Colombia x     x     x     x
Cote d'Ivoire     x     x       
Dominican Republic  x     x   x   x    
Egypt, Arab Rep.   x   x     x   x  x
Ethiopia           x     x
Ghana    x     x     x   
Guinea          x      x
Haiti      x     x      
Indonesia  x   x   x      x   
Kenya    x     x     x   
Madagascar   x     x       x  
Malawi   x        x    x  
Mali       x     x     
Morocco   x            x  
Mozambique        x      x   
Namibia   x        x      
Nepal       x     x     
Nicaragua         x   x     
Nigeria x         x    x   
Peru   x    x    x    x  
Philippines    x     x     x   
Rwanda   x        x     x
Senegal    x            x
Tanzania   x    x   x     x  
Turkey    x     x        
Uganda      x      x     
Vietnam        x     x   x
Zambia   x    x      x    
Zimbabwe     x     x       
SITEAL Surveys                 
Bolivia           x  x    
Brazil  x x          x    
Chile x  x  x  x  x     x   
Costa Rica  x    x     x     x
El Salvador        x x x       
Guatemala            x     
Honduras x           x     
México    x  x  x  x  x    x  
Nicaragua         x   x     
Paraguay      x     x      
Perú        x   x      
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1.1 Urban and rural attendance rates 1990-2006 in 43 countries 

Attendance rates in both rural and urban areas of most of the 43 countries in the 
sample grew over the period 1990-2006, and in urban areas, net attendance was 
almost uniformly higher than in rural areas (more on this in the next part of this 
section).  
 
Figure 1 shows the net attendance rates for urban and rural areas from various 
household surveys from 1990-2006. The data are shown in four periods -- 1990-1994 
(light blue dots), 1995-1999 (blue dots), 2000-2004 (dark blue dots), and 2005 or later 
(black circles), so the lighter the shade of blue, the further back the survey. The blue 
vertical lines connect country dots below the most recent values; red vertical lines 
connect country dots above the most recent value and signal a decline in attendance 
rates.  
 
The countries are arranged in order of the most recent value for urban net attendance 
rates. For eight of the countries, the most recent value was 2005 or later; and for the 
remainder, except Cote d’Ivoire and Turkey, the most recent values are from 2000-
2004.  
 
There are two graphs, with urban net attendance (top) and rural net attendance 
(bottom). To enable a comparison between the urban and the rural attendance rates, 
the countries are arranged in the same order in both graphs, and, in addition, the most 
recent urban attendance rates are added in gray to the bottom graph. 
 
As an example: for Chad, the left-most country, there are two surveys, one from the 
period 1995-1999 (blue) and one, the most recent, from the period 2000-2004 (dark 
blue). The reader can consult Table 1 for the exact years. For Chad, urban net 
attendance (top graph) grew from 50% in the 1995-1999 period to 57% in the 2000-
2004 period. Rural net attendance (bottom graph) grew from 2% to 31% in the same 
interval.  
 
In the earliest period, 1990-1994, most of the net attendance rates, even in urban 
areas, were below 80%; but by the most recent period after 2000, urban net attendance 
in the majority of these countries was above 80% and in about a third was above 90%.  
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Figure 1. Net attendance rates over time in urban (top) and rural areas (bottom) 
from 130 household surveys taken in 1990-2006 in 43 countries.  
The data are shown in four periods – 1990-1994 (light blue dots), 1995-1999 (blue 
dots), 2000-2004 (dark blue dots), and post-2005 (black circles). Countries are 
arranged in order of the most recent value. The blue vertical lines connect country 
dots below the most recent values; red vertical lines connect country dots above the 
most recent value and signal a decline in attendance rates. 
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In the rural areas, net attendance rates in each country are almost all below the gray 
dots of the most recent urban net attendance rates. Noticeable is the variation in the 
distance between the urban gray dots and the blue points for the rural net attendance 
rates. For example, in Bangladesh, Kenya and Uganda, the rural attendance rates are 
similar to the urban rates (clustered around the gray dots); but in Chad and Mali, on 
the left-hand side, the rural rates are far below the urban values. In general, the larger 
differences are on the left-hand side of the graph: where urban net attendance is lower 
(below 80%), the rural/urban attendance ratio is also lower. 
 
The absolute changes in net attendance ratios are not comparable because they 
represent changes over varying periods of time. For example, the surveys for 
Colombia span 15 years (1990-2005); those for Costa Rica 14; and those for Rwanda, 
Cameroon, Nigeria, Egypt and Chile span 13 years; while there is only a 3 year 
observation period for Nicaragua (1998-2001). To compare the growth rates across 
countries, a better indicator is the average annual rate of change –computed as the log 
of net attendance in the most recent year divided by net attendance in the oldest year, 
divided by the length of the interval: 

 

( )12

1

2ln

yearyear
NAR
NAR

−

⎟⎟
⎠

⎞
⎜⎜
⎝

⎛

     Equation 1 

 
Figure 2 shows the average annual urban and rural net attendance growth for 41 
countries, arranged in ascending order by annual average rate of change in the urban 
areas. In most countries, the average growth in both urban and rural areas is positive. 
Rural growth is generally higher than urban attendance growth. Easily visible are the 
extremely high growth rates in the rural areas of some countries, such as Ethiopia, 
Senegal, Dominican Republic, Benin, Mali, Morocco, and Guinea; in fact, in 33 of the 
41 countries, rural growth rates exceed those of urban areas (in an additional two 
where there was negative attendance growth, the rural declines were less than the 
urban). 
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Figure 2. Average annual urban and rural net attendance growth rates in 41 
countries. 
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1.2 Change in ratios of rural to urban attendance at the national level 

As a result of the differential growth rates in urban versus rural areas, the ratios of 
rural/urban attendance have shifted. As a measure of equal opportunity for all 
children, regardless of their area of residence, rural/urban attendance ratios are 
important. The GMR requested a comparison of the change in the rural/urban 
disparities since the Dakar Education for All summit.  
 
For this part of the analysis, only two data-points for each country are used; one from 
the last pre-2000 year; the second from post-2000. The year 2000 is the date of the 
Dakar Education for All conference. Of the 41 countries analyzed above, there are 38 
for which these two data points exist.  
 
There are two sets of rules, one for selecting the “most recent year” and another for 
selecting the 1990-2000 “pre-Dakar year” -- 
For the “most recent year” the rules are: 

1. IF the most recent year is 2000 or later, select this year as the “most recent 
year”; 

2. IF the most recent year is 1999 or before, do not select a “most recent year” 
For the “pre-Dakar year” the rules are: 

1. IF the “most recent year” = 2000, select the last year from the period 1990-
1999 as the “pre-Dakar year”; 

2. IF the “most recent year”>2000, select the last year from the period 1990-2000 
as the “pre-Dakar year”. 

It is thus possible that for some countries data from the year 2000 show up as the most 
recent year, while for others data from the year 2000 is the older pre-Dakar data. 
These rules allow us to include a maximum number of countries. 
 
Because household survey data are not collected in the same year for all countries, 
there is some variation in the range of years over which this change is measured. As a 
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result, the analysis covers a relatively wide range of years for some countries, and a 
relatively short range of years for others. The widest range of years represented in the 
table is 12 years for Morocco (1992-2004) and Senegal (1993-2005), and the shortest 
range of years is three years, for Nicaragua (1998-2001) and Bolivia (2000-2003). 
The median and mean number of years between measurements are both 
approximately six. The specific years used for each country are available in Table 2. 

Table 2: Dates of the pre- and post-2000 surveys used by country and the length 
of the interval between surveys 

Country Most Recent Year Pre-Dakar Year Interval Length 

Benin 2001 1996 5 
Bolivia 2003 2000 3 
Brazil 2002 1992 10 
Burkina Faso 2003 1998 5 
Cameroon 2004 1998 6 
Chad 2004 1997 7 
Chile 2003 2000 3 
Colombia 2005 2000 5 
Costa Rica 2005 2000 5 
Cote d'Ivoire N/A 1999 N/A 
Dominican Republic 2002 1999 3 
Egypt, Arab Rep. 2005 2000 5 
El Salvador 2003 2000 3 
Ethiopia 2005 2000 5 
Ghana 2003 1998 5 
Guatemala 2001 N/A N/A 
Guinea 2005 1999 6 
Haiti 2000 1995 5 
Honduras 2001 1990 11 
Indonesia 2003 1997 6 
Kenya 2003 1998 5 
Madagascar 2004 1997 7 
Malawi 2004 2000 4 
Mali 2001 1996 5 
Mexico 2004 2000 4 
Morocco 2004 1992 12 
Mozambique 2003 1997 6 
Namibia 2000 1992 8 
Nepal 2001 1996 5 
Nicaragua 2001 1998 3 
Nigeria 2003 1999 4 
Paraguay 2000 1995 5 
Peru 2004 2000 4 
Philippines 2003 1998 5 
Rwanda 2005 2000 5 
Senegal 2005 1993 12 
Tanzania 2004 1999 5 
Turkey N/A 1998 N/A 
Uganda 2001 1995 6 
Vietnam 2005 1997 8 
Zambia 2002 1996 6 
Zimbabwe N/A 1999 N/A 
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Absolute change of the rural/urban attendance ratio since Dakar. 
 
Many of the countries in our sample show considerable gains in closing the gap 
between rural and urban net attendance rates. Figure 3 shows the rural/urban NAR 
ratio in two years, pre- and post-2000, for the 39 countries included in the analysis. 
The small horizontal lines are the values before 2000; the triangles the values post-
2000; and the vertical lines show the extent of the progress (or regression). Not all 
countries shown have data for both periods, notably Turkey and Zimbabwe, where the 
last DHS survey was in 1999. The countries are arranged in ascending order of the 
earlier rural/urban NAR ratio.  
 
The most dramatic improvements are observed in Morocco, Brazil, and Senegal, each 
of which increased their ratios by more than 0.20. Eight countries showed 
improvements of between 0.10 and 0.19 points, 14 countries showed improvements of 
between 0.01 and 0.09 points, and eight countries showed either no change or an 
increase in the gap between rural and urban net attendance rates. Among these, the 
most dramatic losses were observed in Kenya, Haiti (both minus 0.07 points), Bolivia 
(minus 0.08 points) and Namibia (minus 0.10 points). 
 
As a general rule, countries which started with a relatively low ratio in the 1990s 
tended to post the most dramatic gains, whereas countries which had high ratios in the 
1990s were more likely to show either losses or a very small change in the ratio of 
rural to urban NAR. 
 

Figure 3. Rural/urban NAR ratio in two years, pre- and post-2000, for 39 
countries 

Change in R/U NAR ratio since Dakar
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Average annual change in the rural/urban NAR ratio 
 
The absolute changes in national rural/urban NAR ratios noted in the previous section 
are not entirely comparable because they represent changes over varying periods of 
time. For example, Morocco, Brazil, and Senegal, the three countries which appear to 
have made the most dramatic gains, are also those with the longest intervals of 10-12 
years, far longer than the median time period of six years for our overall sample. 
 
A more comparable indicator again, is the average annual rate of change – see the 
equation on page 20. 
 
Figure 4 shows the average annual rate of change for 39 countries, arranged in 
ascending order by annual average rate of change. The figure now shows Senegal, 
Guinea, Mali and Ethiopia as the four countries with the most rapidly improving NAR 
ratios. It also shows that Morocco, Senegal and Brazil have high average annual rates 
of change (even when the long intervals are accounted for). In Bolivia, Haiti, Kenya 
and Namibia, the rural areas are quickly falling behind the urban areas. In the case of 
the first three countries, this rural/urban ratio decline is paralleled by an overall slow 
decline of attendance rates. In Namibia, there was a decline in rural attendance rates 
and a rise in urban attendance rates between the two observation points (but the most 
recent point is also the year 2000 and there may have been a turnaround since then). 
 
Role of urban NAR and rural NAR change in the shifts of rural/urban ratios 
 
Because the ratio of rural to urban net attendance ratios is a composite of the rural and 
urban net attendance rates, change in the NAR ratios can be driven by change in rural 
net attendance, change in urban net attendance, or change in both. The bottom panel 
of Figure 4, which is similar to Figure 2 above, shows the change in urban NAR and 
in rural NAR between pre- and post-2000 observations. The urban change is shown 
with light, yellow bars, and the rural change with darker, green bars. The countries are 
arranged in the same order as in the top panel of Figure 2 – in order of the average 
annual change of the rural/urban ratio. In all the cases the rural/urban attendance ratio 
is smaller than 1 in the first year. As mentioned above, the rural/urban attendance 
ratio can increase (the rural/urban gap decreases) in three ways: 1) when both rural 
and urban attendance rates rise, but rural more quickly than urban; 2) when both rural 
and urban attendance rates decline, but urban more quickly than rural; 3) when rural 
rates increase and urban rates decline.  
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Figure 4. Average annual change in the rural/urban NAR ratio for 39 countries 
(top) and change in urban NAR and in rural NAR between pre- and post-2000 
(bottom), arranged in ascending arrangement by the average annual rate of 
change of the rural/urban ratio.  
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Most countries - 22 out of 39 - experienced increases in rural and urban attendance 
rates, but larger increases in rural rates. The five countries where the rural/urban ratio 
rose most quickly are ones where the growth of rural attendance was very rapid (more 
than 5% annually), while urban growth was much slower, except in Senegal, where 
both rural and urban attendance rates rose quickly. In eight countries where the 
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rural/urban attendance ratio improved, rural enrolment increased while urban 
enrolment declined or stagnated.  
 
In a minority of countries 8 out of 39, rural/urban ratios worsened. In six of these 
countries, both urban and rural rates declined, but the rural rates declined more 
quickly.  
 
Overall, it appears that rural areas are prone to more volatile attendance rate 
changes, both positive and negative.  
 

1.3 Sub-national rural/urban ratios and change since Dakar. 

The next question is how the rural/urban ratios in the sub-national regions have 
changed within countries. We have already noted that at the national level, in most, 
but not all countries, the rural/urban ratio came closer to 1 in the post-Dakar period. 
Overall, as the whole is the sum of its parts, the sub-national rural/urban ratios must 
also have increased. But is there uniform change within countries or not?   
 
Figure 5 plots rural/urban net attendance ratios for regions or provinces within 42 
countries in our sample in two time periods, pre-2000 (top) and post-2000 (bottom 
panel). These graphs can be used to compare the spread of rural/urban ratios across 
and between countries, but not the progress of specific, identified sub-national regions 
(the next section turns to the discussion of particular, named sub-national regions). 
The graphs show the countries arranged in order of their national net attendance ratio, 
which is shown on the graphs as the ascending black line.  
 
On the figures, each green point above a country’s name represents the rural/urban 
NAR ratio for one region or province within that country. The distribution of points 
above a particular country can be interpreted to convey two different types of 
information: 1) rural/urban attendance disparities within a particular region or 
province; and 2) differences in rural/urban attendance disparities across regions or 
provinces within the same country.  
 
When points representing the ratios for various sub-national units are packed closely 
together, it means that rural/urban attendance ratios are relatively consistent across the 
country. When points representing the ratios for various sub-national units are more 
widely dispersed, it means that there is considerable variation in rural/urban 
attendance ratios within the country.  
 
The figures reveal some general trends: 

1. In all countries for which we have data, the rural/urban ratios vary from region 
to region; 

2. The smallest disparities in rural/urban ratios correlate with very low and near 
universal net attendance rates; 

3. The higher the overall net attendance rate, the higher most of the sub-national 
rural/urban ratios. 

 
It is interesting to note that the range of ratio values for sub-national units is 
considerably broader than it is for national units – sub-national ratios ranged from a 
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low of 0.08 in one province of Benin to a high of 1.25 in a region of Zambia, while 
national ratios (Figure 3) ranged from 0.26 in Ethiopia to 1.05 in Bangladesh. This 
tells us that national-level NAR ratios may tend to mask the considerable variation 
present within countries. 
 
The sub-national regions in the two figures are not necessarily the same, because for 
some countries the sub-national units changed from one survey to the next. Having 
said that, the rural/urban ratios in the graph with the more recent data are generally 
higher than those in the graph with the data from before 2000; sub-national data do 
appear to reflect the same upward trend in rural/urban NAR ratios as observed in the 
national data discussed previously. The average pre-Dakar sub-national rural/urban 
NAR ratio was 0.83; the average post-Dakar ratio was higher at 0.86. The inter-
quartile range (middle 50%) of sub-national rural/urban NAR ratios for the pre-Dakar 
period was 0.74-0.99; the inter-quartile range for the post-Dakar period was higher at 
0.78-0.99. 
 
The data in the top panel of Figure 5 (pre-2000) exhibit a slight bell-curve pattern, 
with wide disparities in the middle, but coming to a narrow tail at either end. It 
appears that countries with either very high or very low overall net attendance rates 
tend to have relatively low variation in rural/urban NAR ratios across sub-national 
groupings. In Ethiopia, the country with the lowest pre-Dakar NAR, the difference 
between high and low rural/urban NAR ratios was 0.08; at the high attendance end of 
the graph, in Chile, the difference was 0.19. By contrast, countries which fall in the 
middle of the chart tend to be characterized by larger rural/urban disparities across 
sub-national groupings. For Nicaragua and Uganda, for example, the two countries 
with mid-range NAR in the pre-2000 period the differences between highest and 
lowest rural/urban attendance ratios were 0.47 and 0.50, respectively. 
 
In the bottom panel of Figure 5 (post-Dakar) the rural/urban ratios also cluster at the 
right side of the graph, but clustering in the low-attendance countries on the left of the 
figure is not evident. The reason for the disappearance of the low-end rural/urban ratio 
clustering may be that there are no longer countries with the extremely low NAR 
levels typical of low-end rural/urban ratio clustering. Pre-2000, the five lowest-
achieving countries (Ethiopia, Burkina Faso, Guinea, Mali, and Chad) had an average 
overall NAR of 28%; post-2000, the same five countries were still the lowest-
achieving, but now had an average overall NAR of 39%, a difference of 11 percentage 
points. In other words, even the lowest-achieving countries represented in the post-
Dakar figure are in the NAR range that (in the pre-Dakar figure) is characterized by 
greater rural/urban disparities. 
 
The overall range of rural/urban ratios across the full sample of countries has not 
changed much. In the pre-Dakar group, the average difference between the highest 
and lowest rural/urban NAR ratio for each country was 0.30, with an inter-quartile 
range of 0.16 to 0.48. In the post-Dakar group, the average difference between the 
highest and lowest rural/urban NAR ratio for each country was 0.28, with an inter-
quartile range of 0.09 to 0.41. 
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Figure 5: Subnational rural/urban NAR ratios for 42 countries pre-2000, and for 
40 countries post-2000. Data is grouped by country and arranged in order of 
ascending national net attendance ratio. 
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It is possible to look even closer at the sub-national changes in rural/urban attendance 
ratio, tracking the progress of individual sub-national regions, but only for a smaller 
sub-set of 14 countries. Not all of the data are available for all regions for two time 
points. Some regions in some countries had to be eliminated due to small sample 
sizes. In some surveys, there are some regions with only rural respondents, or with 
only urban respondents (for example, in a region that is a large city). Finally, for 
many countries, the regions changed from one survey to the next, so no comparison 
can be made.  
 
Figure 6 shows graphs of the available 14 countries with rural/urban ratios by sub-
national region for the same pre- and post-2000 years as used in the previous section. 
The first year’s data is represented by orange circles and the second year by green 
triangles. Where there are two years of data available and there are significant 
differences between the ratios, there is a line drawn between the two points to help 
visualize magnitude of the change.  
 
These charts provide a detailed view of rural/urban disparities at the sub-national 
level. A crucial marker in all of the charts is the horizontal line at 1.00. This 
represents the point of rural/urban parity. The further the symbols for the ratios are 
from this line, the larger the gap is between urban and rural net attendance rates in 
each region. If points are below 1.00, urban net attendance rates are higher than rural 
net attendance rates. The converse is true for ratios above 1.00; rural NAR is higher 
than urban NAR. 
 
The trends shown in the graphs are mixed and can be divided into three groups.  
 
Countries where there has been very little change.  
In most of the regions in these countries, the ratio of rural/urban NAR starts close to 
1.00 in all regions. This group includes: Bangladesh, Chile, Colombia, Malawi, and 
Mexico. However, even among these countries where the majority of the regions are 
doing well, the stock graphs help to reveal the regions that may be behind the others 
and require more targeted programs.  
 
Countries with across the board progress eliminating rural/urban disparities in 
attendance 
In a second group of countries, all regions show notable progress in eliminating 
rural/urban disparities. The countries in this group are: Benin, Brazil, Ethiopia, 
Madagascar, Mali, Nigeria, Rwanda, and Uganda. Within this group though, not all 
progress was equal. For example, in the North-East region of Brazil the rural/urban 
ratio increased from 0.67 in 1992 to 0.97 in 2002, but in the Central-West, South-East 
and South regions, there was little change over time – these three regions had 
rural/urban ratios close to 1.00 in both years. In the Oueme region of Benin the 
rural/urban ratio increased 0.26 points from 0.68 to 0.94, but in the Zou region the 
change was only 0.13 points from 0.51 to 0.64.  
 
Countries with mixed progress  
In the third group of countries, progress in eliminating rural/urban disparities is 
unequal – there are some regions where there has been progress and other regions that 
are going backwards. The countries in this group include: Mozambique, Nicaragua, 
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Mali, and Zambia. In Inhambane, Niassa and Tete in Mozambique, there was a 
decline in the rural/urban ratio, with the worst change in Niassa from 0.77 in 1997 to 
0.48 in 2003. The other regions in Mozambique show improvements.  
 

Figure 6. Changes in rural/urban attendance ratios in 14 countries pre- and post-
2000. 
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2 Sub-national differences in rural and urban attendance by wealth 
of region. 

 
One can infer from the review of rural and urban attendance differentials over time, 
that there are substantial attendance rate differentials within many countries.  These 
sub-national differences, which can match the variation between countries globally, 
have been given increased attention in recent years - see for example, World Bank 
EdStats, 2007; UIS/UNICEF 2005; Wils et.al. 2005.  These datasets and studies show 
that at the household level, children of poorer households and with less educated 
parents (in particular, mothers) are less likely to be in school.   
 
The GMR’s question is whether the poverty level of sub-national regions as a whole 
is also correlated with lower regional attendance rates.   
 
To investigate, we use data from 21 DHS household surveys, which provide 
household wealth index.  The wealth index was by Filmer and Pritchett (2001) to 
measure relative wealth within countries in the absence of income information.  It is a 
composite of material goods owned by the household.  From the distribution of wealth 
indices across all households, one can construct five quintiles of income (upper fifth 
of incomes, second fifth, etcetera).  This provides a cut-off level for each quintile.  To 
estimate the relative income depravation within countries, one can then calculate the 
portion of households living below the cut-off level for the lowest quintile in each 
sub-national region.  One can expect that in each country there are some regions with 
greater portions of households living at this lowest income level than in others.   
 
With this method, the EPDC calculated relative income depravation, measured as the 
portion of households in the lowest income quintile, for urban and rural sub-national 
regions.   As it turns out there is considerable variation within countries in the spread 
of income depravation.  With few exceptions, all urban areas have fewer households 
living in the lowest quintile than even the wealthiest rural areas.   Between rural areas, 
there is, in many countries, a large spread of the portion of households living in the 
lowest quintile.  For example, in Burkina Faso in 2003, in the “wealthiest” rural area, 
Centre, only 8% of the households were in the lowest quintile, compared to 46% in 
the “poorest” rural area Sahel.  Similarly wide spreads are found in most of the 17 of 
the 21 countries, but less so in Bangladesh, Egypt, Malawi and Vietnam.   
 
To examine the correlation of relative income depravation by region with school 
attendance, the wealth measures are cross-tabulated with sub-national primary net 
attendance rates in Figure 7.  A linear regression line is shown with the correlation 
measured by R2.  In some countries, there is a clear income-attendance correlation.  
These include: Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Ethiopia, and Kenya.  In other 
countries, there is no correlation, and these are also countries with overall high 
attendance rates: Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia, Malawi, Morocco, the Philippines, 
Rwanda, and to a lesser extent Tanzania (in Tanzania there is one region, rural 
Tabora, with more income depravation and lower attendance).  There are also two 
countries with a wide income spread and a wide attendance spread but little 
correlation: Nigeria, Senegal.   Finally, in Guinea, there is the exceptional pattern of 
higher attendance rates in the rural areas with relatively more income depravation.   
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To some extent, these correlations must be due to the aggregation of household-level 
effects – a greater prevalence of poor households, each with a lower attendance rate of 
its children, will, in the aggregate, add up to lower regional attendance.  However, it is 
also possible that a portion of the correlations is due to regional effects – meaning that 
the regions with more poverty also have a less developed school system, less access to 
funding, or some other characteristics that both increase poverty and lower school 
attendance such as remote, mountainous terrain, or the predominance of a minority 
ethnic group.   
 
To disentangle these effects will require further analysis that was not, at this point, 
undertaken. 
 
 

Figure 7.  Cross-tabulation of primary net attendance rates by relative income 
depravation in sub-national regions, rural and urban separated, for 21 countries.  
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Ghana
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Nigeria

y = -0.9939x + 90.508
R2 = 0.3485

0

20

40

60

80

100

0 10 20 30 40 50

Portion of HHs in Poorest Quintile

Pr
im

ar
y 

N
et

 A
tte

nd
an

ce
 R

at
e

Rural Urban

 

Peru

y = -0.1057x + 97.268
R2 = 0.2892

0

20

40

60

80

100

0 20 40 60 80 100

Portion of HHs in Poorest Quintile

Pr
im

ar
y 

N
et

 A
tte

nd
an

ce
 R

at
e

Rural Urban

 
Philippines

0

20

40

60

80

100

0 20 40 60 80

Portion of HHs in Poorest Quintile

Pr
im

ar
y 

N
et

 A
tte

nd
an

ce
 R

at
e

Rural
Urban

 

Rwanda

0

20

40

60

80

100

0 10 20 30 40

Portion of HHs in Poorest Quintile

Pr
im

ar
y 

N
et

 A
tte

nd
an

ce
 R

at
e

Rural
Urban

 
Senegal

0

20

40

60

80

100

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Portion of HHs in Poorest Quintile

Pr
im

ar
y 

N
et

 A
tte

nd
an

ce
 R

at
e

Rural
Urban

 

Tanzania

0

20

40

60

80

100

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Portion of HHs in Poorest Quintile

Pr
im

ar
y 

N
et

 A
tte

nd
an

ce
 R

at
e

Rural
Urban

 
Vietnam

0

20

40

60

80

100

0 10 20 30 40

Portion of HHs in Poorest Quintile

Pr
im

ar
y 

N
et

 A
tte

nd
an

ce
 R

at
e

Rural
Urban

 
 
 
 
 



School attendance and enrolment, November 2007, EPDC                                           
36 

 
3 Non-formal education 
 
In some countries, where there are gaps in the formal public and private education 
systems, non-formal education programs are a way to reach children, youth, and 
adults with instruction. Non-formal programs are an umbrella designation for a wide 
array of activities, including alternative primary schools, youth training, literacy 
programs, and professional education.  
 
A good inventory of non-formal programs does not exist, and, given the dispersed 
nature of these programs, is unlikely to come about in the near future. Still, a picture 
of education would not be complete without the inclusion of non-formal training and 
schooling. This study is an inventory of how many people attend or have attended 
non-formal programs. It also estimates the level of the non-formal programs by using 
income effects of the programs.  
 
The source of information is a set of 28 MICS household surveys, which include a 
category “non-standard curriculum” in the questionnaire. 
 
In some countries non-formal school attendance comprises up to 10% of the total 
school attendance of primary school-age children – a significant proportion. In other 
countries, non-formal schooling affects mainly youth – in the form of job training for 
example, or adults – as job training or literacy programs. What kinds of programs are 
these?  What is the scale of these programs in countries – or, how many people have 
had at least a part of their education in non-formal programs? 
 
In this section, we approach these questions in two ways: 
 
1) Scale and extent of non-formal programs – by measuring the proportion of 

household members who are attending non-formal programs or indicate some 
form of non-formal program as their highest level of education attainment. 

 
2) Level of education or training given by the non-formal programs – by looking at: 

a. Age-specific attendance of non-formal programs – the age-distribution of 
participants in non-formal programs can give insight into the type of program, 
with alternative primary schools reaching mostly school-age children; youth 
and work programs reaching people in their teens and early twenties; adult 
literacy programs.  

b. Non-formal schooling and wealth outcome – we can compare the wealth 
outcome of formal education levels – the idea being that if the average wealth 
of a group with non-formal is equal to, say, the wealth of those with complete 
primary education, then we will assume that the non-formal programs on 
average correspond to finishing primary school. 

3.1 Definition of non-formal programs in MICS surveys 

The GMR investigated which household surveys include non-formal education, and 
concluded that in general, the collection of questions about non-formal education is 
too varied to allow an international comparison and inventory (informal exchange in 
early 2006). The only series of household surveys that has consistent and comparable 
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questions on non-formal education are 28 MICS surveys from 2000 that include the 
non-standard curriculum. The MICS surveys include the following levels of 
schooling: pre-primary, primary, secondary, higher, and non-standard curriculum. The 
analysis is based on these 28 household surveys. 
 
The survey manual distinguishes between the three levels of formal schooling and 
non-standard curriculum in two paragraphs (UNICEF 2007:A3.12): 
 

“The term ‘school’ includes primary, secondary and post-secondary schooling, as 
well as any other intermediate levels of schooling in the formal school system. It 
also includes technical or vocational training beyond the primary-school level, 
such as long-term courses in mechanics or secretarial work.  
 
Schools that carry out non-standard curriculum are also included here. Ensure that 
respondents understand what is meant by ‘non-standard curriculum’. A non-
standard curriculum includes religious schools, such as Koranic schools, that do 
not teach a full, standard school curriculum. If a school teaches religious courses 
but also includes the standard curriculum – such as many Catholic schools – it 
would be coded as a standard school. “ 
 

According to this formulation, the non-standard schools cover a range of activities 
outside the standard curriculum, and could include any of the types of non-formal 
schooling mentioned above - alternative schooling for school-age children, youth to 
work programs, literacy,  as well as the religious schooling mentioned in the MICS 
manual. 
 
Beyond this general distinction from formal schools, there is no further specification 
about the non-formal programs. Section 3.3 uses wealth outcomes to indicate 
something about the level, if not the content, of the programs. 

3.2 Scale and extent of non-formal programs 

How many people in developing countries make use of, and benefit from, non-formal 
programs?  Are they an important slice of the education system?  This section uses 
information about attendance in non-formal programs and education attainment to 
make an inventory of the scale and extent of non-formal programs. Some of the 
numbers in this section are still an under-estimate of the actual extent of non-formal 
programs. The education attainment data provides “non-formal” only if this was the 
highest form of education that the respondent received; if the respondent started out 
with a non-formal program but then proceeded to a higher level of formal education 
the non-formal portion of that person’s education is not counted. That aside, non-
formal attendance and attainment provide a first indication of how many people are 
receiving non-formal education in developing countries. 
 
This study uses four measures of non-formal education: attendance rates of children 
of primary and of secondary school age; and non-formal education attainment for 
youth, age 15-24 and adults 25 and older. 
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In summary, the MICS surveys indicate that non-formal education is a significant 
portion of the education system overall, between 5 and 30%, in a number of sub-
Saharan countries, where levels of formal education are among the lowest in the 
continent, namely Burundi, Chad, Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Niger, and Senegal. In 
addition, Myanmar has relatively high levels of non-formal education. If the non-
formal education has a similar or equivalent level compared to formal programs, the 
enrolment and attendance rates in these countries may be under-estimated.  
 
In about half of the 28 countries (depending on the measurement), non-formal 
education reaches less than 1% of the population; in others, the levels are small, from 
1-5%. 
 
Table 3 shows four non-formal education measures: the attendance rate for primary 
school-age children, secondary school-age teenagers, and the percentage of youth (age 
15-24 and other adults (25+) who list non-formal education as their highest 
attainment.  
 
Depending on the indicator, non-formal education affects less than 1% of the 
population in a little over half to half of the countries, that is, it is an insignificant 
portion of the education system overall – although it may be very important for the 
particular sections of the population that it reaches. On the other hand, non-formal 
education is significant, affecting 5% of more of the children in school or attainment 
level of youth or adults, in 7 of the 28 countries. Notable is the high portion of 
African countries with higher levels of non-formal education. 
 
Children of primary as well as secondary school age attend non-formal programs in 
most of the countries studied here, in some countries a significant portion. In Burundi, 
10% of the secondary school-age children was attending a non-formal program, 
equivalent to about two thirds of total secondary school attendance. In Chad, about 
8% of both primary and secondary age children attend a non-formal program, and for 
secondary school-age children this represents half of all attendance in that age-group. 
 
In general, the adults over 25 have higher levels of non-formal education attainment 
than youth 15-24. For example, in Myanmar, only 4.4% of the youth 15-24 have non-
formal education as their highest level; compared to 17.9% of the adults. One possible 
reason is that formal schooling has increased significantly in recent years, and for the 
youth, has replaced non-formal education. Another possibility is that non-formal 
education in Myanmar is largely adult-focused, as in the form of adult literacy classes, 
remedial primary or secondary schooling, or job training.  
 
Also, there is some indication that countries continue long traditions of commitment 
to non-formal education – the attendance rates of children in non-formal schooling 
mirror the non-formal attainment rates of the adults. This also suggests (albeit 
inconclusively) that for those people who receive non-formal education it is the last 
and highest education form. 
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Table 3. Scale and extent of non-formal education programs in 28 countries, 
measured by the non-formal attendance rate of primary school age children, 
secondary school age teenagers, and highest education attainment is non-formal 
for youth (15-24) and other adults (25+). Source: MICS surveys, 2000. 

 
 
 

Country 

Non-formal attendance 
rate (net) 

Non-formal = highest 
educational attainment 

Primary 
school age 

Secondary 
school age 

Age 15-24 Age 25+ 

Bolivia  - - 1.6 1.7 
Burundi  3.6 10 19.6 30.9 
Cameroon  0.1 - 0.2 0.9 
Central African 
Republic  

0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 

Chad  8.7 7.9 8.3 8 
Comoros  0.9 - 1.3 2.1 
Congo, Dem Rep. 0 0.2 0.5 1.6 
Cote d'Ivoire 2 - 2.6 1.7 
Gambia 8.5 - 11 17.7 
Guinea-Bissau  1.3 1.2 9.6 2.7 
Guyana  0 0.2 0.4 0.4 
Kenya  0.6 0 0.2 0.2 
Lao PDR - - 0.3 1.4 
Lesotho  0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 
Moldova 0 0.1 0.3 0.2 
Myanmar 0.5 - 4.4 17.7 
Niger 10.2 - 14.2 15.6 
Rwanda - - 0.1 0.1 
Sao Tome & 
Principe 

- - 0 0.1 

Senegal 6.9 3 6.7 6.1 
Sierra Leone 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.2 
Sudan North 0.1 0 0.1 0.6 
Sudan South 0.1 0.2 0 0.1 
Swaziland  1 0.8 0.3 1.1 
Tajikistan  0 0.2 0.3 0.4 
Togo  0 0 0.7 2 
Uzbekistan  0 0.1 0 0.1 
Vietnam  0.4 0.2 0.5 1.2 

 
In most countries, males appear more likely to have non-formal education than 
females as shown in Figure 7, with the portion of household members with the highest 
attainment as non-formal education shown by sex for the 25+ age group. The one 
exception to this rule is Burundi. The gender pattern is similar for attendance and also 
younger age-groups for attainment (not shown). 
 
Non-formal education is prevalent in both urban and rural areas. Figure 8 shows the 
portion of household members age 25+ with the highest attainment as non-formal 
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education by area. For a number of countries with relatively low to moderate overall 
levels of non-formal training, non-formal training is more prevalent in the urban 
regions; in those countries with overall high levels of non-formal training, it is more 
prevalent in the rural areas.  
 
As it turns out, the countries with extensive, more rural non-formal programs are the 
same ones where, as the next section shows, non-formal appears to be correlated with 
the same poverty levels as no schooling at all – indicating that non-formal there is 
either of a very basic, pre-primary level, or that it selectively reaches people who will 
remain poor even with non-formal training. And, the next section also shows, in the 
same countries where non-formal is more prevalent in the urban areas, non-formal 
training is correlated with low poverty levels (approaching those of people with 
secondary education) suggesting that the more urban non-formal programs are of a 
higher training level.  

Figure 8. Percentage of adults age 25+ with non-formal education as the highest 
level, by gender. Data from MICS 2000 surveys. 
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Figure 9. Percentage of adults age 25+ with non-formal education as the highest 
level, by urban and rural residence. Data from MICS 2000 surveys 
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3.3 The scope and content of non-formal programs 

As mentioned, the category of programs that fall under non-formal education can 
cover a wide range. The MICS surveys provide no further detail as to the contents. So 
we look for another indicator that might provide insight - the outcome of education 
measured by income. For formal education, there is a well-established relationship 
between an adult’s level of education attained and outcomes such as that person’s 
income or wealth, health and the schooling of their children. The same should apply 
to non-formal education. If we compare these outcomes for formal education with 
those with non-formal education, this gives an indication of the average level of the 
non-formal programs. 
 
In this section, we look first at the poverty incidence of households by the education 
of the head of the household, including formal and non-formal levels, and second we 
look at the sub-national level, at poverty incidence in sub-national regions and the 
spread of non-formal education. 
 
Non-formal education and poverty at the household level 
 
We first look at the household level, and how likely it is for a household to be among 
the poorest 20% in the country, by the education level of the head of the household. 
Being in the lowest 20% is an indication at least of relative poverty – although the 
absolute level differs from country to country. For the education categories, six 
categories are included: no education, non-formal education, some primary, 
completed primary, some secondary, completed secondary, for each country. 
 
Figure 9 shows the relative poverty incidence by these six education attainment 
categories. The education levels are arranged from lowest (no schooling) to highest 
(completed secondary), with non-formal next to no schooling. Non-formal education 
is highlighted with a bolded circle; the other education levels are designated with 
small, orange triangles.  
 
With regards to the formal education levels, there is a clear gradient of poverty - the 
higher the level of education attainment, the lower the poverty incidence. But with 
regards to non-formal schooling, there are clear differences from country to country.  
 
In one group of countries, the poverty levels of households headed by a person with 
non-formal education are close or equal to the poverty incidence of people with no 
schooling: Cameroon, Chad, Comoros, Gambia, Niger, Senegal, Sudan North and 
South. In these countries, we conclude, non-formal education is of a very basic level, 
and its effect on income is not clear. In Chad, the Gambia, Senegal, and South Sudan, 
the poverty incidence with non-formal schooling is even higher than for those with no 
education at all. Four of these countries – Chad, the Gambia, Niger and Senegal, are 
those where non-formal education is highly prevalent. Why are these groups with 
non-formal education as poor or poorer as those with no education at all?  Perhaps 
because non-formal schooling programs are specifically targeting very poor groups. 
Another possible explanation is that the non-formal programs are ineffective, at least, 
for removing poverty. 
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In a second group of countries the poverty incidence of household headed by a person 
with non-formal education is close to the poverty incidence for those with primary 
education: Burundi, Central African Republic, Lesotho, Moldova, Myanmar, Sao 
Tome, Sierra Leone, Swaziland and Vietnam.  
 
Finally, in a third group of countries non-formal education appears to be of a more 
professional, skilled level, complementing formal education – the poverty incidence 
of those with non-formal education is equal to or lower than that of households 
headed by a person with secondary education: Bolivia, Democratic Republic of 
Congo, Cote d’Ivoire, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Kenya, Laos, Rwanda, Tajikistan, and 
Togo. 
 
These categories provide only hypotheses for each country regarding the average 
level of non-formal training. A further, more field- and program-based analysis could 
investigate a number of these countries, and confirm whether indeed, the non-formal 
programs in these countries conform to the levels hypothesized here. If the results 
were consistent with the hypotheses for a number of countries, one might venture to 
extrapolate it to other countries, and use wealth outcomes as an indication of non-
formal program content. 
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Figure 10. Estimated poverty incidence (people in the lowest income quintile 1) 
by highest level of education attained – with no education, non-formal, and 
formal education levels.  
Non-formal education is highlighted in the figure. 27 countries with MICS 2000 
surveys are included. Education levels for all countries in same order as for Bolivia. 
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4 Age patterns of out-of-school children 
 
Low levels of primary and secondary school net enrolment and net attendance are the 
result of 1) some children never entering school, 2) children entering school late, and 
3) children dropping out early. One can imagine that for each of these three causes (or 
combination) different policy interventions may be called for, and that it is useful to 
engage in an analysis of these separate causes of low attendance rates. The age-
attendance pyramids provide insight into these patterns. 
 
Figure 10 shows the age-specific school attendance pyramids by school level, sex and 
age for 34 countries in the latest year for which data are available. Attendance for an 
additional 7 countries from Latin America is shown by sex and age, without the 
school level distinction. A full collection of attendance pyramids, which includes 
earlier years to 1990, is available from the EPDC2. 
 
The pyramids show females on the right and males on the left, with age starting at age 
6 at the bottom of the pyramid and going to up age 24 at the top. The length of the 
bars in the pyramids is the attendance rate; the maximum is 100%. The pyramids can 
be used to analyze overall attendance, over-age entry and attendance, and early 
departure. 
 
Three sets of pyramids are included:  1) an overlay of age-specific urban and rural 
school attendance (regardless of level) to highlight urban/rural differentials; 2) an 
urban pyramid with primary and secondary shown separately, and 3) a rural pyramid 
with primary and secondary shown separately. 
 
Reflective of the sections above, the pyramids show that in general, rural attendance is 
lower than urban attendance, that male attendance is higher than female attendance 
and this is more pronounced at the secondary level than the primary. But the pyramids 
also provide new, age-specific information. First, the patterns of lower rural 
attendance and lower female attendance are persistent at all ages. Second, in many 
countries, there are is a gradual rise of attendance rates with age – and a gradual 
decline with age. The former is a characteristic of dispersed and late entry; the latter 
of dispersed and early or late departure. Third, there is a significant amount of over-
age attendance in primary (in many countries large groups of teenagers are still in 
primary school), as well as in secondary (in many countries, secondary attendance 
persists well beyond age 20). 
 
We will first present a few country-specific examples of typical patterns of age-
specific attendance. 

                                                 
2 Visit to epdc.org. 
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Figure 11. Age-specific school attendance pyramids for 41 countries, data taken 
from most recent household survey. 
Bangladesh 2004 

 
 
Benin 2001 

 
 
Bolivia 2003 

 
 
Brazil 2002 

 
 
Burkina Faso 2003 
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Cameroon 2004 

 
 
Chile 2003 

 
 
Colombia 2005 

 
 
Costa Rica 2005 
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Cote d’Ivoire 2005 

 
 
Dominican Republic 2002 

 
 
Egypt 2005 

 
 
El Salvador 2003 

 
 
Ethiopia 2005 
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Ghana 2003 

 
 
Guatemala 2001 

 
 
Guinea 2005 

 
 
Honduras 2001 

 
 
Indonesia 2003 
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Kenya 1998 

 
 
Madagascar 2004 

 
 
Malawi 2004 

 
 
Mali 2001 

 
 
Mexico 2004 
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Morocco 2004 

 
 
Mozambique 2003 

 
 
Namibia 2000 

 
 
Nepal 2001 

 
 
Nicaragua 2001 
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Nigeria 2003 

 
 
Paraguay 2000 

 
 
Peru 2004 

 
 
Philippines 2003 
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Rwanda 2005 

 
 
Senegal 2005 

 
 
Tanzania 2004 

 
 
Turkey 1998 

 
 
Uganda 2001 
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Vietnam 2005 

 
 
Zambia 2002 

 
 
Zimbabwe 1999 

 
 

4.1 Examples of age-specific attendance patterns 

Burkina Faso – Large urban and rural differences at all ages 
The Burkina Faso pyramids highlight a pattern of large urban and rural differences at 
all ages, at the primary and secondary levels. Maximum age-specific enrolment rates 
in the urban areas are more than 80% for 9 year-olds, compared to less than 30% in 
the rural areas. In the urban areas, school attendance persists into the teenage-years – 
and by age 14, the majority of school attendees is in secondary school – but in the 
rural areas, age-specific attendance diminishes to 7% at age 15; 4% at age 16; and 0-
2% at higher ages, mostly in primary school. 
 
Morocco – Large urban and rural differences for secondary school and teenagers 
In Morocco, attendance rates at primary school ages diverge less between urban and 
rural areas. Primary school attendance in the primary ages is high, nearly universal. In 
contrast, the secondary school attendance during teenage years drops off markedly in 
the rural areas compared to urban, in particular for teenage girls.  
 
Egypt – On-time school entry 
Typical of on-time school entry is an attendance pyramid with a wide, flat base 
starting from the official school-entry age. Egypt is an example of a country with on-
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time and near universal school entry at the official school age of  7—there is even 
some early primary school attendance at age 6. Other examples are: Bolivia, Brazil, 
Chile, Mexico, and Vietnam. All countries where the majority of school entry is on 
time, also reach near-universal school entry. 
 
Ethiopia – Dispersed and late school entry 
Where school entry is spread over a wider range of ages—with a significant portion of 
over-age school entry—the attendance pyramid has a tapered shape at the bottom, 
starting narrow and widening to a maximum at an age beyond the official school-entry 
age. Ethiopia’s attendance pyramid is a pronounced example – age attendance at the 
official school entry age 7 is only 20% (17% in rural areas and 58% in cities and 
towns); and rises to a maximum of 57% at age 12 (officially the age to finish primary 
school). In our sample of countries, late school entry is almost exclusively confined to 
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa,  including Benin, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Cote 
d’Ivoire, Ghana, Guinea, Mozambique, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania, Uganda, 
Zambia; the one exception is the Dominican Republic in Latin America.  
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Indonesia – On-time school departure in primary 
A pattern of on-time school departure, which implies that the majority of children in 
school leave at the official age to end primary school, means children have entered 
school on time, remained in school for the complete duration of primary, and have 
experienced relatively low repetition rates. As such, it is a single indicator to 
characterize a school system with a well-functioning flow of pupils (it does not 
necessarily imply anything about quality). There are a few countries with this 
characteristic, among them Indonesia. In both urban and rural areas, primary school 
attendance is high (>90%) up to the highest official primary school age 11, and 
abruptly declines after that. There is a small group of older pupils, and more in the 
rural areas. Other countries with this characteristic (for which we have the data) are: 
urban Colombia, Egypt, and the Philippines, and Vietnam. 
 
Bangladesh – Gradual, multi-age school departure and over-age attendance 
A more typical pattern of primary school departure in the developing countries in our 
sample is one of gradual departure, spread over a range of ages. This is clearly 
illustrated in Bangladesh by a gradual tapering of the top of the primary attendance 
pyramid. As it turns out, the attendance pyramids for primary school typically begin 
to decline at ages beyond the official end of primary school. This means most children 
are leaving late, attending primary school at ages beyond the official primary school 
age. We know from data on school survival that in many countries a large portion of 
children drops out before they have finished the primary school cycle, so a significant 
portion of this late departure must be related to late school entry and/or high repetition 
rates. 
 
Urban Guinea - High proportions enter school 
Even if a country has common late entry, and a dispersed pattern of school departure, 
it is possible that most children, at some point, enter school, and theoretically, finish 
primary school. The best way to measure the proportion of children who ever enter 
school is with the household survey question “Did NAME ever attend school?”  But a 
minimum approximation can be made by taking the highest age-specific attendance 
rate. In the urban pyramid of Guinea, despite high rates of late entry, and a dispersed 
school departure pattern, there is a high maximum attendance rate: 84% at age 9. At 
least 84% of the children in urban areas attend school at some point – probably there 
are somewhat more, as some children may have dropped out before age 9, and some 
children enter beyond age 9; the 84% is a minimum estimate of ever-entry.  
 
Rural Guinea - High rates of non-entry 
On the other hand, the highest age-specific attendance rate also gives a maximum 
estimate of non-entry. In rural Guinea, the highest age-specific attendance rate is 51% 
at age 9 for males; consequently, 49% is a maximum estimate of non-entry. As above, 
there may be some children who drop out before or who enter later than age 9; 49% 
provides the maximum estimate for non-entry. Other countries where the maximum 
level of non-attendance is high are: Mali (55%), Ethiopia (50%), and Cote d’Ivoire 
(40%).  
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Senegal –over-age secondary school attendance 
Concurrent with late primary school departure, secondary school attendance in many 
countries is over-age. In Senegal, the highest rates of secondary school attendance are 
from age 16; but the official secondary school start age is 13. In most other countries 
the age of maximum secondary school attendance is well above the official age of 
secondary entry. For example, countries where the highest secondary school 
attendance rate is at age 17 are: Rwanda, Tanzania, Mozambique, Haiti, Kenya, 
Malawi, Chad, Mali, Uganda, Ethiopia, Zambia, Benin, Guinea, Dominican Republic, 
Namibia and Cameroon. Countries where the highest secondary school attendance 
rate is 16 are: Burkina Faso, Cote d'Ivoire, Senegal, Bolivia, Nicaragua, Ghana, 
Nigeria and Zimbabwe. The only countries with the highest secondary school 
attendance rates at age 13, close to the official entry age are (in this sample): Turkey, 
Vietnam and Bangladesh.  
 
Dominican Republic – low secondary school attendance 
In addition to over-age secondary attendance, the maximum age-specific attendance 
rates for secondary are low in most countries. The Dominican Republic lies in the 
middle of the range for secondary school attendance; but the maximum age-specific 
attendance rate, at age 17, is only 44%. Only 8 countries achieve maximum age-
specific secondary attendance rates above 51%: Vietnam, Peru, Egypt, Colombia, 
Philippines, Indonesia, Zimbabwe and Turkey.  

4.2 Contribution of late entry, non-entry, and early departure to incomplete 
attendance rates. 

As the examples and figures above show, there are many countries where over-age 
entry; non-entry; and late departure are common. How much does late entry, non-
entry, or early departure each contribute to incomplete attendance rates?  And how 
much does over-age attendance compensate for these factors? 
 
To compare countries with some summary measures, the EPDC devised estimates of 
the percentage of school-years lost due to over-age entry, estimated non-entry, and 
early departure and the percentage of school-years gained through over-age 
attendance.  
 
In an “ideal” school system, every child completes 100% of the official school years 
(if there are 6 grades, the child completes all 6); with no early entry, no non-entry, and 
no over-age attendance caused by repetition or late entry. The estimation algorithm 
calculates how much the actual pattern deviates from this ideal. Figure 11 shows the 
estimation graphically. The orange line shows the actual attendance rate in Mali. The 
blue line shows the ideal attendance rate, with perfect and complete on-time entry, full 
completion and no repetition. The area between the ideal attendance rate and the 
maximum age-specific attendance is the school time lost due to estimated non-entry. 
The small, triangular area to the left of the maximum attendance rate is the school 
time lost due to late entry. There is no school time lost in Mali due to early departure; 
and much school time gained through over-age attendance – the area under the orange 
attendance line and to the right of the blue ideal attendance box. To calculate the 
percent years lost or gained, we take the years in each of the shapes and divide it by 
the years in the ideal attendance box.  
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Figure 12. Mali age-specific attendance rates 2001 and the deviations from the 
ideal attendance rate pattern. 
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For each of 36 countries for which the data was available, the EPDC calculated: 

- % of school time lost due to late entry 
- % of school time lost due to estimated non-entry 
- % of school time lost due to early departure 
- % of school time gained due to late departure/ over-age attendance 

 
The results are shown in Figure 12 for the country as a whole (top), rural areas only 
(middle), and the urban areas only (bottom). Each country is represented by a bar with 
four colors. The red portion shows the percentage of time lost due to late entry; the 
orange, time lost due to approximate non-entry; maroon, time lost due to early 
departure; and the green, time gained due to over-age enrolment. Countries are 
arranged in order of total time lost.  
 
In Burkina Faso (on the far left of the top panel in Figure 12), about 65% of school-
time is lost due to non-entry, but almost none due to late entry; some of the time lost 
is compensated by over-age enrolment. In contrast, in Tanzania (middle of the graph), 
approximately 30% of school time is lost, but nearly half of that is due to late entry. In 
Tanzania, time gained through over-age enrolment is greater than time lost through 
the late- and non-entry.  
 
The graph shows that in terms of time lost, the approximate non-entry is by far the 
leading cause of low enrolment rates: the lower parts of the bars are dominated by the 
orange color. A small group of African countries (plus the Dominican Republic) loses 
a noticeable portion of school time to late entry – as mentioned above, these are 
Ethiopia, Guinea, Benin, Mozambique, Zambia, Nigeria, Ghana, Tanzania, Uganda 
and Rwanda. An even smaller group of countries loses school time due to early 
departure. 
 



School Trends and Projections, November 2007, EPDC 58

Figure 13. Percent of school time lost due to late entry (red), approximate non-
entry (orange), early departure (maroon) and gained due to over-age enrolment 
(green), for 33 countries with recent DHS surveys, national level (top), rural 
areas (middle) and urban areas (bottom). 
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Over-age enrolment “compensates” for school time lost in many countries. In general, 
in those countries where the school time lost is very high (the left side of the figures), 
over-age enrolment is not sufficient to compensate. In many countries in the middle 
and the right hand side of the graph, starting from Mozambique and Zambia, over-age 
enrolment more than compensates for time lost. This school-time compensation may 
lead to GER levels that are near or over 100%. However, it does not compensate for 
non-entry - children that never entered school (the orange sections of the bars). 
 
The time lost in urban areas is lower than that lost in rural areas, as would be 
expected; however, the patterns are very similar – most of the time lost is due to 
approximated non-entry. In urban areas, there is slightly less late school entry and 
more early departure. 
 
Over time, the patterns of school time lost have changed in some countries. Figure 13 
shows the time lost due to late school entry in 30 countries for which there were two 
data points. In 12 of the countries, late entry has declined; in 13 it increased; in the 
remainder it was unchanged.  
 
Why might an increase in late entry have occurred?  The countries where there has 
been an increase in late entry are: Ethiopia, Mozambique, Zambia, Uganda, Benin, 
Cote d’Ivoire, Senegal, Guinea, Namibia, Mali, Nigeria, Ghana and Burkina Faso; 
many of these are countries in sub-Saharan Africa where attendance rates have grown 
relatively quickly - perhaps the increase in late entry is a consequence of that growth.  
 
Countries where late entry has declined are: the Dominican Republic, Rwanda, 
Madagascar, Indonesia, Nicaragua, Bolivia, Colombia, Philippines, Turkey, Vietnam, 
and Peru; most of these are countries that had relatively high attendance rates in both 
the early and the late survey – perhaps the reduction of late entry was an improvement 
of school flows after the school system was able to reach most children. 
 

Figure 14. Percent of school time lost due to late entry in the most recent DHS 
survey (red arrows) and the earliest DHS survey (maroon bars), for 30 countries 
arranged in order of time lost in the earliest survey. 
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5 Trends in Net Enrolment and Net Attendance  
 
What causes attendance rates to differ from enrolment rates? 
 
A common measure of schooling is the portion of school age children who are in 
school. This measure can be counted in at least two ways: by enrolment – that is, the 
children who have registered with a school; and by attendance – the children who are 
actually going to school.  
 
School enrolment rates are generally collected by the Ministry of Education in annual 
school censuses and compiled in education monitoring information systems (EMIS). 
School attendance rates are generally collected through household surveys and 
population censuses. 

Enrolment and attendance rates generally relay similar trends and schooling levels; 
but significant differences remain. In its estimates of global number of children out of 
school each year, the GMR uses information about enrolment and attendance. UIS 
and UNICEF do the same in their estimates (UNESCO-UNICEF, 2005). To make 
these estimates, it is important to know when and how to apply the different values 
given by enrolment and by attendance rates. On the country level, it is also important 
to use these different sources of information to improve understanding of how many 
children are in school and which groups of children. This section compares levels and 
trends of enrolment and attendance rates, and discusses the extent of the differences 
and what might underlie them. 

5.1 Net enrolment rates 1999-2005 

Net enrolment rates are collected by the administrative EMIS systems in each country, 
and centrally compiled for the world as a whole by the UIS. The net enrolment rates 
presented in this section are from the UIS.  
 
The advantages of using net enrolment rates are multiple: they are collected annually 
around the world; compiled into one data system at the UIS; quality controlled in a 
consistent manner; and slightly adjusted so the school levels are comparable across 
countries.  
 
The disadvantages of using net enrolment rates are that: the quality of administrative 
systems in a number of countries is low, causing errors in the data; some data is 
intentionally scrubbed by national authorities to portray a school system in a better 
light; and the population data that is used to calculate rates can be out of date and 
incorrect. 
 
Figure 14 shows the net enrolment rates of developing countries in 1999 and 2005/6 
or the closest year available. The figure shows the general pattern of growth, also 
observed in recent overview reports by the GMR, World Bank, and the UIS.  
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Figure 15. Net enrolment rates in 1999 and 2005/6 (or nearest years) for 88 
developing countries, from UIS. 
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There has been very high growth in net enrolment in a number of countries in the 
period since 1999 – in particular, but not exclusively in Sub-Saharan Africa. Among 
the countries with the highest growth are: Benin (28 percentage points), Burundi (17), 
Ethiopia (36), Guinea (21), Kenya (15), Lesotho (27), Madagascar (29), Morocco 
(14), Mozambique (25), Nepal (15), Niger (16), Senegal (17), Tanzania (50), Yemen 
(18) and Zambia (26). This shows that at least for a short period, with concerted 
effort, rapid growth is possible.  
 
Thirty-one countries registered declines, all but three of them with starting net 
enrolment rates above 80%. The biggest declines were in the Maldives (-18 
percentage points) and West Bank/Gaza (-17). But there are also net enrolment 
declines in Dominica, United Arab Emirates, Cape Verde, Vietnam, Oman, Mongolia, 
South Africa and Albania.  

5.2 Comparison: net attendance and net enrolment rates 

Net attendance rates, the alternative measure of school participation, come from 
household surveys and population censuses. Survey or census respondents answer 
questions about household members of school age, which are often formulated 
something like: “Is NAME going to school this year?”; or “Did NAME go to school at 
all this year?”, or “Did NAME go to school in the past week?”. Not all surveys are 
consistent about the school attendance question, and we discuss some of the possible 
measurement repercussions in section 5.3 below.  
 
The advantages of using net attendance rates, over net enrolment, are that they 
represent actual schooling – children are in school, rather than mere administrative 
slots – and also, that both the population of school-age children and the population of 
pupils are collected at the same time, so the numerator and the denominator in 
attendance rates are from the same source. 
 
The disadvantages of using net attendance rates are that in almost all countries they 
are collected intermittently (with a few exceptions, which conduct a household survey 
every year or every other year), and that they cover only a sample of the population, 
possibly a non-representative sample.  
 
In the ideal situation, net enrolment and net attendance would both be identical at 
100% – that is, all children of school-age are both enrolled in school and actually are 
attending school. In reality, the values are below 100% in many countries, but also, 
enrolment and attendance differ. Figure 15 shows net enrolment and net attendance 
rates in 55 developing countries for the year in which the most recent survey was 
collected. 
 
The general expectation would be that where there is a difference, attendance would 
be lower than enrolment – since the attending children should be a sub-group of those 
who enroll; one imagines children who are not enrolled cannot attend school. It turns 
out that in many cases, net attendance is actually higher than enrolment - in a little 
under one-third of the countries, net attendance exceeds net enrolment, and in almost 
half of the countries, gross attendance exceeds gross enrolment.  



School Trends and Projections, November 2007, EPDC 63

 
Second, one would expect that where there is a difference, it would be small – that 
most children who enroll in school also attend. Again, this is generally the case – in 
36 out of 55 countries, the difference is less than 10 percentage points, but in the 
remaining one third the differences are larger. For example, starting from the left in 
Figure 15, there are similar values for Niger, Burkina Faso and Burundi, but a large 
difference in Eritrea – enrolment was 45%, and attendance was 61% (both for a five-
year primary cycle); net attendance and enrolment are similar in Guinea-Bissau, Cote 
d’Ívoire and Senegal, but in Comoros there is a large difference - enrolment was 55% 
in 2000, while net attendance was 31%. 
 

Figure 16. Net enrolment and net attendance rates (in percent) in 55 developing 
countries, using the most recent survey data. 
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As with net attendance and enrolment, there are many differences between gross 
attendance and enrolment. The comparison can be made for 82 countries, shown in 
Figure 16. There are a couple of extreme outlying differences greater than 35 
percentage points (Angola, Comoros, Eritrea and both Congo’s). As with net rates, in 
two thirds of the countries, the differences between the gross attendance and 
enrolment rates are smaller than 10 percentage points (53 out of 82). However, it is 
often not in the same countries as those with small differences in the net rates. In 20 
out of the 53 comparable cases, the differences were small (<10%) in one set of rates 
(net or gross), but large (>10%) in the other set.  
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Figure 17. Gross enrolment and attendance (in percent) in 82 developing 
countries, using the most recent attendance data from household surveys and 
UIS enrolment data. 
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5.3 Differences between enrolment and attendance – what are the causes? 

What causes the differences between attendance and enrolment rates?  This section 
raises and examines some of the possibilities. Where we were able to look into 
possible causes, we find some explanation, but only enough to explain a small portion 
of the differences. The remainder of the differences between attendance and 
enrolment must lie in the unexamined hypotheses, or other causes. None of 
hypotheses that were explored for this report turned out to provide consistent 
explanation for the deviations of enrolment versus attendance. 
 
Some technical reasons that attendance and enrolment might differ include: 
1. The number of grades included in primary is not the same for the attendance as the 

enrolment rates. 
2. The years from which the data come are not the same. 
 
Some causes related to how data is collected include: 
3. Survey data is collected outside the school-year, leading to an under-estimate of 

attendance. 
4. Incorrect or inconsistent responses to the question on school-attendance, due to 

complicated survey structure or poor training of the team taking the survey. Some 
types of surveys might consistently have lower or higher estimates of attendance.  

5. Not all schools that children attend, in particular private, religious, or non-formal 
schools, are included in administrative counts, leading to higher attendance rates. 

6. School-age population estimates, the denominator for enrolment rates, are too 
high (under-estimation of enrolment) or too low (over-estimation of enrolment). 

7. Administrative data collection is incomplete, leading to an under-estimate of 
enrolment. 
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8. In general, poor management and quality of either the household survey or 
administrative data. 

 
Some causes rooted in behavior include: 
9. Children enroll in school, but do not attend, leading to lower attendance rates. 
10. Children start school sometime during the school year, after the official start of 

school, leading to higher attendance than enrolment. 
11. Administrative data is deliberately or accidentally over- or under-counted. 
 
The rest of the section examines the technical possibilities and the first three of the 
data-related causes. Without more access to information and possibly field research, 
we could not devise a manner to investigate the other possible causes of differences 
between attendance and enrolment. 
 
Technical causes for differences between attendance and enrolment.  
 
As mentioned above, the number of grades included in primary school is not always 
the same in UIS and household survey data. Household surveys use national 
definitions of school levels, while the UIS enrolment data conforms with the system 
defined by the International Standard of Education Classification 1997 (ISCED 1997). 
As a result, the primary school age definitions used in calculating attendance and 
enrolment data are not always comparable. In four out of the 55 countries, the national 
definition of primary used in the household survey has one more grade than the 
definition used by UIS; in four countries the national definition is two years longer; 
and in one (Brazil) it is four years longer.  
 
One would also expect there to be higher correlation between attendance and 
enrolment rates if the primary school duration is the same. Where the duration is 
different, the expectation would be that for the rate with the longer primary school 
duration, the values would be lower (there are more grades in which children could 
have dropped out).  

Years for the enrolment data differ from the attendance data. In practice, because UIS 
data for net enrolment is relatively complete, there are only four countries where the 
UIS data for net enrolment is one year earlier than the attendance data; and one 
country where the UIS data is one year later.  

In countries where the general trend in school participation is upwards, the 
expectation is that the rates from the later years would tend to be higher; and the 
highest correlation would be where the years are identical. 

The hypothesis that these technical factors might have influenced differences between 
attendance and enrolment do not bear out. Two statistical regressions - one with the 
differences in primary duration as the independent variable, and differences in gross 
attendance and enrolment rates as the dependent; and the second using differences in 
year of data as the independent variable – showed no statistical distinctions.  
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Data collection causes for differences between attendance and enrolment. 
 
As mentioned above, possible causes for differences between attendance and 
enrolment rooted in the data collection are: surveys conducted outside the school year; 
structure of surveys leading to consistent under- or over-estimates; different school 
types included in the data; incorrect school-age population data; incomplete 
administrative data; and in general, poor data management and low data quality. We 
could test (better, partially test) the first three of these causes; the latter three all 
remain possible but speculative at this point. 
 
As it turns out, 35 out of the 82 surveys were conducted entirely or partially outside 
the school-year, see Table 4. However, we found that surveys held outside the school 
year do not have a particular bias towards higher or lower attendance rates.  
 

Table 4. List of recent DHS and MICS surveys conducted entirely or partially 
outside the school year. 

DHS Surveys (16) MICS Surveys (19) all from 2000 
Bolivia 2003, Burkina Faso 2003, 
Cambodia 2000, Cameroon 2004, Chad 
2004, Rep. of Congo 2005, Dominican 
Republic 2002, Ethiopia 2005, Gabon 
2000, Ghana 2003, Haiti 2000, Jordan 
2002, Kenya 2003, Mozambique 2003, 
Nigeria 2003, Philippines 2003 

Angola, Azerbaijan, Burundi, Central 
African Republic, Dem. Rep. of Congo, 
Cote d’Ivoire, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, 
Moldova, Mongolia, Myanmar, Niger, 
Rwanda, Sao Tome & Principe, Senegal, 
Swaziland, Tajikistan, Togo, Uzbekistan 

 
A test of whether particular survey types have a bias towards lower or higher 
attendance rates (compared to enrolment), or deviate more from enrolment rates, was 
negative. Table 5 shows four different measures of the differences between net and 
gross attendance and enrolment rates by three groups of surveys – DHS, MICS, and 
others. The deviations are measured as the mean difference, mean absolute difference, 
standard deviation, and average deviation from the mean. 
 
The measures show that the differences between the gross rates are larger than the 
differences between the net rates. The gross attendance rates for the MICS surveys 
deviate more from enrolment rates than those of either DHS or other surveys, with a 
tendency to be higher than enrolment rates. This is not so for the MICS net attendance 
rates. The net attendance rates of all three groups of surveys deviate in the same 
amount from the enrolment rates; there is no pattern.  
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Table 5. Measures of deviations between net and gross attendance and enrolment 
rates, by three groups of surveys – DHS, MICS, and other. The deviations are 
measured as the mean difference, mean absolute difference, standard deviation, 
and average deviation from the mean. 

 Gross 
enrolment 

minus gross 
attendance 

Net 
enrolment 
minus net 
attendance 

  Gross 
enrolment 

minus gross 
attendance 

Net 
enrolment 
minus net 
attendance 

DHS mean 
difference 

-1 4  DHS standard 
deviation 

12 10 

MICS mean 
difference 

-6 7  MICS standard 
deviation 

26 9 

Other mean 
difference 

1 6  Other standard 
deviation 

13 12 

       
DHS mean absolute 
difference 

10 6  DHS average 
deviation 

11 8 

MICS mean 
absolute difference 

14 5  MICS average 
deviation 

15 7 

Other mean 
absolute difference 

9 5  Other average 
deviation 

9 8 

 
Formulation of school attendance question as a cause of differences between 
attendance and enrolment 

Household surveys ask about school attendance in different ways, for example, “was 
NAME in school this year?”, “Is NAME currently in school?”  The structure of the 
question may influence the measured attendance rates. At the request of the GMR 
team, the EPDC examined the influence of survey questions and responses on the 
levels of primary net attendance rates in 35 developing countries, using MICS 2000 
household surveys. The objective of this analysis is to determine whether and how the 
manner in which attendance questions are asked influences the calculated net 
attendance rate, and in particular, the difference between the net attendance and the 
net enrolment rates. The conclusion from this exploration is that for the MICS 
surveys, the manner of querying for school attendance does not explain differences 
between enrolment and attendance.  

The 35 countries with MICS surveys included in this analysis are: Angola, 
Azerbaijan, Bolivia, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros, 
Congo, DR, Cote d'Ivoire, Dominican Republic, Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, 
Kenya, Lao PDR, Lesotho, Madagascar, Moldova, Mongolia, Myanmar, Niger, 
Rwanda, Sao Tome & Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sudan North, Sudan South, 
Suriname, Swaziland, Tajikistan, Togo, Uzbekistan, Vietnam, Zambia 

In the MICS surveys, three questions are asked of household members age 5-24 years 
old to calculate attendance rates: 

Ed 17: Is (name) currently attending school?  

Or: 

Ed18: During the year, 2000 did (name) attend school at any time?   
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If the answer to either Ed17 or Ed18 is yes, then  

Ed19: And During 2000, which level and grade is/was (name) attending? 

In most countries, Ed18 is asked only if the answer to Ed17 is NO (as is the intent of 
the MICS survey as UNICEF devised it); however, two of the 35 countries have 
responses only for Ed17 – Zambia and Laos -; seven have answers only to Ed18 – 
Guyana, Moldova, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Myanmar, Azerbaijan, and Rwanda –; and 
in two countries, most respondents answered both questions – Lesotho and 
Madagascar. 

In the official MICS publications primary net attendance rates is equal to those who 
answered YES to either or both Ed17 and Ed18 and named primary as the level in 
Ed19. 

Figure 17 shows the net attendance rates from these MICS surveys in bars along with 
orange triangles denoting the enrolment rates. There are four groups of countries:  the 
two countries where both Ed17 and Ed18 received responses; those where Ed18 was 
answered only if Ed17 was no; those where only Ed17 received responses; or only 
Ed18. Responses to Ed17 (currently attending) are shown in dark blue portions of the 
bars; and the responses to Ed18 (attended sometime) in light blue. In most of the 
MICS surveys, attendance is slightly lower than enrolment; in a few, the differences 
are larger (Comoros, Lesotho, and Madagascar).  

In many countries, the “currently attending” portion of the bar is the larger. In seven 
countries, there is a significant light blue portion - students who were not attending 
presently but had attended at sometime this year. The seven surveys where only Ed18 
was answered were all held outside the school year. Other surveys with significant 
light blue portions (Ed18) were also held, at least partially, outside the school year 
include Togo, Sao Tome and Principe, and Chad.  

There is no apparent pattern of deviation between the attendance and the enrolment 
rates related to the type of question answered. One cannot say that a predominance of 
either positive responses to Ed17 on current attendance, or Ed18 on ever attended 
during the year, corresponds to a greater or smaller deviation between attendance and 
enrolment. One cannot say that where surveys were held outside the school term the 
deviation was larger than surveys held during the school terms.  

It is possible that attendance in private, religious or non-formal schools is an 
explanatory factor for higher attendance rates but this possibility was not explored as 
part of this analysis. 
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Figure 18. Net attendance rates by questions in MICS surveys (currently 
attending school and attended school anytime this year) arranged by questions 
answered and in order of net attendance rates, and net enrolment values from 
UIS. Year: 2000. 
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In conclusion:  

1. For about two thirds of the countries for which we had comparable data, the 
differences between attendance and enrolment are less than 10%;  

2. For one third the differences are larger; enrolment can be higher or lower than 
attendance;  

3. We were not able to find a consistent pattern for these differences;  

4. The technical and data-related hypotheses to explain the differences turned out 
negative;  

5. It is possible that the remaining hypotheses concerning behavior and data quality 
may ultimately shed light on the causes underlying different rates for enrolment 
and attendance.  
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6 Global series of enrolment projections to 2015 and 2025  
 
The GMR includes projections in its report to assess whether countries are making 
progress towards universal primary education. In the past, these projections have been 
Trend projections for total primary net enrolment rates and the gender parity indices 
in primary and secondary gross enrolment ratios, and have been made to 2015. In 
preparation of the 2008 report, GMR commissioned EPDC to produce a series of 
Trend projections and a series of Cohort projections, which are based on a different 
method and different data. The Cohort projections at the very least are useful to show 
whether or not the projection results are skewed by the chosen method of projection. 
If a Cohort projection is significantly different from the Trend projection, this raises 
the uncertainty level of both projections, and at least suggests that they warrant further 
investigation. 
 
The Cohort projections are built on pupil flows. In their core, the equations for these 
projections are the same as the ones used by the World Bank, UNDP and various 
country governments when making pupil projections (see for example, UNDP, 2007; 
World Bank, 2007; Porta and Wils, 2007) – often for budgeting purposes – to project 
future pupils and with that the needs for school resources such as teachers, 
administrators, buildings, furniture, and books. Such models have been applied in 
many countries, but this is the first effort to produce a large-scale international series 
using comparable data and assumptions. The Cohort projection model developed by 
the EPDC is the first effort to make cohort projections in an international, global 
series and is done here on an experimental basis. The intention of the GMR at this 
point is to test this method.  
 
All of these projections are based on data from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics. 
 
The EPDC developed four series of projections for primary level NER, Total NER, 
GER, and GPI for primary, for male, female, and both genders. Each series was made 
for as many of the 203 countries that the GMR tracks as the data allowed. Not all of 
the projections were used in the GMR monitoring report because of various issues 
with the data. The four series are:  

1) Trend projections based on data from 1991 onwards (or whatever year after 
1991 data was first available); 

2) Trend projections based on data from 1999 onwards (or whatever year after 
1999 data was first available); 

3) Trend custom projections based on a special request interval from GMR that 
was not already included in 1) or 2); 

4) Cohort projections based on pupils by grade and pupils by age and grade data 
from 1999, and intake and repetition rates from 1990. 

 
In addition, the EPDC developed three series of projections for secondary level NER, 
GER, and GPI based on GER for male, female, and both genders: 

1. Trend projections for NER, GER, and GPI based on data from 1991 onwards 
(or whatever year after 1991 data was first available); 

2. Trend projections for NER based on data from 1999 onwards (or whatever 
year after 1999 data was first available); 
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3. Cohort projections (for general secondary education only) based on pupils by 
grade and pupils by age and grade data from 1999. 

All of the projections have been made up to the year 2025. Table 6 shows how many 
countries were covered by each projection series. 
 
This section describes the projections methods3.   Tables with selected results are 
supplied in Annex 3. Tables of projection results. 
 

Table 6. Countries covered by the EPDC 2007 global enrolment projections for 
the GMR. 
 
Projection description (designation used in 
text in parentheses) 

NER and 
GPI 

(NER) 

Total NER 
and  

GPI(TNER) 

GER and 
GPI(GER)

Primary level    
Trend projections from 1991 (Post-1991) 177 176 193 
Trend projections from 1999 (Post-1999) 144 136 184 
Trend projections requested by GMR (custom) 8 6 4 
Cohort projections (Cohort) 60 - 129 
Secondary level    
Trend projections from 1991 (Post-1991) 154 - 174 
Trend projections from 1999 (Post-1999) 143 - - 
Cohort projections (custom) - - 82 
 
 

                                                 
3 For more detail, see the EPDC website at www.epdc.org. 
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6.1 Methods and assumptions in the projections: 

All of the projections are based on the continuation of historical trends. In the case of 
the Trend projections, this means, quite literally, the extrapolation of past rates of 
NER, TNER, or GER. In the case of the Cohort projections, this means the 
extrapolation of past net or gross intake rates (depending on data availability) and 
constant values of promotion and repetition equal to the most recent year those data 
are available. The Cohort projections are more influenced by actual starting 
conditions, because the projections begin with the number of pupils by grade and that 
distribution affects, to a certain extent, what is possible in the future.  
 
The assumptions do not take into account shifts in trends that might occur because of 
future changes in policy, or even recent changes in policy that have not yet manifested 
themselves in the data (because of lags in the data availability, or lags in the time from 
policy decisions to implementation). The projections simply state: “If past trends 
continue, these are the outcomes.”   This being said, many countries do tend to stay on 
a rather consistent path of enrolment growth for multiple decades. There are notable 
exceptions to this rule, where countries are able to accelerate growth after major 
education policy changes or post-conflict stabilization, or where enrolment stagnates 
after a period of high growth. The projections help to distinguish those countries that 
are already on a path of adequate growth (say, to reach EFA) from those where policy 
change is needed to accelerate growth. 
 
Method and rules for the Trend projections model, ProjecTrend. 
 
Technical features of the Trend projections model. 
The Trend projections are made using the ProjecTrend model developed by the 
EPDC. It is programmed in Microsoft Excel and uses macros to import data from the 
EPDC SQL database. The model imports historical values of NER, TNER, and GER 
for males, females, and both, at the primary and secondary levels for all years starting 
in 1991 from a list of 203 countries provided by the GMR. Once the values are 
imported, the model automatically computes the projections (described below), 
generates graphs of the results which are saved on the EPDC server, and uploads the 
projections to the EPDC SQL database. We can set the model to look for “All 
Countries” and import them one after the other, also saving all of the graphs and 
results automatically, or a user can click Select Country from a country-selection box 
in the model interface and import data only for that country. We used the All 
Countries mode to run the entire projections series, and the Select Country mode to 
trouble-shoot and correct the projections. At present the model is set up to receive a 
maximum of 16 years of data (potentially from 1991-2006 if all years are available) 
but it can be easily modified to import more years.  
 
NER and TNER 
Observations of long-term growth of net enrolment rates have found that the pattern 
generally tends to follow an s-shaped curve that approaches 100%. The trend 
projections for NER and TNER therefore are based on a logistic curve with a 
maximum at 100%, but there are some exceptions. The following are the rules for 
NER and TNER projections: 
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1. IF more than 5 years of data are available AND the growth trend is positive, 
apply a logistic growth function to the data. 

2. IF between 2 and 5 years of data are available OR the growth trend is 
negative, apply a linear growth function to the data. 

3. IF none of the above applies, no projection is made. 
 
GER 
GER does not have a natural maximum at any particular level, such as 100%. In fact, 
many countries report many years of GER levels above 100%, in the range of 120% 
or 130%. There are even some countries where GER can exceed 200% for a short 
period. Such high GER levels, while they signal high access and participation, are 
also indicators of inefficiency caused by high rates of repetition and/or high re-entry 
(where a child leaves school but re-enrolls in a later year). Over time, as school 
systems mature, the GER levels should decline back down to 100%. At this point, not 
enough is known about the pattern of long-term GER trends to be able to express the 
patterns in an equation. Therefore, two simpler methods are used to project GER: 

1. IF NER and NER/GER projections exist, then the GER projection is the NER 
projection divided by the projected ratio of NER/GER (see below for 
NER/GER ratio). 

2. IF NER projections do not exist AND two or more years of GER data exist, a 
linear projection of GER is made. 

3. If none of the above applies no projection is made. 
 
NER/GER ratio 
In countries with fully mature primary school systems, the NER/GER ratio is close to 
1 – in other words, almost all children in school are of the official school age. This is 
when late school entry, repetition rates, and dropout rates are all very low. In 
countries with high levels of particularly late entry and high repetition rates, the 
NER/GER ratio is below 1 (it cannot exceed 1 by definition).  
 
We observed, by matching years where NER and GER is available, that the 
NER/GER trend changes over time, in some countries rising, in others declining. For 
those where NER/GER is rising, the assumption of a logistic curve – as a school 
system gets closer to a ratio of 1, it becomes more difficult to make the last 
improvements – produced more reasonable behavior in the projections and also seems 
empirically more likely. We also found that there are some countries where the ratio 
of NER/GER is declining – this implies that the growth of the over-age or under-age 
school population is more rapid than the on-time students. We believe that such a 
pattern occurs when there is rapid enrolment growth, but did not test this hypothesis. 
For those countries, we found that if we projected the trend of the NER/GER ratio, 
there were instances where that ratio approached zero, resulting in impossibly high 
GER ratios and division by zero errors. Because we know too little at present about 
the long-term behavior of the NER/GER ratio in the case of a downward recent trend, 
and to avoid impossible results, in these cases, we maintain a constant ratio for the 
projections. The assumptions for NER/GER ratio projections are: 

1. IF the NER/GER trend is positive, project a logistic curve. 
2. IF the NER/GER trend is negative, maintain constant at most recent value. 
3. IF only one year of NER/GER ratio is available, maintain this value in the 

projections. 
4. IF none of the above apply, no NER/GER projections are made. 
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Trend projections using different sets of historical data 
The GMR is interested in comparing the enrolment ratios trends from a longer period, 
starting in 1991, and the trends from the period that only includes the post-Dakar 
years, 1999 and forward. In addition, the GMR checked all of the enrolment ratios 
trends, and, based on expert judgment, suggested some additional intervals that would 
exclude years of unlikely data or undesirably long data intervals. Following this 
direction, the EPDC made three sets of Trend projections based on the following 
rules: 

1. Projection including all years from 1991 (post-1991) = Include all of the years 
for which data exist, in the interval 1991-2006, to estimate the trends. If the 
data do not start at 1991, use whatever is the oldest year of data post-1991 to 
start the trend estimation. In effect, this caused some trend estimations to 
include intervals starting in 1992, 1993 or later. IF there is no data at all 
available prior to 1999, then proceed to the Post-1999 projection. 

2. Projection from 1999 (Post-1999) = Include only years from 1999 or later to 
estimate the trends. If there is no data for 1999, use whatever is the first year 
after 1999 to have data available to make the trend estimation. This caused 
some projections in this second series to start in 2000, or 2001.  

3. GMR special requests (Custom) = Include only years starting at a year 
specified by the GMR, IF those specially requested start years are not already 
covered by Post-1991 OR Post-1999. We found that most of the special 
requests for trend start years were already covered by rules 1) or 2).  

 
Tables of the projection results for the Start Year, 2015 and 2025 are in Annex 3. 
Tables of projection results.  Graphical reports are also available from the EPDC. 
 
Method and rules for Cohort projections model ProEnrol. 
 
The Cohort projection model is similar to the ones used by the World Bank, UNESCO 
and many country governments to plan their school systems based on an expected 
number of pupils. The core of all these models is a matrix of pupil flows where pupils 
enter the system in grade 1, and each year flow to the next grade according to the 
promotion rate, or repeat the grade according to the repetition rate. The matrix is 
shown in Table 7. The projection years are symbolized by (t) with (T) for the final 
year of the projection, and grades are symbolized by (g), with (G) for the final grade 
of the system. GIR is gross intake rate; E is population of the official entry age; P(n,t) 
is pupils in grade n in year t; p(n,t) is the promotion rate in grade n in year t; r(n,t) is 
the repetition rate in grade n in year t. The gray shaded cells are data that is imported; 
all other data is calculated. The arrows show the direction in which the pupils flow.  
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Table 7. Generic matrix for pupil flow calculations, used in the EPDC ProEnrol 
model but also in World Bank and UNESCO models. 
 

 New entrants 
(N) 

Grade 1 pupils Grade 2 pupils Grade 
3 
pupils 

Grade 
4 
pupils 

.. .. Grade G 
pupils 

Year 
1 

GIR(t)*E(t) P(1,t) P(2,t) P(3,t) P(4,t) .. .. P(4,t) 

Year 
2 

GIR(t+1)*E(t+1) N(1,t+1) 
+P(1,t)*r(1,t) 

P(1,t)*p(1,t)+ 
P(2,t)*r(2,t) 

… … .. .. P(G-1,t) 
*p(G-1,t)+ 
P(G,t)*r(G,t) 

Year 
3 

GIR(t+2)*E(t+2) N(1,t+2) 
+P(1,t+1)*r(1,t+1) 

P(1,t+1*p(1,t+1)+ 
P(2,t+1)*r(2,t+1) 

… … .. ..  

…  … … … … .. ..  
…  … … … … .. ..  
…  … … … … .. ..  

Final 
Year 

T 

GIR(T)*E(T) N(1,T) 
+P(1,T-1) 
*r(1,T-1) 

P(1,T-1 
*p(1,T-1)+ 
P(2,T-1)*r(2,T-1) 

  .. .. P(G-1,T-1) 
*p(G-1,T-1)+ 
P(G,T1) 
*r(G,T-1) 

 
 
The matrix shown includes only pupils by grade; but to project pupils by age and 
grade the same principles are used, only adding the additional dimension of age. As 
an example, with the age dimension, the number of pupils of age (a), in grade (2) in 
year (3) would be:  
 
Pupils (a,2,3) = P(a-1,1,t+1)*p(1,t+1)+  P(a-1,2,t+1)*r(2,t+1). Note that the promotion 
and the repetition rates are not age-specific. In reality, there is some evidence that 
promotion is negatively correlated with age and repetition rates are positively 
correlated (over-age pupils in the same grade are less likely to be promoted, perhaps 
more likely to repeat, and more likely to drop out compared to their on-time 
counterparts). 
 
In these models the direction of the pupil flow is fixed by the hierarchical 
organization of the school-system – pupils must complete and pass grade (g) in order 
to get to grade (g+1); if they do not pass grade (g) they will repeat or dropout. The 
speed and efficiency of the flows is determined by intake rates, promotion rates, and 
repetition rates. Assumptions in the model have to be made about these flows. In 
addition, assumptions have to be made about the number of people at the official 
school start age. The assumptions and rules used in the projections are discussed 
below. 
 
Technical features of the Cohort projections model. 
The Cohort projections are made using the ProEnrol model developed by the EPDC. 
Like its trend counterpart, ProjecTrend, it is programmed in Excel and uses macros to 
import data from the EPDC SQL database. All of the imported data is supplied by 
UIS via the GMR from the list of 203 countries provided by the GMR. The model 
imports historical values of pupils by grade, females and both sexes (males not 
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presented by UIS), at the primary and secondary levels for years starting in 1999, and 
pupils by age and grade data is imported for the most recent year. Once the values are 
imported, the model automatically computes the projections (described below), 
generates graphs of the results which are saved on the EPDC server, and uploads the 
projections to the EPDC SQL database. We can set the model to look for “All 
Countries” and import them one after the other, saving all of the graphs and results 
automatically, or a user can click Select Country from a country-selection box in the 
model interface, and import data only for that country. We used the All Countries 
mode to run the entire projections series, and the Select Country mode to trouble-
shoot and correct the projections. At present the model is set up to receive any data 
available from 1999 and it can be re-run again in the future as the data gets updated. 
The user can also input their own data, but this feature is not used for the GMR 
projections.  
 
Starting data on pupils 
The Cohort projection imports the number of pupils by grade, and pupils by age and 
grade for females and both genders provided by the UIS. Male pupils are calculated as 
the difference between both and females. In those cases where only both genders data 
is available, males and females are not calculated separately. With regards to 
secondary school, only the data for general secondary education were provided by the 
UIS, so the projections do not cover other secondary school flows such as vocational. 
All of the secondary school flows in these projections (transition to secondary, 
repetition, promotion) apply to only general secondary education. 
 
School start age and number of grades per school level 
The official school start-age and number of years in primary and secondary level 
schools are imported for all years from 1999 on, and, if length of primary or 
secondary has changed, these are accommodated in the projections. The model 
automatically adjusts all calculations to the official school start age and number of 
grades per level.  
 
The model checks to ensure that all of the data per school level are available; some of 
the calculations (such as NER, GER, and GPI) are done only if all grades are 
available. 
 
Historical, starting, and future school age population  
The model imports the population from 2000-2025 as projected by the United 
Nations, medium projection (the UN has 4 projections - low, medium, high, and 
constant). Population data are used in the model calculations of the number of pupils 
to enter grade 1 (gross intake rate multiplied by population of school entry age), and 
the primary and secondary NER and GER values (number of pupils divided by the 
population of primary or secondary school age). The UN historical and future values 
for population are imported in 5-year age-groups for the years 2000, 2005, 2010, 
2015, 2020, and 2025 (the UN Population Division has only 5-year age-groups for 
every five years publicly available on its website), and the model interpolates to 
obtain 1-year age-estimates, and the values for the intervening years. These 1-year 
estimates are summed up to obtain estimated primary and secondary age population. 
For the historical years, the model’s school-age population estimates are compared to 
the UIS school-age population estimates, and where there is a difference, this ratio of 
the two values is applied to shift all the future interpolated 1-year population estimates 
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up or down. In this way, the model’s school-age population estimates match the UIS 
historical school-age population values, and there is a smooth continuation for future 
values. 
 
Gross intake rate assumptions  
The gross intake rates (GIR) are calculated similarly to GER in the Trend projections 
above. There is no logical maximum for GIR; but there is a logical maximum of 1 for 
net intake rates (NIR) and progress towards 1 is along a logistic curve. As with the 
calculations for GER, the model imports NIR and GIR, projects NIR where there is 
sufficient data, computes the ratio of NIR/GIR, and projects GIR by calculating NIR 
divided by the projected ratio of NIR/GIR (where NIR/GIR is also projected). If there 
is no NIR, then only GIR is projected. The following are the rules of GIR projection: 

1. IF there are 4 or more NIR values and the NIR slope is positive, project NIR 
on logistic curve, otherwise make no projection. 

2. IF there are 4 or more values for NIR/GIR (4 or more years with both NIR and 
GIR data), and the NIR/GIR slope is positive, project NIR/GIR, otherwise use 
constant NIR/GIR value from most recent year. 

3. IF there are both NIR and NIR/GIR projections, then GIR is equal to NIR 
divided by NIR/GIR.  

4. IF there are no NIR and NIR/GIR projections, AND the slope of the historical 
GIR trend is positive with a standard error of less than 3.5 in the trend, then 
run a linear extrapolation of the GIR trend with a maximum of 130%. This 
setting allows GIR to grow but not to exceed 130% in any cases. Without this 
maximum, the projection of GIR in some countries expands to more than 
200%.  

5. IF there are no NIR and NIR/GIR projections AND the slope of the historical 
GIR trend is negative with a standard error of less than 3.5 in the trend AND 
the most recent GIR exceeds 100%, then run a linear extrapolation of the GIR 
trend to a minimum of 100%. This rule captures those countries that have high 
GIR but are on a trend towards greater efficiency. 

6. IF there are no NIR and NIR/GIR projections AND the slope of the historical 
GIR trend is negative with a standard error of less than 3.5 in the trend AND 
the highest GIR is less than 100%, then run a linear extrapolation of GIR. We 
considered including a rule that if GIR were declining it would be held 
constant, because in some countries this rule leads GIR to decline by 20% or 
more over the projection period. However, we decided to keep it in place, 
because if GIR is declining with a clear trend (s.e. < 3.5) then there should be 
a warning to that effect in the projections. 

7. IF there are no NIR and NIR/GIR projections AND the slope of the historical 
GIR has a standard error of greater than 3.5 in the trend, keep GIR constant. 

 
Repetition rate rules and assumptions 
For historical years, GMR provided UIS repetition rates for primary and secondary 
overall, as well as by grade (if available). The UIS calculates the grade-specific 
repetition rates from its own pupil and repeaters data, in the following manner: 
repetition rate for grade (g), time (t) is equal to the number of repeaters grade (g), time 
(t) divided by the number of pupils grade (g), time (t-1).  
 
The model calculates trends for average primary and average secondary repetition 
rates and can project three variations of repetition rates: 1) constant values, 2) trend 
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values, and 3) user-set values. For the GMR projections, constant values are used, 
because in early tests with the variable repetition rates the projected repetition values 
for some countries were too extreme – for example, some trends would rise up to 50% 
percent repetition, and we did not write code to automatically separate the plausible 
repetition trends from the implausible ones.  
 
In the case of the trend values, school-level primary and general secondary repetition 
rates are calculated with the following rules:  

1. IF there are sufficient repetition rate data, calculate the linear slope and do a 
linear extrapolation of repetition, with a maximum at 1 and a minimum at 0. 

2. IF there is not sufficient data to make a linear extrapolation, the trend 
extrapolation is constant. 

 
By grade, repetition rates can vary considerably, typically with a clustering of higher 
repetition in grade 1 or the final grade of primary school. For a correct projection of 
the pupils, these different, grade-level repetition rates should be used. However, 
because the model projects average repetition rates by primary and secondary overall, 
a method has to be devised to redistribute those average repetition rates across the 
grades, taking account of the grade-specific variation. The grade level repetition rates 
must take account of the shifting proportions of pupils in each grade relative to the 
whole primary or secondary school pupil population so the average repetition rates are 
maintained. This is done by the model in a couple of steps. 
 
First, the model imports the most recent grade-specific repetition rates, but only uses 
them if grade-specific rates are available for all grades of the school level, otherwise, 
the average repetition rate is applied to all grades in the school level. 
 
To calculate the differing grade-specific repetition rates from the average school-level 
rates, it is simpler to assume that the grade specific repetition rates maintain a 
consistent relation to each other (in other words, if first grade repetition is initially 1.5 
times as high as second grade repetition, it remains 1.5 times as high throughout the 
projection period), than to work with shifting relations among the repetition rates.  
 
The grade-specific repetition rates will be shifted up and down, just enough so that the 
weighted average equals the projected average repetition rate. This shifting has to 
happen even if the average repetition rates are constant because the relative weight of 
each grade size shifts over time. Let us continue with the example of the 100,000 first 
graders and 20,000 sixth graders and assume that first grade repetition is 20%; 
compared to 5% for the sixth grade. The average of these two is a repetition rate of 
17.5%. In the GMR projection, the average rate is held constant. But over the course 
of the projection, the size of the classes shifts and does not necessarily remain in the 
same ratio. Assume that in year t^, the first grade is 150,000 and the sixth grade is 
50,000. If the grade-specific repetition rates are unchanged, the weighted average 
repetition is now 16.25%, violating the assumption of a constant average. The solution 
is to shift the grade specific rates of grade 1 and 6 slightly so that the average is again 
17.5%. But how much?  The solution is to find one repetition multiplier that can be 
applied to all grades to achieve the desired average school-level rate. 
 
 The question then becomes how to calculate the repetition multiplier. Here is the 
solution we applied. The average repetition rate (Ar) in a grade is equal to: 
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Ar(t) = [r(1,t)*P(1,t) + r(2,t)*P(2,t) + r(3,t)*P(3,t) + … + r(G,t)*P(G,t) ] 
 
Where r(g,t)  is the grade specific repetition rate in grade g at time t, and P(g,t) is the 
number of pupils in each grade at time t, and G is the last grade of the school level.  
 
The initial grade-specific repetition rates are held consistent in the calculation for 
future years, t^, the average repetition rate, and are all shifted by the same multiplier 
δ(t^), so the future average repetition Ar(t^) is: 
 
Ar(t^) = [δ(t^)*r(1,t)*P(1,t^) + δ(t^)*r(2,t)*P(2,t^) + δ(t^)*r(3,t)*P(3,t^) + … + 

δ(t^)*r(G,t)*P(G,t^) ] 
 
And all the δ(t^) can be collected to obtain:  
 
Ar(t^) = δ(t^) * [r(1,t^)*P(1,t^) + r(2,t)*P(2,t^) + r(3,t^)*P(3,t^) + … + r(G,t^)*P(G,t^) ] 
 
But we will know from the projections, the Ar(t^) (the projected value of the average 
repetition rates discussed above and held constant in the GMR projections), as well as 
the number of pupils, and the initial grade-specific repetition rates, so by rearranging 
the formula, δ can be calculated as: 
 
δ(t^)  =  Ar(t^)  / [r(1,t^)*P(1,t^) + r(2,t)*P(2,t^) + r(3,t^)*P(3,t^) + … + r(G,t^)*P(G,t^) ] 
 
This multiplier is used to shift the initial grade specific repetition rates just enough so 
that the average repetition rate matches the projected level, and it is used to calculate 
the future grade-specific repetition rates as: 
 
r(g,t^) = δ(t^) * r(g,t). 
 
Promotion rate rules and assumptions 
The promotion rate in grade (g) in year (t) is defined as the number of new pupils in 
grade (g+1) in the year (t+1) divided by the total pupils in grade (g-1) in year (t-1) 
(see definitions above).  
 
It is not provided as an indicator by the UIS, but the historical values can be 
calculated from the number of pupils by grade in two consecutive years, and the 
percentage of repeaters in the second year. The historical promotion rate calculated 
using pupils and repetition is the number of non-repeating pupils in grade (g+1), year 
(t+1) divided by the number of pupils in grade (g), year (t). The non-repeating pupils 
are calculated as pupils grade (g), year (t) times the quantity 1 minus the repetition 
rate. 
 
p(g,t) = [(1-r(g,t))*P(g+1,t+1)] / P(g,t). 
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Annex 1. Definitions 
 
Average annual change in rural/urban net attendance ratio is calculated as: 

ln[(ratio(2)/ratio(1)] / (year2-year1).  
Children of primary school age = the total number of children who are of the ages in 

the primary school age interval. 
Children of secondary school age = the total number of children who are of the ages 

in the secondary school age interval. 
Gender parity index (GPI) = the ratio of the female enrolment rate to the male 

enrolment rate. Can be applied to any of the enrolment rates mentioned above. 
Gross intake rate (GIR) = the number of new first grade entrants regardless of age, 

divided by the number of children who are of the official school start age. 
Length of primary school = the number of grades included in the primary school, 

taken from the UIS data system for level ISCED1 for enrolment rates; and the 
national definitions for the attendance rates. 

Length of secondary school = the number of grades included in the secondary school 
level, taken from the UIS data system for level ISCED2 for enrolment rates; 
and the national definitions for the attendance rates. 

Net intake rate (NIR) = the number of new first grade entrants of the official school 
start age divided by the number of children who are of the official school start 
age. 

Never attended rate (official primary age) is defined as the total number of children 
of official (ISCED) primary school age who said they had never attended 
school expressed as a percentage of the primary school age population. 

Official age to start school = official age at which children should enter first grade of 
primary school. Taken from the UIS data system. 

Primary gross attendance rate is defined as the total number of children who said 
they were attending primary school in the present year expressed as a 
percentage of the primary school age population.  

Primary age specific attendance rates are defined as the total number of children 
who said they were attending primary school expressed as a percentage of the 
specific age populations. 

Primary gross enrolment rate is the number of children who are enrolled in primary 
school, regardless of age, expressed as a percentage of the primary school age 
population. 

Primary school age = the age between the official age to start school, and the official 
age to end primary school (official start age plus number of grades in primary 
school). 

Primary school net attendance rate is the total number of children who said they 
were attending primary school in the present year and who are of primary 
school age, expressed as a percentage of the primary school age population. 

Primary school net enrolment rate is the number of children who are enrolled in 
school and who are of primary school age, expressed as a percentage of the 
primary school age population. 

Promotion rate (p) = in grade X, and year T, is the number of new pupils in grade 
X+1, year T+1, divided by the total number of pupils in grade (X), year (T). 

Repetition rate (r) = in grade (X), year (T) the number of repeating pupils in grade 
X, year T, divided by the total number of pupils in grade X, year (T-1).  
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Rural/urban net attendance ratio is calculated as the rural net attendance rate 
divided by the urban net attendance rate. 

Secondary age specific attendance rates are defined as the total number of children 
who said they were attending secondary school expressed as a percentage of 
the specific age populations. 

Secondary gross enrolment rate (GER) = all children who are enrolled in secondary 
school, regardless of age, divided by the number of children of secondary 
school age. 

Secondary net attendance rate is defined as the total number of children of the 
official (ISCED) secondary school age who said they were attending 
secondary school in the present year expressed as a percentage of the 
secondary school age population. 

Secondary net enrolment rate (NER) = all children of secondary school age who are 
enrolled in secondary school divided by the number of children of secondary 
school age. 

Secondary school age = the age between the official start age for secondary (the last 
official age of primary school plus one), and official age to end secondary 
school (the official start age for secondary plus the number of grades 
secondary school). 

Total primary net enrolment rate (TNER) = all children of primary school age who 
are enrolled in either primary or secondary school (but not pre-primary) 
divided by the number of children of primary age. 
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Annex 2. Years of household surveys included in the analyses4.   
Country Name Year 

DHS Surveys  19
90

 

19
91

 

19
92

 

19
93

 

19
94

 

19
95

 

19
96

 

19
97

 

19
98

 

19
99

 

20
00

 

20
01

 

20
02

 

20
03

 

20
04

 
20

05
 

Bangladesh     x   x   x    x  
Benin       x     x     
Bolivia     x    x     x   
Burkina Faso    x     x     x   
Cameroon  x       x      x  
Chad        x       x  
Colombia x     x     x     x
Cote d'Ivoire     x     x       
Dominican Republic  x     x   x   x    
Egypt, Arab Rep.   x   x     x   x  x
Ethiopia           x     x
Ghana    x     x     x   
Guinea          x      x
Haiti      x     x      
Indonesia  x   x   x      x   
Kenya    x     x     x   
Madagascar   x     x       x  
Malawi   x        x    x  
Mali       x     x     
Morocco   x            x  
Mozambique        x      x   
Namibia   x        x      
Nepal       x     x     
Nicaragua         x   x     
Nigeria x         x    x   
Peru   x    x    x    x  
Philippines    x     x     x   
Rwanda   x        x     x
Senegal    x            x
Tanzania   x    x   x     x  
Turkey    x     x        
Uganda      x      x     
Vietnam        x     x   x
Zambia   x    x      x    
Zimbabwe     x     x       
SITEAL Surveys                 
Bolivia           x  x    
Brazil  x x          x    
Chile x  x  x  x  x     x   
Costa Rica  x    x     x     x
El Salvador        x x x       
Guatemala            x     
Honduras x           x     
México    x  x  x  x  x    x  
Nicaragua         x   x     
Paraguay      x     x      
Perú        x   x      
MICS surveys                 
 Afghanistan               x   
 Algeria            x      

                                                 
4 Complete list with specifications of survey and link to the sources available from EPDC. 
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Country Name                  
MICS surveys 
cont’d 19

90
 

19
91

 

19
92

 

19
93

 

19
94

 

19
95

 

19
96

 

19
97

 

19
98

 

19
99

 

20
00

 

20
01

 

20
02

 

20
03

 

20
04

 
20

05
 

 Angola            x      
 Azerbaijan            x      
 Burundi            x      
 Central African 
Republic            

x 
     

 Comoros            x      
 Congo, Dem. Rep.            x      
 Cote d'Ivoire            x      
 Gambia, The            x      
 Guinea-Bissau            x      
 Guyana            x      
 Lao PDR            x      
 Moldova            x      
 Mongolia            x      
 Myanmar            x      
 Niger            x      
 Rwanda            x      
 Sao Tome and 
Principe            

x 
     

 Senegal            x      
 Sierra Leone            x      
 Suriname            x      
 Swaziland            x      
 Tajikistan            x      
 Togo            x      
 Uzbekistan            x      
Other surveys                 
 Argentina               x   
 Belize            x      
 Botswana                x  
 Brazil              x    
 Chile            x      
 Costa Rica            x      
 Ecuador            x      
 El Salvador               x   
 Guatemala             x     
 Honduras             x     
 Iraq                x  
 Maldives                x  
 Mexico                x  
 Pakistan                 x 
 Panama            x      
 Paraguay            x      
 South Africa                 x 
 Uruguay              x    
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Annex 3. Tables of projection results 

Table 8.  Primary Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 2015 and 2025. 
  PRIMARY NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
Albania 2004 94.0 93.3 92.7 81.1 69.3     
Algeria 2005 96.6 98.7 99.5 99.7 100.0 99.0 98.5 
Andorra 2005 80.3     50.8 21.4     
Anguilla 2005 88.6 81.7 74.8 68.1 47.7     
Argentina 2004 98.8 97.6 96.6 97.3 95.9     
Armenia 2005 78.8     77.6 76.3 77.3 80.3 
Aruba 2005 99.4     99.6 99.7 96.1 97.2 
Azerbaijan 2005 84.5 80.6 76.6 82.4 80.3 91.8 93.7 
Bahamas, The 2005 90.9 87.9 84.8 93.0 94.6     
Bahrain 2005 97.1 95.2 93.2 98.4 99.2 98.4 98.9 
Bangladesh 2004 94.1 98.1 99.4 98.8 99.7     
Barbados 2005 97.6 99.7 100.0 97.9 98.2     
Belarus 2005 89.3 93.2 95.7 78.9 68.6     
Belize 2005 94.5 93.1 91.8 94.6 94.8 83.4 83.1 
Benin 2005 78.2 92.9 97.9 98.8 99.9     
Bolivia 2004 95.0 95.9 96.5 95.9 96.6     
Botswana 2005 84.5 85.1 85.6 91.3 95.3     
Brazil 2004 95.3 98.3 99.3 98.5 99.5     
British Virgin Islands 2005 95.1     94.9 94.6     
Brunei Darussalam 2005 93.4 92.9 92.4     93.1 88.9 
Bulgaria 2005 93.1 97.4 99.1 87.4 81.7     
Burkina Faso 2005 45.2 55.2 64.8 60.7 74.3 84.5 100.0 
Burundi 2005 60.5 67.5 73.8 84.3 95.0 83.0 95.0 
Cambodia 2005 98.9 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 94.8 94.1 
Cape Verde 2005 90.1 90.2 90.4 77.9 65.6 94.4 96.8 
Cayman Islands 2005 81.1     50.8 20.5     
Chad 2003 61.0 84.0 93.6 83.8 93.4     
Chile 2005 89.7 91.3 92.7         
China 1997 99.1 100.0           
Colombia 2005 86.9 93.0 96.4 81.5 76.2 74.7 70.1 
Comoros 2000 55.1 49.7           
Congo, Dem. Rep. 1995 60.3 81.8           
Costa Rica 1996 91.5 97.4           
Cote d'Ivoire 2003 56.0 67.6 75.9 68.8 77.7     
Croatia 2003 87.3 92.9 95.8 92.2 94.8     
Cuba 2005 97.3 97.6 97.8 95.5 93.7 100.0 100.0 
Cyprus 2005 99.3 99.7 99.9 100.0 100.0     
Djibouti 2005 33.3 35.9 38.7 43.5 54.3 52.6 74.6 
Dominica 2005 84.0     73.6 63.2     
Dominican Republic 2005 87.7 97.0 99.3 90.3 92.3 92.6 90.8 
Ecuador 2004 97.7 99.1 99.6 97.3 97.0     
Egypt, Arab Rep. 2005 93.7 97.3 98.9 96.1 97.6     
El Salvador 2005 92.7 97.9 99.4 98.3 99.6 78.4 77.8 
Equatorial Guinea 2003 81.1 76.5 72.6 77.2 74.0     
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Table 8 continued: Primary Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 2015 
and 2025. 

  PRIMARY NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
Eritrea 2005 47.0 73.1 89.5 66.0 81.0 36.6 40.8 
Estonia 2005 95.1 94.3 93.4 92.2 89.3     
Ethiopia 2006 68.2 88.1 96.7 93.6 99.2 67.0 66.7 
Fiji 2005 96.2 93.7 91.2 92.3 88.4     
Gambia, The 2003 77.2 93.3 97.8 96.3 99.3     
Georgia 2004 92.8 94.3 95.6 90.6 88.5     
Ghana 2006 69.5 75.8 81.7 79.9 88.0 82.0 81.9 
Grenada 2005 83.5     80.5 77.4     
Guatemala 2005 94.1 99.4 99.9 99.4 99.9 91.1 89.8 
Guinea 2005 65.5 86.0 95.3 91.2 98.3 97.4 99.4 
Guinea-Bissau 2001 45.2 56.3           
Guyana 1996 95.6 100.0       93.7 95.4 
Honduras 2005 90.6 90.7 90.8 95.3 97.7     
India 2005 88.8     97.6 99.5     
Indonesia 2005 95.5 94.3 93.0 96.7 97.6     
Iran, Islamic Rep. 2005 95.2 90.7 86.1 99.6 100.0 89.6 85.5 
Iraq 2005 87.7 88.3 88.8 93.8 96.9     
Israel 2005 97.4 99.0 99.6 97.0 96.5     
Jamaica 2005 89.9 85.5 81.0 91.6 93.1     
Jordan 2005 88.9 85.6 82.3 84.9 81.0     
Kazakhstan 2005 91.2 93.1 94.6 95.8 98.0 92.2 91.3 
Kenya 2005 78.6 93.9 98.5 93.4 98.2 80.4 79.8 
Kuwait 2005 86.5 95.9 98.8 87.9 89.1 78.7 74.5 
Kyrgyz Republic 2005 86.8 82.7 78.5 88.1 89.3 84.2 83.4 
Lao PDR 2005 83.6 93.3 97.5 89.2 93.1 76.2 76.5 
Latvia 2005 87.8 87.5 87.1         
Lebanon 2005 92.4 97.6 99.3 88.6 84.8 94.9 96.2 
Lesotho 2005 86.7 94.1 97.5 98.2 99.8 89.2 83.3 
Lithuania 2005 88.9     76.5 64.1     
Macao, China 2005 90.8 94.2 96.4 96.4 98.6 97.5 98.1 
Macedonia, FYR 2005 91.8 89.0 86.3 89.9 88.0     
Madagascar 2005 92.5 98.0 99.5 99.9 100.0     
Malawi 2005 94.5 99.3 99.9     83.1 82.6 
Malaysia 2004 95.4 88.6 82.3 87.6 80.5     
Mali 2005 50.9 74.6 89.4 66.4 79.0     
Malta 2005 86.3 82.5 78.7 75.8 65.2     
Mauritania 2005 72.2 88.0 95.4 86.7 94.3 82.3 89.9 
Mauritius 2005 95.1 95.4 95.6 98.7 99.6 99.3 99.1 
Moldova 2005 85.9 84.1 82.3 81.0 76.1 80.5 75.4 
Mongolia 2005 83.7 83.1 82.5 68.8 54.0     
Morocco 2005 86.1 96.2 99.0 97.1 99.5 88.0 84.9 
Mozambique 2005 77.2 90.6 96.5 96.1 99.5 77.5 58.7 
Myanmar 2005 90.2 83.2 76.3 97.1 99.2 95.3 93.0 
Namibia 2005 71.5 58.7 45.9 68.2 65.0 80.8 86.4 
Nepal 2004 79.2     95.4 99.0     
Nicaragua 2005 87.2 93.6 97.0 96.1 98.9 77.9 70.8 
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Table 8 continued: Primary Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 2015 
and 2025. 

  PRIMARY NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
Niger 2005 39.9 56.3 71.6 73.1 92.0 63.4 89.3 
Nigeria 2005 67.9 74.0 79.3 76.3 83.1     
Oman 2006 73.3 76.6 79.8 64.2 54.2 58.1 38.5 
Pakistan 2005 68.1 85.9 94.6 86.7 95.3     
Palestinian A.T. 2005 80.0 92.8 97.7 54.7 29.4     
Panama 2005 98.5 99.6 99.9 99.6 99.9 98.8 99.2 
Paraguay 2004 87.5 82.3 77.6         
Peru 2005 96.5 99.4 99.9 94.6 92.7     
Philippines 2005 94.0 91.7 89.5 96.4 97.8     
Qatar 2005 95.9 98.3 99.3 97.6 98.6 97.3 97.4 
Romania 2005 92.6 96.6 98.5 87.2 81.7     
Russian Federation 2005 92.2 86.5 80.9 98.4 99.7     
Rwanda 2005 73.7 77.0 80.0 76.6 79.3     
Samoa 2004 90.4 78.6 67.8 89.8 89.2     
Sao Tome and Principe 2005 96.7     100.0 100.0 93.1 93.6 
Saudi Arabia 2005 77.9 88.6 94.4     79.6 84.1 
Senegal 2005 68.5 81.8 90.3 88.4 96.4 67.0 66.7 
Seychelles 2004 99.4     100.0 100.0     
Slovenia 2005 98.2 98.8 99.3 99.3 99.8     
South Africa 2004 87.1 82.4 78.1 76.1 66.2     
St. Kitts and Nevis 2005 93.4 89.3 85.1 86.3 79.3     
St. Lucia 2005 97.0 98.1 98.8 99.6 99.9     
St. Vincent/Grenad. 2005 90.3 91.9 93.3 90.9 91.3     
Suriname 2005 94.2 97.7 99.1 97.3 98.8 90.4 90.4 
Swaziland 2005 80.0 79.6 79.3 87.1 91.6     
Syrian Arab Republic 2002 94.5 97.1 98.3 99.2 99.8 97.8 99.7 
Tajikistan 2005 97.4 99.6 99.9 99.1 99.7 97.4 97.4 
Tanzania 2006 98.0 99.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 91.2 87.7 
Togo 2005 78.1 86.9 92.5 78.1 78.1 70.0 70.7 
Tonga 2005 95.4 94.8 94.1         
Trinidad and Tobago 2005 89.7 89.9 90.1 85.0 80.2 76.4 79.4 
Tunisia 2005 96.8 97.8 98.5 99.4 99.9     
Turks and Caicos 
Islands 2005 78.0     57.1 36.3     
Uganda 1990 52.7         82.5 81.2 
Ukraine 2005 83.3 86.5 89.2 83.2 83.0     
United Arab Emirates 2005 70.5 49.6 28.7 56.1 41.7 69.2 66.1 
Uruguay 2004 92.7 93.7 94.4         
Vanuatu 2005 93.9 97.5 99.0 97.2 98.7     
Venezuela, RB 2005 91.3 93.4 95.0 96.8 98.9 81.5 81.4 
Vietnam 2005 87.7 87.4 87.2 73.9 60.1     
Yemen, Rep. 2004 75.3 88.5 94.8 95.9 99.3     
Zambia 2005 88.9 94.6 97.4 99.3 100.0 96.6 99.2 
Zimbabwe 2003 81.9 84.6 86.7 82.8 83.6     
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Table 8 continued: Primary Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 2015 
and 2025. 

  PRIMARY NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
OECD Countries                 
Australia 2005 96.6 94.6 92.6 99.3 99.9     
Austria 2005 96.9 99.2 99.8         
Belgium 2005 98.7 99.6 99.9 98.1 97.4     
Canada 2000 99.5 99.9           
Czech Republic 2005 92.2 95.4 97.3         
Denmark 2005 95.4 98.7 99.7 93.9 92.4     
Finland 2005 98.2 99.0 99.5 97.3 96.5     
France 2005 98.6 98.0 97.5 97.9 97.3     
Germany 2005 96.0 99.2 99.8         
Greece 2005 98.9 99.8 99.9 100.0 100.0     
Hungary 2005 88.8 89.6 90.4 90.8 92.5     
Iceland 2005 98.6 98.7 98.7 98.0 97.5     
Ireland 2005 97.7 99.2 99.7 99.7 100.0     
Italy 2005 98.6 97.9 97.2 98.9 99.1     
Japan 2005 99.8 99.9 100.0 99.6 99.4     
Korea, Rep. 2006 99.5 99.6 99.7 100.0 100.0     
Luxembourg 2005 95.0     91.1 87.2     
Mexico 2005 98.0 97.6 97.2 98.6 98.9     
Netherlands 2005 98.5 99.4 99.8 97.1 95.7     
New Zealand 2005 99.4 99.9 100.0 99.7 99.9     
Norway 2005 98.1 98.5 98.9 95.6 93.1     
Poland 2005 96.4 96.9 97.4 97.4 98.1     
Portugal 2005 98.2 97.5 96.9         
Spain 2005 99.3 99.0 98.6 99.0 98.7     
Sweden 2005 96.3 95.2 94.1 92.1 87.8     
Switzerland 2005 93.0 97.5 99.1 88.3 83.5     
Turkey 2005 89.4 90.5 91.6 80.0 70.6     
United Kingdom 2005 98.8 99.9 100.0 97.1 95.5     
United States 2005 92.1 89.7 87.3 87.5 82.9     
                

Custom Projections 
Trends based on 

data since: 2015 2025      
Belarus 1998 78.9 68.6      
Fiji 1998 92.3 88.4      
Georgia 2000 97.3 98.9      
Macedonia, FYR 1999 88.0 84.1      
Madagascar 1999 99.5 100.0      
Mongolia 1999 82.0 80.4      
Namibia 1998 68.2 65.0      
Philippines 1998 96.4 97.8      
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Table 9. Primary Total Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 2015 and 
2025. 

  PRIMARY TOTAL NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data 

2015 2025 2015 2025 
Albania 2004 94.0 93.3 92.7 81.1 69.3 
Algeria 2005 99.0 99.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Andorra 2005 82.5     54.1 25.7 
Anguilla 2005 92.4 87.6 82.7 76.8 61.2 
Argentina 2004 99.6 99.0 98.5 98.9 98.2 
Armenia 2005 86.2     92.9 96.5 
Aruba 2005 99.8     99.9 100.0 
Azerbaijan 2005 84.6 80.7 76.8 82.6 80.6 
Bahamas, The 2005 91.4 88.3 85.2 93.2 94.7 
Bahrain 2005 98.3 97.1 95.8 97.8 97.2 
Bangladesh 2004 97.6 99.7 100.0 99.9 100.0 
Barbados 2005 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Belarus 2005 96.4 98.9 99.7 98.9 99.6 
Belize 2005 97.6 98.3 99.1 99.6 99.9 
Benin 2005 80.3 94.3 98.6 99.2 100.0 
Bolivia 2004 96.6 96.2 95.8 96.9 97.2 
Botswana 2005 86.6 87.4 88.2 93.4 96.9 
Brazil 2004 96.4 98.9 99.6 99.4 99.9 
British Virgin Islands 2005 97.6     93.9 90.3 
Brunei Darussalam 2005 99.3 99.9 100.0     
Bulgaria 2005 94.7 98.0 99.3 87.8 80.9 
Burkina Faso 2005 45.5 55.8 65.7 60.9 74.6 
Burundi 2005 60.7 67.7 74.0 84.5 95.1 
Cambodia 2005 99.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Cape Verde 2005 90.8 91.6 92.4 77.1 63.4 
Cayman Islands 2005 83.9     53.7 23.5 
Chad 2003 61.2 88.6 96.7 84.2 93.7 
Chile 2005 94.1 97.1 98.6     
China 1997 100.0 100.0       
Colombia 2005 89.9 95.4 98.0 84.4 78.8 
Comoros 2000 55.5 47.4       
Congo, Dem. Rep. 1995 60.5 82.0       
Costa Rica 1996 91.7 97.4       
Cote d'Ivoire 2003 57.1 70.0 78.8 70.4 79.5 
Croatia 2003 93.1 97.2 98.7 96.2 97.7 
Cuba 2005 97.9 98.2 98.6 93.9 90.0 
Cyprus 2005 99.7 99.8 99.9 100.0 100.0 
Djibouti 2005 33.9 37.0 40.2 45.2 57.0 
Dominica 2005 88.5     82.5 76.4 
Dominican Republic 2005 89.5 85.8 82.1 92.4 94.5 
Ecuador 2004 99.4 99.9 100.0 99.6 99.7 
Egypt, Arab Rep. 2005 97.3 99.2 99.8 98.7 99.4 
El Salvador 2005 94.8 98.9 99.8 99.4 99.9 
Equatorial Guinea 2003 83.4 79.6 76.4 84.1 84.7 
Eritrea 2005 47.7 74.0 90.0 67.2 82.2 
Estonia 2005 97.4 98.0 98.4 91.6 85.7 
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Table 9 continued. Primary Total Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 
2015 and 2025. 

  PRIMARY TOTAL NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data 

2015 2025 2015 2025 
Ethiopia 2005 63.0 85.4 95.3 91.0 98.4 
Fiji 2005 98.7 97.9 97.1 95.8 92.9 
Gambia, The 2003 77.6 93.5 97.9 96.1 99.2 
Georgia 2004 93.1 95.2 96.6 72.8 54.3 
Ghana 2006 70.4     80.9 88.9 
Grenada 2005 86.5     87.0 87.6 
Guatemala 2005 95.6 99.7 100.0 99.7 100.0 
Guinea 2005 66.2 86.6 95.6 91.7 98.5 
Guinea-Bissau 2001 45.4 56.5       
Guyana 1996 99.0 100.0       
Honduras 2005 93.7 95.3 96.4 99.0 99.9 
India 2005 94.5     99.7 100.0 
Indonesia 2005 98.3 99.4 99.8 98.5 98.7 
Iran, Islamic Rep. 2005 95.4 91.1 86.9 99.6 100.0 
Iraq 2005 87.7 88.3 88.8 93.8 96.9 
Israel 2005 97.9 99.5 99.9 94.8 91.6 
Jamaica 2005 90.7 85.7 80.7 91.5 92.2 
Jordan 2005 92.6 89.7 86.7 88.5 84.4 
Kazakhstan 2005 99.8     100.0 100.0 
Kenya 2005 79.3 94.3 98.6 93.9 98.4 
Kuwait 2005 86.5 97.1 99.4 81.3 76.1 
Kyrgyz Republic 2005 94.6 96.7 98.1 97.9 99.2 
Lao PDR 2005 83.6 93.3 97.4 89.2 93.1 
Latvia 2005 93.2 89.6 86.0     
Lebanon 2005 94.3 98.6 99.7 90.2 86.1 
Lesotho 2005 87.1 94.4 97.7 98.3 99.8 
Lithuania 2005 93.2     79.9 66.7 
Macao, China 2005 90.9 94.3 96.5 96.4 98.6 
Macedonia, FYR 2005 97.2 95.4 93.6 94.8 92.3 
Madagascar 2005 92.7 98.1 99.5 99.9 100.0 
Malawi 2005 95.2 99.1 99.8     
Malaysia 2004 95.4 88.2 81.7 85.6 76.6 
Mali 2005 50.9 74.4 89.2 65.9 78.3 
Malta 2005 92.0 90.1 88.3 80.3 68.7 
Mauritania 2005 72.6 88.4 95.6 87.3 94.7 
Mauritius 2005 95.1 96.0 96.8 92.5 90.0 
Moldova 2005 88.2 86.4 84.6 82.9 77.6 
Mongolia 2005 88.0 86.9 85.7 76.7 65.4 
Morocco 2005 86.3 96.1 99.0 97.2 99.5 
Mozambique 2005 77.2 90.6 96.5 96.1 99.5 
Myanmar 2005 90.2     97.1 99.2 
Namibia 2005 71.6 58.8 46.0 68.2 64.9 
Nepal 2004 80.0     94.9 98.7 
Nicaragua 2005 93.7 98.3 99.6 99.5 100.0 
Niger 2005 39.9 56.4 71.7 73.1 92.0 
Nigeria 2005 69.6     78.6 85.5 
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Table 9 continued. Primary Total Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 
2015 and 2025. 

  PRIMARY TOTAL NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data 

2015 2025 2015 2025 
Oman 2005 77.7 83.3 87.7 70.6 63.5 
Pakistan 2005 68.1     86.7 95.3 
Palestinian A.T. 2005 84.0 90.3 94.3 59.8 35.7 
Panama 2005 99.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Paraguay 2004 90.1 86.9 84.0     
Peru 2005 99.2 100.0 100.0 98.1 97.1 
Philippines 2005 94.4 92.6 90.8 97.1 98.6 
Qatar 2005 99.5 100.0 100.0 99.8 99.9 
Romania 2005 96.2 98.1 99.1 90.3 84.4 
Russian Federation 2005 92.2 86.5 80.9 98.4 99.7 
Rwanda 2005 74.0 77.4 80.5 77.1 79.9 
Samoa 2004 99.1 99.2 99.3 100.0 100.0 
Sao Tome and Principe 2005 99.9     100.0 100.0 
Saudi Arabia 2005 78.0 88.5 94.4     
Senegal 2005 71.9 84.7 92.3 91.4 97.8 
Seychelles 2004 99.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Slovenia 2005 99.8 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 
South Africa 2004 92.0 91.6 91.1 81.8 72.5 
St. Kitts and Nevis 2005 95.6 93.0 90.4 87.3 78.9 
St. Lucia 2005 97.9 98.2 98.5 99.9 100.0 
St. Vincent/Grenad. 2005 92.4 93.4 94.3 92.8 93.1 
Suriname 2005 95.7 98.6 99.5 98.5 99.5 
Swaziland 2004 80.3 79.3 78.3 87.2 91.6 
Syrian Arab Republic 2002 97.3 99.1 99.6 99.9 100.0 
Tajikistan 2005 97.4     98.6 99.2 
Tanzania 2006 98.2 99.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Togo 2005 80.9 89.8 94.8 81.3 81.7 
Tonga 2005 98.1 98.6 99.0     
Trinidad and Tobago 2005 94.8 95.3 95.7 91.4 88.1 
Tunisia 2005 98.1 98.9 99.3 99.9 100.0 
Turks and Caicos 
Islands 2005 80.7     58.2 35.7 
Ukraine 2005 90.3     97.7 99.5 
United Arab Emirates 2005 76.0 57.9 39.7 67.4 58.9 
Uruguay 2004 96.2 97.7 98.6     
Vanuatu 2005 95.1 98.6 99.6 98.2 99.4 
Venezuela, RB 2005 92.8 93.5 94.0 97.9 99.4 
Vietnam 2005 87.8     73.7 59.6 
Yemen, Rep. 2004 75.8     96.1 99.4 
Zambia 2005 90.1 95.6 98.1 99.5 100.0 
Zimbabwe 2003 82.5 85.4 87.5 83.6 84.4 
              
OECD Countries             
Australia 2005 96.9 94.9 93.0 99.5 99.9 
Austria 2005 99.0 99.9 100.0     
Belgium 2005 99.2 100.0 100.0 98.5 97.7 
Canada 2000 99.5 98.3       
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Table 9 continued. Primary Total Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 
2015 and 2025. 

  PRIMARY TOTAL NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data 

2015 2025 2015 2025 
Czech Republic 2005 92.2 95.4 97.4     
Denmark 2005 95.9 98.9 99.7 91.1 86.2 
Finland 2005 98.3 99.8 100.0 97.8 97.2 
France 2005 99.3 99.1 98.9 98.7 98.2 
Germany 2005 96.1 99.4 99.9     
Greece 2005 99.1 99.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Hungary 2005 95.8 98.7 99.6 94.1 92.5 
Iceland 2004 98.7 98.8 98.9 98.0 97.4 
Ireland 2005 97.7 99.3 99.8 99.7 100.0 
Italy 2005 99.4 99.1 98.8 99.1 98.7 
Japan 2005 99.8 99.9 100.0 99.6 99.4 
Korea, Rep. 2005 99.8 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Luxembourg 2005 96.5     94.6 92.6 
Mexico 2005 99.8 99.9 100.0 99.8 99.8 
Netherlands 2005 98.7 99.6 99.9 97.3 95.9 
New Zealand 2005 99.4 99.9 100.0 99.7 99.8 
Norway 2005 98.1 98.5 98.9 95.3 92.5 
Poland 2005 96.5 97.1 97.6 97.5 98.2 
Portugal 2005 99.5 99.6 99.7     
Spain 2005 99.4 99.0 98.7 99.1 98.9 
Sweden 2005 96.3 95.2 94.1 92.1 87.8 
Switzerland 2005 97.6 97.9 98.2 94.1 90.5 
Turkey 2005 89.4 89.7 90.0 80.0 70.6 
United Kingdom 2005 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
United States 2005 93.7 91.4 89.1 89.8 85.8 
       
Custom Projections  2015 2025    
Belarus 1998 99.4 99.9    
Georgia 1995 99.3 99.9    
Madagascar 1995 98.8 99.8    
Mongolia 1995 92.4 95.3    
Namibia 1998 70.2 68.9    
Philippines 1998 94.6 94.8    
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Table 10.  Secondary Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 2015 and 
2025. 

  SECONDARY NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data 

2015 2025 2015 2025 
Albania 2004 74.1 84.2 90.7 84.0 90.1 
Algeria 2004 66.2 82.8 91.0     
Andorra 2005 76.4 95.2 99.0 99.0 100.0 
Anguilla 2005 80.8 33.9   44.3 7.8 
Argentina 2004 79.1 89.1 93.3 83.3 86.5 
Armenia 2005 84.3 86.9 88.1 82.8 81.3 
Aruba 2005 76.3 69.8 61.6 69.5 62.7 
Azerbaijan 2005 77.6 81.4 85.5 84.8 90.0 
Bahamas, The 2005 83.9 80.3 76.2 94.9 98.5 
Bahrain 2005 90.0 96.4 98.1 95.3 97.9 
Bangladesh 2004 44.3 54.5 62.7 43.3 42.3 
Barbados 2005 96.2 99.7 100.0 99.3 99.9 
Belarus 2005 88.5 98.4 99.8 98.5 99.8 
Belize 2005 71.4 90.5 97.3 90.6 97.4 
Bolivia 2004 72.7 87.5 94.5 91.7 100.0 
Botswana 2005 59.7 79.7 90.3 59.6 59.5 
Brazil 2004 77.8 95.1 98.8 93.5 98.1 
British Virgin Islands 2005 88.2 99.3 99.9 93.8 96.8 
Brunei Darussalam 2005 87.3 95.7 98.3     
Bulgaria 2005 87.9 95.9 98.8 93.5 96.6 
Burkina Faso 2005 11.2 14.7 22.6 15.7 21.7 
Cambodia 2005 24.5 57.6 87.1 56.7 84.6 
Cape Verde 2005 57.5 89.6 98.1 67.8 78.0 
Cayman Islands 2005 95.6 98.6 99.8 99.6 100.0 
Chad 2003 10.8 24.7 59.6 35.0 65.7 
Chile 1996 59.2 75.6       
Colombia 2002 55.3 72.1 80.7 55.2 55.2 
Congo, Dem. Rep. 1995 22.4 86.4       
Cote d'Ivoire 2002 20.0 27.6 41.6 29.6 37.0 
Croatia 2003 85.0 96.0 98.7 92.9 96.4 
Cuba 2005 87.2 94.7 97.8 96.3 99.0 
Cyprus 2005 94.1 98.4 99.5 98.7 99.7 
Djibouti 2005 22.6 48.6 81.0 43.6 64.5 
Dominica 2005 91.8 99.3 99.9 99.7 100.0 
Dominican Republic 2005 53.0 84.7 95.7 73.9 87.8 
Ecuador 2004 52.2 66.7 77.5 65.2 75.5 
Egypt, Arab Rep. 2005 82.1 91.3 96.7     
El Salvador 2005 53.2 82.3 94.9 71.2 84.5 
Eritrea 2005 25.0 34.9 53.5 34.6 45.7 
Estonia 2005 91.4 93.6 94.5 98.3 99.7 
Ethiopia 2006 32.1 57.3 85.8 64.1 89.0 
Fiji 2005 82.7 90.2 93.6 89.3 93.6 
Gambia, The 2004 44.8 74.9 92.2 87.4 98.1 
Georgia 2004 80.7 88.6 93.1 88.0 92.4 
Ghana 2006 38.1 48.0 61.2 48.7 60.7 
Grenada 2005 78.8 85.7 90.3 90.4 100.0 
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Table 10 continued.  Secondary Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 
2015 and 2025. 

  SECONDARY NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data 

2015 2025 2015 2025 
Guatemala 2004 33.7 60.8 82.1 59.4 79.5 
Guinea 2005 24.2 52.4 86.3 54.1 81.7 
Guyana 1996 62.8 53.3       
Indonesia 2005 58.3 73.9 85.4 78.1 97.9 
Iraq 2005 37.8 35.6 40.3 53.7 68.9 
Israel 2005 88.8 91.6 93.7 92.1 94.5 
Jamaica 2005 78.5 87.9 92.8 75.4 72.3 
Jordan 2005 78.7 95.2 99.0 79.0 79.4 
Kazakhstan 2005 91.8 97.8 99.5 98.4 99.7 
Kenya 2005 42.0 62.9 79.7 61.2 77.5 
Kuwait 2002 77.6 95.5 98.8 29.1   
Lao PDR 2005 37.7 60.0 81.1 60.3 79.4 
Lesotho 2005 24.9 37.6 45.5 40.2 57.9 
Lithuania 2005 91.3 96.2 98.4 92.0 92.7 
Macao, China 2005 78.2 92.5 97.2 93.7 98.4 
Macedonia, FYR 2005 81.6 95.5 99.1 84.4 86.9 
Malawi 2005 23.6 18.9 15.7 12.2 0.9 
Malaysia 2004 76.0 92.2 96.7 88.7 94.7 
Malta 2005 83.6 87.8 91.5 93.9 97.9 
Mauritania 2005 15.4 17.4 21.3 16.8 18.3 
Mauritius 2005 81.7 95.3 98.9 95.0 98.8 
Moldova 2005 75.8 73.4 70.1 69.4 63.0 
Mongolia 2005 84.2 97.9 99.6 99.0 99.9 
Mozambique 2005 6.9 5.5 4.9 21.3 50.1 
Myanmar 2005 37.2 44.9 53.2 47.2 57.3 
Namibia 2005 38.7 55.4 66.0 47.2 55.9 
Netherlands Antilles 2003 76.9 32.6   37.8 5.1 
Nicaragua 2005 42.7 60.7 74.0 58.7 73.2 
Niger 2005 7.7 9.4 13.7 14.9 26.7 
Oman 2006 76.8 89.6 96.2 87.5 94.2 
Palestinian A.T. 2005 94.8 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0 
Panama 2005 63.8 73.7 79.6 70.4 76.3 
Paraguay 1996 37.9 84.6       
Peru 2005 69.7 81.8 90.0 77.4 83.6 
Philippines 2005 60.5 84.8 94.1 77.3 88.4 
Qatar 2005 90.1 93.7 96.4 98.4 99.8 
Romania 2005 80.4 88.7 93.3 88.0 92.9 
Samoa 2004 65.7 71.5 72.8 58.6 52.2 
Sao Tome and Principe 2005 32.0 58.4 79.7 42.2 52.5 
Saudi Arabia 2005 65.8 90.1 97.5     
Seychelles 2005 97.1 95.7 91.4 90.0 82.9 
Slovenia 2005 94.4 96.8 98.1 97.6 99.0 
Solomon Islands 2003 26.4 56.1 80.5 54.3 76.6 
South Africa 2000 61.7 87.8       
St. Kitts and Nevis 2005 86.1 89.8 93.0 82.9 79.8 
St. Lucia 2005 68.4 84.7 90.7 82.2 90.8 
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Table 10 continued.  Secondary Net Enrolment Rate, Start Year, Projections to 
2015 and 2025. 

  SECONDARY NET ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year 
Start Year 

Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data 

2015 2025 2015 2025 
St. Vincent/Grenad. 2005 63.9 80.4 87.4 77.9 87.6 
Suriname 2005 74.7 99.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Swaziland 2005 32.8 31.9 29.3 31.1 29.5 
Syrian Arab Republic 2005 62.0 72.7 82.5 93.7 99.3 
Tajikistan 2005 79.6 88.4 95.5 94.2 98.6 
Tonga 2004 67.7 78.6 81.6 58.5 50.1 
Trinidad and Tobago 2005 69.0 74.5 78.4 66.6 64.2 
Tunisia 2003 65.0 90.9 97.3 50.8 39.0 
Turks and Caicos 
Islands 2005 70.2 7.9   20.9   
Uganda 2005 15.0 33.3 60.3 31.9 55.5 
Ukraine 2005 79.5 51.9 27.1 60.7 41.9 
United Arab Emirates 2005 57.4 56.2 53.2 27.6   
Vanuatu 2004 39.3 60.4 79.1 62.5 79.8 
Venezuela, RB 2005 63.0 91.8 98.4 83.8 94.0 
Vietnam 2005 69.3     83.0 91.4 
Zambia 2005 26.2 41.9 63.5 49.0 72.6 
Zimbabwe 2003 33.9 21.5 12.2 17.0 2.9 
              
OECD Countries             
Australia 2005 86.4 89.8 92.0 81.2 76.1 
Austria 1996 90.2 92.8       
Belgium 2005 97.4 98.9 99.4 100.0 100.0 
Canada 1998 94.1 97.9       
Denmark 2005 91.7 96.3 98.0 96.7 98.7 
Finland 2005 94.8 94.8 94.4 94.1 93.4 
France 2005 99.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Germany 1996 89.0 90.1       
Greece 2005 91.0 94.5 96.2 97.3 99.2 
Hungary 2005 89.9 95.5 98.0 96.7 99.0 
Iceland 2005 88.0 90.2 91.0 93.8 96.7 
Ireland 2005 87.8 93.2 95.1 93.2 96.3 
Italy 2005 92.5 98.6 99.7 98.1 99.5 
Japan 2005 100.0     100.0 100.0 
Korea, Rep. 2006 93.9 95.4 96.6 88.7 83.0 
Luxembourg 2005 82.0 94.4 98.1 83.0 84.0 
Mexico 2005 65.0 82.3 91.7 80.0 89.6 
Netherlands 2005 87.1 90.2 92.0 79.2 71.4 
New Zealand 2002 91.1 96.4 97.9     
Norway 2005 96.9 99.0 99.6 98.4 99.1 
Poland 2005 92.9 97.5 99.0 95.2 96.8 
Portugal 2005 82.8 93.0 96.3 81.3 79.8 
Spain 2005 98.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Sweden 2005 99.1 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 
Switzerland 2005 83.9 82.3 83.6 81.1 78.3 
United Kingdom 2005 95.4 99.3 99.8 96.7 97.6 
United States 2005 89.0 90.9 91.5 91.5 93.4 
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Table 11.  Primary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in start year, 
projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series.  

  PRIMARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort project

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 202
Afghanistan 2005 0.59 0.60 0.60 0.64 0.65    
Albania 2004 0.99 0.98 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.9
Algeria 2005 0.93 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.9
Andorra 2005 0.95     0.70 0.24    
Angola 1999 0.86 0.71          
Anguilla 2005 1.06 1.15 1.28 1.16 1.39    
Argentina 2004 0.99 0.97 0.96 0.98 0.96 0.97 0.9
Armenia 2005 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.13 1.23 1.10 1.0
Aruba 2005 0.97     0.96 0.96 1.05 1.0
Azerbaijan 2005 0.98 0.97 0.95 0.92 0.86 1.02 1.0
Bahamas, The 2005 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.03 1.06    
Bahrain 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.97 0.97 0.95 0.9
Bangladesh 2004 1.03 1.04 1.03 1.03 1.01 1.04 0.9
Barbados 2005 1.00 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00    
Belarus 2005 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.86 0.72 0.98 0.9
Belize 2005 0.96 0.99 1.01 1.01 1.05 0.92 0.9
Benin 2005 0.80 0.92 0.97 0.97 0.99 1.01 1.0
Bermuda 2005 1.03     1.19 1.38    
Bolivia 2004 1.00 1.02 1.04 1.02 1.04 0.97 0.9
Botswana 2005 0.98 0.95 0.91 0.96 0.96 1.04 1.0
Brazil 2004 0.93 0.89 0.83 0.89 0.83 0.94 0.9
British Virgin Islands 2005 0.96     0.91 0.87    
Brunei Darussalam 2005 1.00 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.08 0.91 0.8
Bulgaria 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.01 1.04 1.00 1.0
Burkina Faso 2005 0.80 0.89 0.97 0.95 1.04 1.01 1.1
Burundi 2005 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.94 0.96 0.83 0.8
Cambodia 2005 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.90 0.8
Cameroon 2005 0.85 0.83 0.81 0.87 0.87    
Cape Verde 2005 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.94 0.94 0.91 0.9
Cayman Islands 2005 0.89     0.66 0.13    
Central African Republic 2005 0.66 0.69 0.71 0.38      
Chad 2005 0.67 0.85 0.93 0.83 0.91 0.83 0.9
Chile 2005 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.90 1.01 1.0
China 2005 0.99 1.06 1.13 0.94 0.89    
Colombia 2005 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.95 1.0
Comoros 2005 0.88 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.95 0.88 0.8
Congo, Dem. Rep. 2003 0.78 0.87 1.01        
Congo, Rep. 2005 0.92 0.96 1.06 0.92 0.91 0.94 0.9
Cook Islands 2004 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.07 1.37    
Costa Rica 2005 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.01 0.9
Cote d'Ivoire 2003 0.79 0.84 0.88 0.88 0.93 1.01 1.1
Croatia 2003 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.0
Cuba 2005 0.95 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.90 1.01 1.0
Cyprus 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.0
Djibouti 2005 0.82 0.85 0.87 0.94 1.04 0.98 1.0
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Table 11 continued.  Primary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in 
start year, projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series.  

  PRIMARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort project

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 202
Dominica 2005 0.99     1.13 1.36    
Dominican Republic 2005 0.95 1.08 1.17 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.9
Ecuador 2005 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.9
Egypt, Arab Rep. 2005 0.94 0.98 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.97 0.9
El Salvador 2005 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.9
Equatorial Guinea 2005 0.95         0.85 0.8
Eritrea 2005 0.81 0.84 0.91 0.81 0.85 0.81 0.8
Estonia 2005 0.97 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.03 0.98 0.9
Ethiopia 2006 0.88 0.99 0.97 1.06 1.06 0.91 0.9
Fiji 2005 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.96 0.93 0.96 0.9
Gabon 2004 0.99 1.00 1.01 0.98 0.96 1.00 0.9
Gambia, The 2004 1.06 1.05 1.03 1.07 1.03 1.01 1.0
Georgia 2005 1.01 1.00 1.01 0.97 0.95 0.99 0.9
Ghana 2006 0.98 1.03 1.06 1.01 1.02 1.04 1.0
Grenada 2005 0.96     1.20 1.53 1.02 1.0
Guatemala 2005 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.96 0.97 0.95 0.9
Guinea 2005 0.84 0.99 1.02 0.98 1.01 0.95 0.9
Guinea-Bissau 2001 0.67 0.88          
Guyana 2005 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.99 1.00 0.96 0.9
Haiti 1996 0.95 0.95          
Honduras 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.9
Hong Kong, China 2005 0.94         0.87 0.8
India 2005 0.94 1.03 1.12 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.0
Indonesia 2005 0.96 0.98 1.00 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.9
Iran, Islamic Rep. 2005 1.22 1.38 1.54 1.15 1.15 1.10 1.0
Iraq 2005 0.83 0.80 0.80 0.86 0.90 0.86 0.8
Israel 2005 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.05 1.11 1.2
Jamaica 2005 1.00 1.01 1.03 1.00 1.01 0.95 0.9
Jordan 2005 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.03 1.05 1.00 1.0
Kazakhstan 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.93 0.9
Kenya 2005 0.96 0.94 0.93 0.95 0.94 0.98 0.9
Kiribati 2005 1.02     1.04 1.06    
Kuwait 2005 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.94 0.8
Kyrgyz Republic 2005 0.99         0.88 0.7
Lao PDR 2005 0.88 0.93 0.95 0.92 0.94 0.93 0.9
Latvia 2005 0.96 0.99 1.02 0.93 0.89 0.97 0.9
Lebanon 2005 0.97 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.05 1.01 1.0
Lesotho 2005 1.00 0.94 0.91 0.95 0.94 1.03 1.0
Libya 2006 0.99 1.01 1.03 0.97 0.95    
Lithuania 2005 1.00 1.03 1.05 1.02 1.04 0.99 0.9
Macao, China 2005 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.91 0.9
Macedonia, FYR 2005 1.00 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.06 1.02 1.0
Madagascar 2005 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.97    
Malawi 2005 1.02 1.06 1.10 1.26 1.99 1.03 1.0
Malaysia 2004 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.02 1.04    
Mali 2005 0.80 0.92 0.98 0.93 1.00    
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Table 11 continued.  Primary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in 
start year, projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series.  

  PRIMARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort project

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 202
Malta 2005 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.84 0.72 0.87 0.8
Marshall Islands 2005 0.96     0.94 0.91    
Mauritania 2005 1.01 1.06 1.05 1.05 1.04 1.10 1.1
Mauritius 2005 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.9
Moldova 2005 0.99 0.99 0.98 1.02 1.07 0.81 0.6
Mongolia 2005 1.02 1.02 1.02 0.98 0.91    
Montserrat 2005 1.04     1.29 1.61    
Morocco 2005 0.89 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.90 0.9
Mozambique 2005 0.85 0.89 0.90 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.9
Myanmar 2005 1.02 1.07 1.13 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.0
Namibia 2005 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.9
Nauru 2004 0.99 0.88 0.80 0.65 0.41    
Nepal 2006 0.95 1.16 1.42 0.98 1.00 0.86 0.8
Netherlands Antilles 2003 0.98 1.20 1.64 1.20 1.64 1.01 0.9
Nicaragua 2005 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.97 0.97 0.94 0.9
Niger 2005 0.73 0.83 0.91 0.85 0.95 0.84 0.9
Nigeria 2005 0.86 0.89 0.92 0.91 0.95 0.87 0.8
Niue 2004 1.24 3.12   0.90 0.83    
Oman 2006 1.01 1.04 1.07 1.04 1.09 1.01 1.0
Pakistan 2005 0.76 0.98 1.21 0.91 0.97    
Palau 2005 0.93     0.75 0.49    
Palestinian A.T. 2005 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.94 0.81    
Panama 2005 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.9
Papua New Guinea 2003 0.88 0.87 0.86 0.72 0.56    
Paraguay 2004 0.97 0.99 1.01 0.99 1.02 1.00 1.0
Peru 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.02 0.99 0.9
Philippines 2005 0.99 1.02 1.06 0.99 0.99 1.14 1.1
Qatar 2005 0.99 1.01 1.03 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.9
Romania 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.9
Russian Federation 2005 1.00 1.01 1.02 0.99 0.99    
Rwanda 2005 1.02 1.05 1.07 1.07 1.10    
Samoa 2005 1.00 0.98 0.96 1.00 1.01 0.98 1.0
Sao Tome and Principe 2005 0.98     0.99 0.99 1.00 0.9
Saudi Arabia 2005 1.00 1.01 0.98     1.00 0.9
Senegal 2005 0.97 1.04 1.06 1.03 1.03 0.99 0.9
Seychelles 2005 1.01 1.05 1.11 1.00 1.00    
Sierra Leone 2005 0.81 0.81 0.81        
Slovenia 2005 0.99     0.99 0.99    
Solomon Islands 2005 0.95 1.03 1.12 0.99 1.01    
South Africa 2004 0.96 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.93 0.98 0.9
St. Kitts and Nevis 2005 1.06 1.14 1.23 1.21 1.42    
St. Lucia 2005 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99    
St. Vincent and the Grenadines 2005 0.90 0.89 0.88 0.91 0.92    
Sudan 2005 0.87 0.93 0.98 0.89 0.91 0.87 0.9
Suriname 2005 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.95 0.94 0.93 0.9
Swaziland 2005 0.93 0.91 0.89 0.92 0.91 0.88 0.8
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Table 11 continued.  Primary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in 
start year, projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series.  

  PRIMARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort project

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 202
Syrian Arab Republic 2005 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.9
Tajikistan 2005 0.96 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.01 0.97 0.9
Tanzania 2006 0.97 1.01 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.10 1.1
Thailand 2006 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.98    
Togo 2005 0.85 0.96 1.01 0.98 1.11 0.93 1.0
Tokelau 2004 1.35     3.61      
Tonga 2005 0.95 0.91 0.87 0.91 0.87 1.10 1.1
Trinidad and Tobago 2005 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.96 0.99 0.9
Tunisia 2005 0.97 1.00 1.03 0.98 0.97 1.00 1.0
Turks and Caicos Islands 2005 1.04     1.66 6.93    
Tuvalu 2004 1.07 1.44 2.15 1.28 1.63    
Uganda 2005 1.00 1.05 1.08 1.16 1.38 1.00 1.0
Ukraine 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.04    
United Arab Emirates 2005 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.94 0.89 1.04 1.1
Uruguay 2004 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.95 0.93 0.92 0.8
Uzbekistan 2004 0.99 0.99 1.00        
Vanuatu 2005 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.9
Venezuela, RB 2005 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.97 1.01 1.0
Vietnam 2005 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.93 0.77 0.5
Yemen, Rep. 2005 0.74 0.92 1.00 0.91 0.96 0.98 0.9
Zambia 2005 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.91 0.9
Zimbabwe 2003 0.98 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.03    
                 
OECD Countries                
Australia 2005 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99    
Austria 2005 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.01 1.03 1.00 1.0
Belgium 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.01    
Canada 2004 1.00 1.00 1.00        
Czech Republic 2005 0.98 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.0
Denmark 2005 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.03 1.05    
Finland 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.0
France 2005 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01    
Germany 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.03 1.00 1.0
Greece 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.0
Hungary 2005 0.98 0.96 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.9
Iceland 2005 0.97 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.95    
Ireland 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99    
Italy 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.9
Japan 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01    
Korea, Rep. 2006 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0
Luxembourg 2005 1.00 0.93 0.87     1.04 1.1
Mexico 2005 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.9
Netherlands 2005 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.97    
New Zealand 2005 1.00 1.00 1.01 0.99 0.99    
Norway 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00    
Poland 2005 0.99 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.0
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Table 11 continued.  Primary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in 
start year, projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series.  

  PRIMARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort project

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 202
Portugal 2005 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.92    
Slovak Republic 2005 0.99 0.97 0.96 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.9
Spain 2005 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.97 1.00 1.0
Sweden 2005 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.01 1.02    
Switzerland 2005 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.0
Turkey 2005 0.95 0.96 0.97 1.02 1.12 0.95 0.9
United Kingdom 2005 1.00 1.02 1.02 0.99 0.97    
United States 2005 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.96    
         
Custom Projections Start Year 2015 2025      
Cambodia 1999 0.98 1.02      
Cote d'Ivoire 1991 0.84 0.86      
Equatorial Guinea 2000 0.97 1.01      
Tonga 1998 0.91 0.88      
Zambia 1999 0.96 0.98      
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Table 12. Secondary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in start year, 
projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series. 

  SECONDARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
Afghanistan 2005 0.33 0.24 0.16         
Albania 2004 0.96 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00     
Algeria 2005 1.07 1.21 1.26 1.13 1.17     
Andorra 2005 1.12 1.11 1.06 1.10 1.02     
Angola 2001 0.78 0.78           
Anguilla 2005 0.97 0.84   0.84       
Argentina 2004 1.07 1.06 1.04 1.06 1.06 1.08 1.07 
Armenia 2005 1.03 1.10 1.17 1.10 1.17 1.13 1.13 
Aruba 2005 1.03 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.93 0.94 
Azerbaijan 2005 0.96 0.92 0.91 0.92 0.91 0.97 1.00 
Bahamas, The 2005 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.02 1.00     
Bahrain 2005 1.06 1.08 1.08 1.03 1.01 1.19 1.14 
Bangladesh 2004 1.03 1.25 1.45 1.17 1.32 0.91 0.86 
Barbados 2005 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00     
Belarus 2005 1.01 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.02 1.03 
Belize 2005 1.02 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.90 0.89 
Benin 2005 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.60 0.62 0.87 1.03 
Bermuda 2005 1.09 1.22 1.35 1.22 1.35     
Bolivia 2003 0.97 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.96 0.94 
Botswana 2005 1.05 0.96 0.94 1.01 1.02 1.06 1.15 
Brazil 2004 1.10 1.06 1.04 1.06 1.03     
British Virgin Islands 2005 1.18 1.26 1.29 1.27 1.32     
Brunei Darussalam 2005 1.04 1.02 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.95 
Bulgaria 2005 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.95 0.95 1.06 1.06 
Burkina Faso 2005 0.70 0.87 1.05 0.87 1.04 0.84 1.00 
Burundi 2005 0.74 0.79 0.81     0.64 0.63 
Cambodia 2004 0.69 1.15 1.18 1.18 1.15 0.84 0.83 
Cameroon 2005 0.80 0.81 0.82 0.66 0.61     
Cape Verde 2005 1.07 1.05 1.01 1.15 1.20 1.08 1.05 
Cayman Islands 2005 0.92 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00     
Central African Republic 1992 0.41 0.36 0.36         
Chad 2005 0.33 0.53 0.78 0.55 0.85 0.47 0.55 
Chile 2005 1.01 1.06 1.05 0.98 0.97 1.11 1.10 
China 2005 1.00 1.14 1.23         
Colombia 2005 1.11 1.04 1.01 1.07 1.04 1.04 1.08 
Comoros 2005 0.76 0.80 0.82 0.72 0.70 0.78 0.78 
Congo, Dem. Rep. 2003 0.58 0.92 0.94 0.69 0.74     
Congo, Rep. 2004 0.84 0.93 1.19 1.04 1.16 1.59 1.57 
Cook Islands 2004 1.02 0.92 0.87 0.91 0.85     
Costa Rica 2005 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.04 1.02     
Cote d'Ivoire 2002 0.55 0.73 0.86 0.66 0.70 0.62 0.74 
Croatia 2003 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.08 1.10 
Cuba 2005 1.00 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.98 1.14 1.14 
Cyprus 2005 1.02 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.10 1.13 
Djibouti 2005 0.66 0.79 0.93 0.69 0.71     
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Table 12 continued. Secondary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in 
start year, projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series. 

  SECONDARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
Dominica 2005 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96     
Dominican Republic 2005 1.21 1.05 1.00 1.12 1.06 1.13 1.16 
Ecuador 2005 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.96 
Egypt, Arab Rep. 2005 0.92 0.97 0.99 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.98 
El Salvador 2005 1.03 1.00 0.99 1.06 1.05     
Equatorial Guinea 2002 0.57 0.73 0.89         
Eritrea 2005 0.59 0.53 0.58 0.43 0.36 0.52 0.55 
Estonia 2005 1.01 0.98 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.19 1.20 
Ethiopia 2006 0.69 0.80 0.92 0.80 0.92     
Fiji 2005 1.07 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.07 1.05 
Gabon 2000 0.86 0.36 0.36         
Gambia, The 2004 0.82 1.01 1.04 1.03 1.01     
Georgia 2005 1.01 1.02 1.04 1.01 1.01 1.07 1.06 
Ghana 2006 0.85 0.93 0.98 0.94 0.98 1.02 1.03 
Grenada 2005 1.03 0.96 0.95 0.92 0.95 1.21 1.41 
Guatemala 2005 0.91 0.94 0.97 0.98 1.00 0.91 0.93 
Guinea 2005 0.53 0.86 1.01 0.86 1.01 0.62 0.69 
Guinea-Bissau 2001 0.54 0.55           
Guyana 2005 1.02 1.12 1.13 0.97 0.95 0.87 0.91 
Honduras 2005 1.24 1.24 1.24         
Hong Kong, China 2005 0.96         0.90 0.87 
Hungary 2005 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.04 1.02 
India 2005 0.80 0.94 1.06 0.97 1.07     
Indonesia 2005 0.99 1.05 1.07 1.04 1.06 0.92 0.94 
Iran, Islamic Rep. 2005 0.94 1.05 1.14 0.95 0.95     
Iraq 2005 0.66 0.71 0.76 0.77 0.86 0.67 0.71 
Israel 2005 0.99 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.97 1.00 1.09 
Jamaica 2005 1.03 1.02 1.01 1.07 1.11 1.01 0.97 
Jordan 2005 1.02 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.92 0.99 0.99 
Kazakhstan 2005 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.95 
Kenya 2005 0.95 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99     
Kiribati 2005 1.13 0.79 0.54 0.79 0.54     
Kuwait 2005 1.06 1.05 1.03 1.73   1.25 1.19 
Kyrgyz Republic 2005 1.01 0.98 0.94 0.99 0.98 0.95 0.84 
Lao PDR 2005 0.76 0.82 0.86 0.86 0.91 0.86 0.91 
Latvia 2005 1.01 0.98 0.96 0.95 0.92 1.14 1.14 
Lebanon 2005 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.09 1.09 1.21 1.25 
Lesotho 2005 1.26 1.05 0.90 1.14 1.03 1.25 1.28 
Liberia 2000 0.72 1.34           
Libya 2006 1.21 1.70 2.66 1.70 2.66     
Lithuania 2005 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.96 1.09 1.07 
Macao, China 2005 1.04 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.16 1.11 
Macedonia, FYR 2005 0.98 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.09 1.11 
Madagascar 1999 0.96 0.94           
Malawi 2005 0.81 1.14 2.59 1.51       
Malaysia 2004 1.14 1.14 1.11 1.14 1.10     
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Table 12 continued. Secondary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in 
start year, projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series. 

  SECONDARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
Mali 2005 0.62 0.63 0.64 0.66 0.68     
Malta 2005 1.03 1.06 1.08 1.05 1.05 0.83 0.85 
Marshall Islands 2005 1.05 1.04 1.03 1.04 1.03     
Mauritania 2005 0.85 1.06 1.31 1.09 1.36     
Mauritius 2005 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.98 1.26 1.26 
Micronesia, Fed. Sts. 2005 1.07 1.26 1.41         
Moldova 2005 1.03 1.09 1.17 1.09 1.17 0.91 0.78 
Mongolia 2005 1.13 1.03 1.00 1.01 1.00     
Montserrat 2005 1.10 1.03 1.00 1.03 1.00     
Morocco 2005 0.85 0.91 0.97 0.90 0.93 1.01 1.04 
Mozambique 2005 0.69 0.87 1.31     0.82 0.86 
Myanmar 2005 0.99 0.91 0.87 0.91 0.87 1.16 1.15 
Namibia 2005 1.15 1.09 1.03 1.09 1.05 1.22 1.20 
Nauru 2004 1.07 1.05 1.03 0.91 0.80     
Nepal 2006 0.89 1.14 1.45 1.07 1.21 0.91 0.85 
Netherlands Antilles 2003 1.09 0.75   0.75       
Nicaragua 2005 1.15 1.07 1.02 1.07 1.02 1.22 1.19 
Niger 2005 0.68 0.91 1.21 0.73 0.79 0.83 0.95 
Nigeria 2005 0.84 0.85 0.86         
Niue 2005 0.91 0.74 0.58 0.70 0.54     
Oman 2006 0.96 0.98 0.98 0.95 0.95 1.17 1.18 
Pakistan 2005 0.74 0.99 1.32 0.83 0.90     
Palau 2005 1.08 1.19 1.28 1.19 1.28     
Palestinian A.T. 2005 1.07 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00     
Panama 2005 1.07 1.09 1.09 1.07 1.07 1.20 1.21 
Papua New Guinea 2003 0.79 0.85 0.88 0.82 0.84     
Paraguay 2004 1.02 1.04 1.03 0.98 0.96 1.11 1.13 
Peru 2005 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.05 1.08 1.04 1.02 
Philippines 2005 1.12 1.16 1.12 1.13 1.06 1.33 1.42 
Qatar 2005 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.00     
Romania 2005 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.19 1.18 
Russian Federation 2005 0.99 0.92 0.87 0.95 0.91     
Rwanda 2005 0.89 0.96 1.00 0.81 0.77     
Samoa 2005 1.12 1.15 1.18 1.19 1.28 1.19 1.24 
Sao Tome and Principe 2005 1.08 1.84 2.48 1.74 2.40 0.94 0.94 
Saudi Arabia 2005 0.96 1.01 0.97     1.10 1.09 
Senegal 2005 0.75 0.83 0.90 0.84 0.88 0.88 0.88 
Serbia and Montenegro 2001 1.01 1.06           
Seychelles 2005 0.99 1.05 1.13 1.05 1.12     
Sierra Leone 2005 0.74 0.78 0.81         
Slovenia 2005 1.00 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98     
Solomon Islands 2005 0.83 1.00 1.04 1.00 1.04     
South Africa 2004 1.07 1.04 1.02 0.98 0.92 1.11 1.11 
Sri Lanka 2004 1.00 0.97 0.94         
St. Kitts and Nevis 2005 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.96     
St. Lucia 2005 1.21 1.03 0.97 1.03 0.97     
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Table 12 continued. Secondary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in 
start year, projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series. 

  SECONDARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
St. Vincent/Grenad. 2005 1.24 1.06 1.00 1.07 1.00     
Sudan 2005 0.94 0.98 1.01 0.80 0.73     
Suriname 2005 1.33 1.26 1.13 1.24 1.05     
Swaziland 2005 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.94 0.92 0.89 0.84 
Syrian Arab Republic 2005 0.94 1.02 1.06 0.98 0.99 1.08 1.09 
Tajikistan 2005 0.83 0.89 0.94 0.89 0.95 0.89 0.89 
Tanzania 1999 0.82 0.91       1.00 1.07 
Thailand 2006 1.05 1.06 1.06 1.49       
Timor-Leste 2005 1.00 1.13 1.24         
Togo 2005 0.51 0.56 0.59 0.59 0.64 0.66 0.72 
Tokelau 2004 0.88 0.53 0.33 0.53 0.33     
Tonga 2004 1.08 1.29 1.52 1.46 2.16 1.17 1.23 
Trinidad and Tobago 2005 1.04 1.05 1.05 0.98 0.92 1.05 1.05 
Tunisia 2005 1.09 1.11 1.07 1.16 1.29 1.50 1.55 
Turks and Caicos 
Islands 2005 0.94 0.23   0.23       
Tuvalu 2001 0.93 1.12           
Uganda 2005 0.81 0.97 1.05 0.97 1.05 0.98 0.98 
Ukraine 2005 0.92 0.74 0.47 0.74 0.47     
United Arab Emirates 2005 1.05 0.97 0.90 0.97   1.37 1.43 
Uruguay 2004 1.16 1.12 1.10 1.15 1.14 1.45 1.34 
Uzbekistan 2004 0.97 1.05 1.12         
Vanuatu 2004 0.86 0.92 0.96 0.73 0.75     
Venezuela, RB 2005 1.13 1.01 0.99 1.04 1.00 1.39 1.40 
Vietnam 2005 0.97 1.05 1.10 1.05 1.10     
Yemen, Rep. 2005 0.49 0.60 0.66 0.65 0.79     
Zambia 2005 0.82 0.79 0.83 0.79 0.84 0.93 0.88 
Zimbabwe 2003 0.91 0.98 1.21 1.05 7.81     
                  
OECD Countries                 
Australia 2005 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.90 0.85     
Austria 2005 0.95 1.00 1.01 0.94 0.93     
Belgium 2005 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96     
Canada 2004 0.98 0.99 0.99         
Czech Republic 2005 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.00 0.98 1.09 1.09 
Denmark 2005 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.02 1.01     
Finland 2005 1.05 1.04 1.03 1.02 1.00 1.13 1.13 
France 2005 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99     
Germany 2005 0.98 1.01 1.01 0.97 0.97 1.04 1.04 
Greece 2005 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.96 0.95     
Iceland 2005 1.03 1.03 1.04 1.00 0.99     
Ireland 2005 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.07     
Italy 2005 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.19 1.20 
Japan 2005 1.00 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.96     
Korea, Rep. 2006 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.02     
Luxembourg 2005 1.06 1.05 1.03 1.10 1.13     
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Table 12 continued. Secondary Gender Parity Index Projections, initial values in 
start year, projected values in 2015 and 2025 using three projection series. 

  SECONDARY GPI FOR GROSS ENROLMENT RATE 

Country Start Year Start Year Value 

Projection using 
post-1991 data 

Projection using 
post-1999 data Cohort projection 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 
Mexico 2005 1.07 1.09 1.08 1.10 1.09 1.12 1.12 
Netherlands 2005 0.98 0.97 0.96 1.01 1.04     
New Zealand 2005 1.07 1.12 1.11 1.14 1.19     
Norway 2005 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00     
Poland 2005 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98     
Portugal 2005 1.10 1.06 1.03         
Slovak Republic 2005 1.01 0.98 0.95 1.00 0.98 1.12 1.12 
Spain 2005 1.05 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.02     
Sweden 2005 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.99     
Switzerland 2005 0.93 0.92 0.92 0.97 1.02 1.13 1.14 
Turkey 2005 0.82 0.87 0.90 0.99 1.25     
United Kingdom 2005 1.03 1.03 1.02 1.06 1.08     
United States 2005 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.02     
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Table 13.  Cohort projections of the number of pupils in and primary and 
general secondary5 schools, initial values in most recent year of data (start year), 
and in 2015 and 2025.   

 NUMBER OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL LEVEL (Cohort projection) 
Country Primary General Secondary 
 Start Year Start Year 

Value 
2015 2025 Start Year Start Year 

Value 
2015 2025

Albania 2004 250487 190509 173252     
Algeria 2005 4361744 4723752 5109725     
Argentina 2004 4646779 4460503 4399669 2004 3479863 3631378 357871
Armenia 2005 125149 95175 95933 2004 390561 203277 223478
Aruba 2005 10250 9838 8082 2005 5988 5966 5001
Azerbaijan 2005 568097 496244 569592 2005 1066920 716245 855040
Bahrain 2005 83299 81749 80271 2005 55907 58471 58320
Bangladesh 2004 17953300 21819395 22299527 2004 10186996 13617674 1446051
Belarus 2005 379577 382251 341971 2005 923798 597531 576930
Belize 2005 50389 57337 57150 2005 27925 35091 36683
Benin 2005 1318140 1519146 1910244 2005 377618 438694 563877
Bolivia 2004 1541559 1608058 1596813 2004 1010459 1091340 113092
Botswana 2004 328692 296417 306319 2004 158558 150443 147887
Brazil 2004 18968584 20732042 19796243     
Brunei Darussalam 2005 46012 47207 45136 2005 40890 40357 40436
Bulgaria 2005 290017 264452 225002 2005 481281 256918 238131
Burkina Faso 2005 1270837 3142344 5571512 2005 272980 596355 128555
Burundi 2005 1036859 2148124 4023782 2005 159240 359217 751327
Cambodia 2005 2695372 2795067 3028969 2005 708454 974767 106210
Cape Verde 2005 82952 101406 112294 2004 47499 51094 61829
Chad 2005 1262393 2493905 3684979 2004 224661 294481 546399
Chile 2005 1731924 1453944 1571018 2005 1337738 1075235 111711
Colombia 2005 5298256 4189416 3778544 2004 3732877 4141847 334205
Comoros 2005 106700 127953 135994 2005 43181 50929 59560
Congo, Rep. 2005 597304 460491 487055 2004 191857 176547 161588
Costa Rica 2005 542087 483108 496866 2005 286414 211669 245367
Cote d'Ivoire 2001 2046861 2542916 3069221 2002 703743 807327 985827
Croatia 2003 192004 183637 194474 2003 254335 227318 235836
Cuba 2005 895045 738525 656904 2005 668881 521484 425545
Cyprus 2005 61247 64340 72931 2005 60866 55816 62742
Djibouti 2005 50651 79078 120378     
Dominican Republic 2005 1289745 1542164 1510634 2005 768351 888007 943153
Ecuador 2004 1989664 1903852 1830425 2005 775863 775182 736629
Egypt, Arab Rep. 2005 9563627 10718006 11043102 2005 5933065 7909472 888992
El Salvador 2005 1045484 876091 852507     
Equatorial Guinea 2005 75809 48737 59501     
Eritrea 2005 377512 388154 493267 2005 215080 166602 217587
Estonia 2005 85539 84031 87067 2005 105340 62544 70741
Ethiopia 2006 8778741 11193675 12861512     
Fiji 2005 113643 101302 92018 2005 98942 90430 81048
Gabon 2003 279816 271395 317519     
Gambia, The 2003 174984 294062 326059     

                                                 
5 The projections include only pupils in lower and upper level general secondary education, but no 
pupils in vocational, professional, religious or other secondary schools.  In many countries, secondary 
education is diversified and includes those other streams as well (Benavot, 2006). 
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Table 13 continued.  Cohort projections of the number of pupils in and primary 
and general secondary schools, initial values in most recent year of data (start 
year), and in 2015 and 2025.   

 NUMBER OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL LEVEL (Cohort projection) 
Country Primary General Secondary 
 Start Year Start Year 

Value 
2015 2025 Start Year Start Year 

Value 
2015 2025

Georgia 2004 362582 296704 263075 2005 306930 202977 178456
Ghana 2006 3130575 4216232 4420610 2005 1328986 2227616 252668
Grenada 2005 16072 10978 11393 2005 13000 6331 5235
Guatemala 2005 2345301 2867459 3133143 2004 496263 773313 916026
Guinea 2005 1206743 2223837 3231260 2005 415711 953182 179535
Guyana 2005 116756 75926 56577 2001 65818 53258 35673
Honduras 2005 1268150 1267002 1213215     
Hong Kong, China 2005 451171 358226 355847 2005 488005 359890 332990
India 2005 140012902 139412664 134889351     
Indonesia 2005 29149746 33065973 30312236 2005 13829119 14099676 1446459
Iran, Islamic Rep. 2005 7307056 7072362 6990949     
Iraq 2005 4430267 5255803 6170403 2005 1611515 1925051 224508
Israel 2005 784663 783536 734490 2005 608482 360085 355510
Italy 2005 2771247 2779948 2457913 2005 2837999 2825295 267500
Jamaica 2005 326410 280885 251181 2005 246332 190608 168565
Jordan 2005 804904 775726 766525 2004 615731 712594 733984
Kazakhstan 2005 1023974 1147201 1118994 2005 1938112 1559669 188704
Kenya 2005 6075706 8091435 9120700     
Kuwait 2005 202826 224175 216978 2005 234073 212258 227499
Kyrgyz Republic 2005 434155 396031 390839 2005 692724 573103 611610
Lao PDR 2005 890821 823817 864325 2005 388044 377070 377234
Latvia 2005 84369 69784 61387 2005 231474 115887 107068
Lebanon 2005 452607 476231 482038 2005 313729 219065 220724
Lesotho 2005 422278 451750 411141 2005 93060 85099 87013
Lithuania 2005 158115 117444 117908 2003 408533 229195 207551
Macao, China 2005 37401 25432 29610 2005 44129 16132 16303
Macedonia, FYR 2005 110149 83611 71997 2005 155946 117122 95165
Malawi 2005 2867993 3307883 3887299     
Malta 2005 29114 19305 17320 2005 34601 16967 13848
Mauritania 2005 443615 559381 708753     
Mauritius 2005 123562 128077 121596 2005 110287 63355 62076
Moldova 2005 184159 141530 132106 2005 359881 205535 184435
Morocco 2005 4022600 3812072 3827339 2005 1834766 1206978 125807
Mozambique 2005 3942829 4516449 3628900 2005 280590 262379 270028
Myanmar 2005 4948198 4033251 3666601 2005 2589312 2416089 215179
Namibia 2005 404198 384165 449765 2005 148104 104657 110603
Nepal 2006 4502698 5698363 6175360 2003 1806355 2663503 304839
Netherlands Antilles 2003 22667 17400 15332     
Nicaragua 2005 945089 808973 740494 2005 415273 315675 282761
Niger 2005 1064056 2349146 4526650 2005 177033 365814 796827
Nigeria 2004 21110003 28402012 31058544     
Oman 2006 287938 207756 157477 2006 299484 195235 149211
Panama 2005 430152 486391 513717 2005 157889 160150 179348
Paraguay 2004 930918 812823 822199 2004 496136 442126 438754
Peru 2005 4119785 3625462 3661475 2005 2631152 2222132 213746
Philippines 2005 13083744 14822708 14923066 2005 6352482 6430816 695823
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Table 13 continued.  Cohort projections of the number of pupils in and primary 
and general secondary schools, initial values in most recent year of data (start 
year), and in 2015 and 2025.   

 NUMBER OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL LEVEL (Cohort projection) 
Country Primary General Secondary 
 Start Year Start Year 

Value 
2015 2025 Start Year Start Year 

Value 
2015 2025

Qatar 2005 69991 85438 88108     
Romania 2005 970295 812529 708118 2005 1396306 973061 864829
Samoa 2005 31596 25918 23779 2005 24242 22521 18624
Sao Tome and Principe 2005 30468 34121 35848 2005 8012 4526 4936
Saudi Arabia 2005 3263648 3306505 3736538 2005 2646629 2197006 247628
Senegal 2005 1444163 1784610 1916949 2005 401040 456533 532485
South Africa 2004 7444142 8976119 9123906 2004 4317903 3770427 412658
Sudan 2005 3278090 5295476 7554451     
Suriname 2005 65527 64682 57772     
Swaziland 2004 218352 305708 371257 2004 67696 78779 100299
Syrian Arab Republic 2005 2252145 2690517 2894451 2005 2267027 2440281 287731
Tajikistan 2005 693078 664151 710251 2005 960215 943282 980022
Tanzania 2006 7959884 9630876 10018124 2006 675672 2042251 228286
Togo 2005 996707 1193301 1333412 2005 377156 240161 285511
Tonga 2005 16939 17513 17931 2005 12962 7890 8370
Trinidad and Tobago 2005 129703 133227 137281 2005 96188 61455 69107
Tunisia 2005 1184301 1037839 984021 2005 1136657 601590 579271
Uganda 2005 7223879 8298190 10739392 2005 728393 719956 916050
United Arab Emirates 2005 262807 283890 278976 2005 283621 310442 349975
Uruguay 2004 366205 291523 265535 2004 271730 186692 161246
Vanuatu 2005 39342 42172 46246     
Venezuela, RB 2005 3449290 3348858 3371204 2005 1950729 1534421 158264
Vietnam 2005 7773484 6735658 5852905     
Yemen, Rep. 2005 3219554 4819757 5828368     
Zambia 2005 2565419 4422625 6214722 2005 401202 885581 136433

         
OECD Countries         
Austria 2005 362822 336981 335748 2005 481324   
Czech Republic 2005 502831 476497 442836 2005 593577 436254 434314
Finland 2005 381785 330175 322344 2005 307491 264320 252321
Germany 2005 3306136 3066103 3270637 2005 6474283 5486024 536478
Greece 2005 650242 618642 585291 2005 578203   
Hungary 2005 430561 389826 385920 2005 829232 659338 646284
Korea, Rep. 2006 4031496 2924718 2594982 2006 3283120   
Luxembourg 2005 35016 35729 40432 2005 36644   
Mexico 2005 14700005 12899302 11807207 2005 9080217 8181044 746349
Poland 2005 2723661 1984213 1808949 2005 2631315   
Slovak Republic 2005 242459 194789 164338 2005 435802 286239 248966
Spain 2005 2484903 2804311 2647054 2005 2620502   
Switzerland 2005 524222 388103 368655 2005 376549 248100 208924
Turkey 2005 7947603 7426038 7273194     
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