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Abstract  

This study mainly focuses on measuring equity in the distribution of educational opportunity in Uganda 

considering the achievements of the implementation of Universal Primary Education. The study used the Gini 

coefficient to measure equity in the distribution of educational opportunity in Uganda according to age group, 

gender, and location. The presentation used data on educational enrolment and attainment in Uganda in 2016 

collected by the World Bank. In the article, the concepts of equity and equality are defined, various measures of 

equity are identified and the Gini coefficient is applied to measure the magnitude of inequality for the selected 

dataset. The article ends by presenting and discussing the findings as well as evaluating and justifying the type 

of method used. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Since 1997, the government of Uganda has 

implemented an aggressive universal primary 

education policy (UPE) and as a result gross 

enrolment in primary schools has increased from 3.1 

Million in 1997 to 8.7 Million by 2015 with a gross 

enrolment ratio (GER) of 120% and the net 

enrolment ratio of 93.7% (UBOS, 2016; NPA, 2015, 

Ministry of Education and Sports, 2017). UPE is one 

of the Government of Uganda’s main policy tools for 

achieving poverty reduction and human development 

and under UPE the government abolished all tuition 

fees and Parents’ Teachers’ Association charges for 

primary education (World Bank, 2006; Ministry of 

Education and Sports, 2016). In 2006, the World 

Bank ranked Uganda ahead of Ghana, Kenya, and 

Malawi in the implementation of UPE (World Bank, 

2006; Nishimura et al, 2009). 

 

It should also be noted that besides UPE, the Uganda 

government liberalization strategy has allowed 

private actors to establish private primary schools 

which has also increased access and participation in 

this sector of education. Given this milestone, this 

study using the Gini-Coefficient estimated equity in 

educational attainment in Uganda using World Bank 

data on educational attainment and enrolment by 

(Deon Filmer, 2006) and updates. Estimating equity 

in educational attainment is important because one 

would wish to know whether educational resources 

and educational opportunity is fairly distributed 

across gender, location and socio-economic status.  

 

Conceptualization of equity and equality 

In Economic literature, equity is conceptualized as 

fairness in the distribution of some good, service or 

burden (cf. e.g. Ghosh, 2001; Le Grand, 2002; Monk, 

1990). Economic literature also distinguishes two 

types of equity which are procedural equity which is 

concerned with rules, procedures or processes by 

which resources are allocated and distributional 

equity which refers to fairness in the actual 

distribution of resources or outcomes. Distributional 

equity is further distinguished into horizontal equity 

which means equal treatment of equals and vertical 

equity which refers to the unequal treatment of 

unequals (cf. Jacobson, Hickox and Stevenson, 1996; 

Monk, 1990).  

 

In the education context, equity is realized when 

there is a fair distribution of educational opportunity 

to all students who are willing and able to enrol for a 

given type or level of education regardless of their 

gender, social economic status or location. The 

concept of equity has also been referred to as social 

justice by scholars. For example, Ghosh, (2001:85), 

while making reference to equity notes that ‘it is the 

duty of government to ensure that justice is done to 

all types of people regardless of cast, colour or creed 

and that the principles of justice are principles of 

fairness’.  

 

This study mainly focused on measuring equity in 

relation to equality in the distribution of education 

opportunity. In general terms, equality is said to take 

place when a resource is distributed among 

individuals or groups of individuals in such a way 

that all individuals have an equal share of that 

distribution irrespective of their gender, location, 

religion or social economic status (Le Grand, 2002; 

Monk, 1990). In that circumstance, it is the 

individuals’ ability, talent and willingness that 

determine their share of the distribution but not 

arbitrary obstacles or characteristics imposed by 
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society or government. Therefore, equality of 

educational opportunity means that all children in a 

given country who are able and willing, should have 

equal chance of accessing education irrespective of 

their gender, social economic status or location. 

 

It should be noted that while the concepts of equity 

and equality are related, they do not mean the same 

thing. For example, the concepts of horizontal and 

vertical equity might suggest that it is fair to treat 

students in different locations differently but this 

implies giving of unequal shares of educational 

opportunity to these students which does not conform 

to equality. At the same time whereas equity is a 

normative concept prescribing the nature of a fair 

distribution, and in some interpretations equity 

requires equality, equality is also an empirical 

concept providing the standard for measuring the 

equality of the distribution. 

 

The Problem 

Good education should contribute to poverty 

reduction and human development (World Bank, 

2016) but should also be equitable in terms of gender, 

location and social economic status. Besides the 

general statement about the achievements of UPE in 

Uganda there needs to be measurable indicators of 

how education has contributed to poverty reduction 

and human development. One way of reaching this 

measure is to estimate whether education is fairly 

distributed across gender, location and social 

economic status so that one justifies the contribution 

of each of these variables to poverty reduction and 

human development. 

 

Purpose and objectives of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to measure equity in 

the distribution of educational attainment in Uganda 

as one standard of justifying the achievements of 

UPE. This study was guided by the following 

objectives: 

1. To find out whether educational opportunity 

in Uganda is fairly distributed across gender. 

2. To establish whether educational 

opportunity in Uganda is fairly distributed 

across rural and urban locations. 

3. To measure the distribution of educational 

opportunity in Uganda across social 

economic status.  

 

Data Source and Methodology 

This study used World Bank data on education 

attainment and enrolment profiles, a resource book 

based on an analysis of demographics by Deon 

Filmer, (2006). This data was chosen for this study 

because based on this kind of data Uganda was 

ranked by the World Bank among the top Sub-

Saharan African countries making good progress in 

achieving EFA goals and also it captured the major 

variables for measuring equity. The key variables 

provided by this data included gender, location, and 

social economic status which are key for this study.  

 

Method of Analysis 

This study used the Gini coefficient to estimate 

equity in educational attainment in Uganda using data 

by (Deon Filmer, 2006).  The Gini index is preferred 

here because it is found to satisfy the basic criteria of 

scale invariance and the principle of transfers as 

proposed by researchers like (Jacman 1974; Robinson 

and Quinlon 1977; and Allison (1978) since the index 

does not change if there is proportional change in the 

given distribution. Therefore, the measure is expected 

to give more accurate estimates of variations in 

educational attainment for different age cohorts 

according to gender and location.  

 

The Gini coefficientis estimated in the context of the 

Lorenz curve which orders all observations in the 

given data and then plots the cumulative percentage 

of the population against the cumulative percentage 

of the resource for instance income or years of 

schooling. In this study it was plotted against years of 

schooling as illustrated in figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Lorenz Curve: Proportion of population 

against X years of Schooling. 

 

The Gini coefficient was obtained by dividing the 

area between the 45
0
 line and the Lorenz curve by the 

area of the triangle between the 45
0 

line and the axes 

(From figure 1).  

 G= (A/A+B) 

 

Where G is the Gini coefficient, A is the area 

between the 45
0 
line and the Lorenz curve, A+B is the 

area of the triangle between the 45
0
 line and the axes. 

It should be noted that when the Lorenz curve lies on 

the 45
0
 line of equality the Gini coefficient is zero 
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indicating perfect equality where all individuals get 

an equal share of the distribution. On the other hand 

when the Gini coefficient is equal to one, then it 

means one individual is getting all the resource while 

the rest are getting none. The smaller the value of the 

Gini coefficient the more equal the distribution while 

the bigger the Gini coefficient the more unequal the 

distribution. Therefore, in calculating the Gini 

coefficients for the selected dataset the following 

steps were followed: 

1. Identifying the proportion of the population 

who have attained X years of schooling for 

each age cohort. This was provided in the 

data set, (see Appendix 1). 

2. Calculating the cumulative years of 

education for Gini. This is calculated by 

summation of cumulative years of education 

and the weighted average number of years of 

education. 

3. Getting data for plotting the Lorenz curve 

which is basically the cumulative proportion 

of the population and the average 

cumulative proportion of education and this 

gives values for plotting the line of equality. 

4. Calculating the Gini coefficient using the 

indirect method. 

 

Findings of the Study 

Statistical results of the study are presented in table 1 

which gives the Gini coefficients according to gender 

and location. 

 

 

Table 1: Gini coefficients for the distribution of education attainment in Uganda in 2006 
Age 

cohorts 

Categories in the Population 

ALL Male Female Urban Rural MalUrb MalRul FemUrb FemRul 

15 -19 0.23 0.22 0.23 0.16 0.23 0.17 0.22 0.15 0.24 

20 – 29 0.31 0.24 0.36 0.16 0.34 0.13 0.26 0.18 0.39 

30 – 39 0.38 0.28 0.47 0.22 0.40 0.18 0.29 0.26 0.49 

40 – 49 0.46 0.32 0.58 0.28 0.47 0.16 0.34 0.38 0.60 

 

From Table 1, the following conclusions can be 

made; 

1. The distribution in educational attainment is 

more equal for the young age cohort (15 – 

19) compared to the older age cohorts for all 

the categories of observations. 

2. Educational attainment for males is more 

equitable than for females generally and 

equity is higher in urban than rural locations. 

But at the same time the fact that the Gini 

for urban males has not changed so much is 

an indicator that males in urban areas have 

contributed more to improvement in equity 

of educational attainment over time 

compared to other groups.    

3. Educational attainment in rural areas is less 

equitable compared to urban areas both 

generally and according to gender. 

 

These findings seem to be logical because Uganda 

implemented an aggressive Universal Primary 

Education policy since 1997, which could have 

improved equity in educational distribution for the 

age cohort (15-19). Secondly, the opportunity cost of 

education in rural areas and for females is higher in 

the country this is probably why the distribution is 

less equal for rural areas compared to urban and for 

females compared to males. Traditional attitudes to 

female education in some communities could also be 

affecting females’ attainment in education. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Using the Gini coefficient in estimating equity in 

educational attainment in Uganda in 2006 was an 

appropriate method because it gave an opportunity to  

 

consider all observations in the data set which were 

grouped as cumulative average years of schooling 

and plotted against the proportions of the population. 

The method also gave an opportunity to compare 

equity across age cohorts, gender and location. 

However, much as the method clearly indicates 

variations in educational attainment based on years of 

schooling, it may not be indicative of other important 

factors like for example, inequalities in educational 

expenditure and literacy rates. One would require 

more variables to make conclusions on these. At the 

same time the measure does not indicate the quality 

of education which would also be important to 

estimate whether improvement in equity is reflecting 

the contribution of education to economic growth. 

 

On the whole, knowing the magnitude of inequalities 

in educational attainment is important not only for 

guiding policy decisions on education but it is also 

indicative of the performance of the economy. This is 

because economists believe that an equitable 

distribution of education could in the long run 

determine the distribution of incomes and influences 

other aspects of economic growth. 
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