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Glossary 
 

ANER  Adjusted Net Enrolment Rate 

DHS  Demographic and Health Surveys 

EDI  Education for All Development Index 

EFA  Education for All 

ESCS  Economic, Social and Cultural Status 

GEI  Gender Specific EFA Index 

GER  Gross Enrolment Rate 

GPI  Gender Parity Index 

HDI  Human development Index 

HIS  Integrated Household Surveys 

HISEI  Highest International Socio-Economic Index 

IDEB   Índice de Desenvolvimento da Educação Básica 

IEA  International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement 

IEP  Index of Educational Progress 

IO  International Organisations 

ISCED  International Standard Classification of Education 

LDC  Less Developed Countries 

LLECE Latin American Laboratory for the Assessment of Education Quality 

MDG  Millennium Development Goals 

MICS   Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys 

NER  Net Enrolment Ratio 

OECD  Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

PASEC Programme d’Analyse des Systèmes Educatifs de la CONFEMEN 

PERCE Primer Estudio Regional Comparativo y Explicativo 

PIRLS  Progress in International Reading Literacy Study 

PISA   Programme of International Student Assessment 

SACMEQ Southern and East African Consortium on Monitoring Education Quality 

SAEB  Sistema de Avaliação da Educação Básica 

SERCE Segundo Estudio Regional Comparativo y Explicativo 

TIMSS  Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study 

UIS  UNESCO Institute for Statistics 
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UNDP   United Nations Development Programme 

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

UNICEF United Nations Children's Fund 
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Introduction 
 

The evaluation of education systems has become a global trend, and the “use of 

indicators for comparisons and strategic mobilization is now a regular part of 

educational politics” (Smith and Baker, 2001, 142). With greater emphasis than ever, 

international organizations (IOs), aid agencies and governmental bodies invest in 

educational evaluation and base their analytical and prescriptive activity on the 

development of indicators and benchmarks. The OECD, for instance, is currently 

focusing an important part of its education activity in the development of international 

standardized tests to measure educational learning globally, while UNESCO is putting 

forward, through the Education for All (EFA) global monitoring report, a complete 

composite index of educational development to track the achievement of the EFA goals. 

On its part, the World Bank Education Sector Strategy 2020 insists on the importance of 

investing in the evaluation of learning outcomes as a core policy strategy to feed 

systemic education reform worldwide (World Bank 2011). 

However, at the same time, this trend is evolving in a quite puzzling way. In the 

international fora, there is a lack of consensus about the main notions and norms that 

should lay behind educational indicators and indexes. Data availability is an issue, 

especially in developing countries and, quite often, the education indicators being 

adopted internationally are subordinated to access to data and not to a specific idea (and 

ideal) of educational development. Due to the prescriptive and normative character of 

educational indexes, these elements have important political and policy implications 

that deserve the attention of education planners, scholars and decision-makers globally. 

On the basis of these considerations, this paper provides an analytical 

framework to discuss different dimensions of educational development and to build 

(and test) a composite index to measure educational development over time. To this 

purpose, the paper is structured in four parts. In the first part, we focus our attention in 

the evolution and state of the art of educational information systems and educational 

indicators. The story of education statistics partly explains the scarce development of 

global measures of educational development that we witness today. In the second part, 

we identify the main strengths and shortcomings of the existing measures and we 

review some of the most well-known indexes of educational development. In the third 

part, we explore different notions of educational development as a way to identify the 

main dimensions that should be considered when measuring educational development. 
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Specifically, we argue that notions such as holism, equity, development varieties and 

outcomes can contribute to construct more comprehensive and context-sensitive 

educational development measures. In the fourth and last part, we define a series of 

education progress indexes according to different levels of development and test them in 

a sample of countries.  

 

1. World education statistics: What is there?  How we got there? 
 

1.1. Evolution of international education statistics 
 

The role of governments and IOs in the collection of education statistics is not 

something new. Since the post-World War II, UNESCO has been collecting and 

providing cross-national data on education. Its first education survey was in 1950, and 

covered 57 member countries. With the passage of time, the number of participant 

countries increased and, in the seventies, 175 of them reported information to UNESCO 

regularly (Smith and Baker 2001). Guided by the mandate of promoting education as a 

human right, the main focus of the UNESCO’s statistical system was on the coverage of 

the right to education and, consequently, on indicators related to school enrollment and 

public resources invested in education.  

At the time of the first UNESCO statistics, the development of mass education 

and national literacy programmes were key objectives for its member countries (Cussó 

2006). Statistics were used by policy-makers to detect the shortages of education 

systems and identify, accordingly, investment priorities. Comparing their education 

situation to that of other countries also helped governments to situate themselves in a 

broader spectrum of educational realities, and to define how to intervene to ‘normalize’ 

their education systems.  

However, between 1984 and 1996, personal and budgetary support for statistics 

at UNESCO declined (Smith and Baker 2001). This loss of support was directly related 

to an internal process of organizational reform, but also to the convulsive political 

period that UNESCO was going trough (Cussó 2006, Mundy 1998).   

In the 80s, other IOs including the World Bank, the OECD and UNICEF, started 

criticizing UNESCO statistics due to its descriptive - and non prescriptive – nature, but 

also due to the complexity of using them for comparative purposes. These organizations 

wanted to see more rankings and correlations between different variables, and more 
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clear policy recommendations on their basis. But UNESCO was politically restricted to 

do so (Cussó and D’Amico 2005).  

The World Education Conferences held in 1990 and 2000 also put pressure on 

UNESCO to deliver the necessary data to monitor the countries’ achievement of the 

Education for All (EFA) goals. At that time, targets and indicators, such as those 

represented by EFA and the Millennium Development Goals, became key components 

of global agendas, as well as of national education plans. Indicators were conceived as a 

key policy tool for both national governments and the international aid community to 

evaluate the progress of their policies and programmes. 

Beyond political restrictions, other limitations of UNESCO statistics to respond 

to these external demands had a more technical nature, including limitations in data 

comparability, coherence, consistency, reliability, completeness, timelines and 

accessibility (Puryear 1995, Cussó and D’Amico 2005). The main sources of these 

problems had to be found, first, in the material and technical shortages of many 

countries, especially developing countries, to fill the UNESCO surveys properly. In 

fact, the crisis of the 1980s reduced considerably the capacity of low and middle-income 

countries to monitor and evaluate their education systems (Heyneman, 1999). And, 

second, UNESCO did not count on the appropriate and more updated technologies to 

process and present publicly the collected data (Cussó 2006).  

UNESCO reacted to these challenges and in 1999 created the UNESCO Institute 

for Statistics (UIS), based in Montreal, as an autonomous and entirely new agency to 

develop education statistics more autonomously.  With this step, it improved the 

comparability of the data and the time series, contributed to regionalize the indicators, 

and presented data in a way that made possible an assessment of education policy in a 

more normative way (Cussó 2006). Moreover, UNESCO, through the EFA Global 

Monitoring Report, developed an index called the Education for All Development Index 

(EDI) that, despite its limitations, has become an effective tool to monitor the level of 

achievement of the EFA targets under a single measure (see description of the EDI in 

section 2 of this paper). 

However, these improvements came relatively late for UNESCO being able to 

keep its central role in the international field of education statistics. Other international 

organizations, that had stopped relying on UNESCO as the first source to address the 

education demands of their members, had already started collecting their own data 

(Heyneman 1999). This was especially the case of OECD, that since the nineties 
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publishes the results of its statistical surveys in Education at a Glance, but also 

UNICEF that, since 1998, organizes its own education surveys as well (Cussó 2006). It 

should be bared in mind that in the eighties, at the same time that less developed 

countries faced scarcity issues to update their data systems, OECD countries were 

investing more and more on better and new systems of education indicators at the 

national level. This generated a gap in data collection between the North and the South 

and provoked that richer countries looked for alternatives to UNESCO to take the lead 

in cross-national data collection and organization. 

Because of all these reasons, the story of education statistics at UNESCO has 

been famously described as a “sad story” (Heyneman, 1999). Nevertheless, as we detail 

below, the most important change in the field of education statistics came from the 

worldwide emphasis on the measure of learning outcomes through international 

standardized tests.   

 

1.2. From access to learning 
 

In the nineties, there was an increasing demand to know more about the performance of 

education systems and, especially, their learning outputs. Contextual factors that 

contributed to the resonance of this demand include: 

a) Global Economy. In a global economy, most countries aim at raising their 

international competitiveness by offering knowledge-intense products and 

services, and new manpower profiles. Accordingly, they expand education and 

put more emphasis on the acquisition of skills and competences and on the 

notion of flexibility (Carnoy 1999). At the same time, countries embrace the 

Life-Long Learning policy idea worldwide, which implies ensuring learning 

processes over the entire life span, as a way to respond more effectively to the 

changing labor demands in a globalized world (Jakobi 2012). In this context, 

there is an increasing awareness among countries, IOs, corporations and 

individuals about the importance of education and learning for economic 

competition. 

b) New forms of ‘evidence’. A range of academic researchers argue that education 

learning is behind the levels of economic performance of countries. Among 

them, Eric Hanushek stands out due to his great cloud in IOs such as the World 

Bank. He concludes that there is a positive effect of education learning on 
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economic growth that is much larger than the relationship between years of 

schooling and economic growth – as established in the first versions of the 

human capital theory (Hanushek and Woessman 2008, World Bank 2011). 

c) The ‘Quality’ debate. The EFA action framework has contributed to reveal the 

limitations of those educational objectives that simply focus on school access. 

Since the nineties, the EFA movement has contributed to an impressive 

education expansion in most world regions (UNESCO 2010). However, 

expansion did not necessarily imply all children taking advantage of their 

schooling experience. In fact, without taking into account additional measures to 

school access, many children, especially the poorest, did not achieve satisfactory 

learning levels (Bonal 2007). Consequently, more and more stakeholders 

became concerned with the idea of “education quality”, to the point that the 

international community agreed in Dakar to focus their energies on providing 

quality education for all (World Education Forum 2000). The concept of 

education quality is highly ambiguous and slippery, but with the passing of time 

has been conflated to the more concrete idea of students learning. Thus, many 

scholars use today the concept of quality and learning indistinctively, and 

decision-makers worldwide consider that, to improve the quality of their 

education systems, they need to pay more attention to students learning.  

 

All these factors have contributed to put learning at the center of education strategies 

globally. In accordance to this normative change, education statistics have started 

paying more and more attention to students performance. In fact, IOs with great 

influence in both industrialized and developing countries, such as the World Bank and 

the OECD, consider today the measurement of students learning as a key driver of 

education reform and accountability (Carnoy and Rhoten 2002).  

This change of paradigm was first materialized internationally in 1995 with the 

publication of the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS). After 

eight years of organization and intense work, the International Association for the 

Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) could complete this study, whose first 

edition covered the academic achievement results from 45 different countries. 

Five years later, in 2000, the OECD released the first edition of the Programme for 

International Student Assessment (PISA), which is targeted to 15-years-old population, 

irrespective of the grade they attend, and covers three areas of knowledge: mathematics, 
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reading and science. Since the first edition, the PISA studies have been published 

regularly every three years. Due to its political impact in countries such as Germany and 

Switzerland (Martens et al. 2010) and its focus on rankings and comparison, it could be 

considered that PISA revolutionized the world of education statistics, but also the global 

politics of education more widely speaking. It should be noticed that in contrast to 

TIMMS, which focuses on curricular content, PISA focuses on the acquisition of 

competences (i.e. on the students ability to apply their knowledge in functional 

situations) and, thus, it counts on a more direct pretension of universal validity and 

international comparability. 

In parallel to PISA, other international standardized education evaluations were 

developed as well, mainly at the regional level. They include the Southern and East 

African Consortium on Monitoring Education Quality (SACMEQ), the Programme 

d’Analyse des Systèmes Educatifs de la CONFEMEN (PASEC), and the Latin American 

Laboratory for the Assessment of Education Quality (LLECE). In 2001, the IAE 

released the ‘Progress in International Reading Literacy Study’ (PIRLS), which covered 

35 countries. Table 1 details a list of the most important international evaluations of 

education systems performance to date. 

 

Table 1. Cross-national studies of students learning 

 

Test Organization Editions Number of participants 
(respectively) 

TIMSS IEA 1995, 1999, 2003, 2007 45, 38,49a, 59b 

PISA OECD 2000, 2003, 2006, 2009 43, 41, 57, 65c 

PIRLS IEA 2001, 2006 35, 41 

SACMEQ SACMEQ 1995-1998, 1999-2004, 2005 
- 2010  

7, 14, 15 

ERCE LLECE 1997, 2006 13, 16d 

PASEC CONFEMEN   

a TIMSS 2003: 4 benchmarking participants b TIMSS 2007: 8 benchmarking participants c Other 9 
participants carried out the same assessment in 2010. The results will be available in December 2011. d  
One sub-national entity included.   
Source: authors 

 

As Table 1 shows, the participation of countries in cross-national standardised tests has 

substantially increased with the passage of time. For instance, the number of countries 
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education indexes. The main methodological difficulties with regard to cross-national 

comparisons can be summarised in the following points: 

 

� Comparability of educational indicators: Any attempt of global comparison of 

educational statistics faces problems of consistent comparability. Firstly, the 

meaning of educational indicators can be very different depending on the 

country level of development. A simple indicator like the gross enrolment rate 

(GER) in compulsory education, for instance, can lead to misinterpretations 

when comparing developed and developing countries. Course retention and 

overage enrolment often are causes of high GER in poor countries, and may hide 

actually significant problems of access to schooling for many children. 

Likewise, course retention can also lead to possible misconception in the 

comparability of net enrolment rates (NER), and may induce to over evaluating 

educational progress in certain LDCs (Lewin, 2011: 577). Secondly, 

comparability is particularly complex in the realm of learning outcomes. The 

irregular participation of LDC in standardised tests like PISA or TIMMS reduces 

the potential comparability of education outputs.  

� Skills and population sampling: Furthermore, cross-national comparisons are 

difficult because the spread of the “smaller, quicker and cheaper” (Wagner, 

2011) methods of assessment have caused problems in skill sampling, 

population sample and population exclusions. Skill sampling differs among 

different tests, some of which focus striclty on what should have been learnt at 

school (such as the IEA tests) while others aim to assess student competencies to 

manage knowledge in everyday life (such as PISA). Population sampling varies 

considerably from one test to another with regard to the selection method, the 

grade evaluated or the population age. Concerning population exclusions, it is 

somewhat ironic that usually the most vulnerable populations –which are the 

ones that should benefit more from improving education systems- are excluded 

from many tests. Factors like gender, geography, ethnicity, language, national 

origin or physical or mental handicaps intervene in some tests excluding the 

most needed.  These problems illustrate that those attempts to compare countries 

by imputing missing learning scores from one test to another are questionable 

and may incur in significant biases to evaluate educational outputs (see EPDC, 

2011). The number of shortcomings and distortions are high, so are the 
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qualitative aspects (educational and non-educational) that make the exercise of 

comparing educational outputs a risky and erratic task. 

� Changing tests and measures: ‘If you want to measure change, don’t change 

the measure’ wrote the statistician Otis Dudley Duncan in 1969 referring to the 

use of statistics for longitudinal population studies. With each change of 

measurement or introduction of a new index, the potential for measuring 

progress is complicated, because this requires a comparison of like 

measurements over time. This maxim can also be applied to the field of 

educational data. While some tests like PISA or TIMMS seem to have been 

careful to ensure longitudinal comparability, other tests like PASEC, PERCE or 

SERCE have introduced high levels of variation among its different editions. For 

example, between PERCE and SERCE differences exist regarding the 

educational levels selected in each evaluation, the number and nature of the 

questions included in the test and the number of participant countries in each 

edition (UNESCO/OREALC, 2001). This of course makes difficult to carry out 

comparisons and to consistently assess progress in learning. For some countries 

constructing a time series of educational results becomes almost an impossible 

task. 

� Incomplete time series: Even when education measures do not change, 

constructing a time series can be also difficult because for many countries there 

are missing values for many indicators. In some countries, there are problems of 

data gathering due to lack of institutional structures, conflict situations or 

political upheaval. Moreover, a significant number of countries do not 

participate regularly in standardised tests, making time series uncompleted. That 

is the case, for instance, of countries like Albania or Peru, which participated in 

the PISA 2000 edition and did not participate again until the 2009 edition. Chile 

missed the PISA-2003 edition while Colombia, after participating in the TIMSS 

1995, did not do it again until de 2007 edition. Problems with interrupted time 

series are also especially acute for Sub-Saharan countries. A significant number 

of countries did only participate in one SACMEQ. 

� Country diversity and what to measure: Education systems are institutions 

placed in extremely different contexts of social and economic development. The 

attempt to synthesise educational development in a unique and comparable 

index faces usually the problem of making use of a single measure to compare 
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highly diverse realities. One of the common consequences of that is the fact that 

educational development indexes allow to differentiate between certain countries 

or regions but are unable to grasp differences among others. Take for instance 

the Education Index of the HDI. This index allows for a substantial 

differentiation between LDC, but the chosen measures to compose the index (the 

mean years of schooling and expected years of schooling) are limited when it 

comes to compare educational development among middle and high-income 

countries. Actually, what this problem points out is that the use of a single 

measure for educational development can be both ineffective and unfair to 

evaluate how do countries perform in developing sound education systems. 

Targets and benchmarks can hardly be shared among all countries, since the 

social and institutional conditions they face are highly different and so are the 

priorities they must set for educational development. In fact, as some authors 

have pointed out, one of the undesirable consequences of using common targets 

like those defined in the MDG or in the EFA programme is the implicit 

understanding of educational development as a single and lineal process, defined 

by specific goals and even by implicit educational policies (Sayed, 2010; Lewin, 

2011; Barret et al, 2006). Choosing what to measure becomes therefore a task 

that goes beyond technical aspects and turns into a basic political decision. Any 

choice expresses an option of what is an educational priority, and carries 

implicitly which countries will be more likely to achieve the goals. 

� Credibility of tests: The above problem is especially significant when using the 

same standardised tests for all countries. When measuring learning 

competencies, problems of credibility arise, because the standardisation process 

carries necessarily the ellimination of context factors, which would possibly 

suggest alternative systems of evaluation. Using PISA as a global tool for 

measuring learning competencies faces the challenge of making use of a test 

particularly designed for assessing developed countries to evaluate all countries 

of the world. As Wagner points out:  

“Credibility is defined as a combination of validity and reliability. Yet, in the non-

statistical sense, credibility implies more than the particular statistical tools available to 

test designers. This is so largely due to the fact that many of the difficult decisions 

about credibility are made before statistical tests are employed. For example, is an 

assessment credible if many of the poorest children are excluded from participation? Is 

an assessment credible if the enumerator does not speak the child’s language? Is an 
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assessment credible if some children have taken many such tests before, while for 

others this is the first time? These are not merely choices that are internal to the test, but 

rather are related to the context in which the assessment is deployed” (Wagner 2010, 

p.744). 

� Measures of equity and development: If having access to global reliable data 

for any indicator is a difficult task, measuring its distribution for population 

groups is even more complex. Access to this type of data usually depends on the 

existence of national household surveys. Yet, many developing countries do not 

have household panels or, when household panels exist, they are not always 

credible enough to be used as a reliable source of information. Some 

international tests, like PISA, have been right including fundamental data on the 

socioeconomic status of respondents and schools (ESCS) which allow to grasp 

inequalities in learning results. However, for many countries we do still lack 

basic data on basic indicators like access to different levels of schooling by 

socioeconomic or income groups or data on their educational conditions. Here 

lies one of the main shortcomings of composite indexes. Lack of data often has 

made them unable to include basic equity measures in the index. The more 

composite indexes have been able to include is gender disparities, but data on 

other dimensions of inequalities is lacking. Of course, including or not including 

education equity as a dimension in a composite index is also a political option of 

the designer, but this does not exclude the objective difficulties associated to 

data availability. 

 

2.2. An exploration of existing education indexes 
 

In this section we present an overview of existing measures of educational development. 

Of course, this review does go trough all existing indexes, but gathers the most 

influential ones. We exclude from the review those indexes that independent scholars 

have constructed exclusively for analytical purposes and focus our attention in those 

published indexes that have been set or adopted by national governments or 

international organisations. The presentation of each index includes its description and 

calculation method as well as the identification of the main strengths and shortcomings. 
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2.2.1. The Education dimension of the HDI 

One of the first and most prominent attempts to measure development internationally 

was the launch of the Human Development Index by the UNDP at the beginning of the 

nineties. The HDI is composite index made of three dimensions (health, education and 

living standars) and four indicators (life expectancy at birth, mean years of schooling, 

expected years of schooling and gross national income per capita). The HDI sets a 

minimum and a maximum for each dimension, called goalposts, and then shows where 

each country stands in relation to these goalposts, expressed as a value between 0 and 1. 

 

Components 

The education index of the HDI has two components: 

1. Mean years of schooling. 

2. Expected years of schooling.  

 

Mean years of schooling is estimated based on educational attainment data from 

censuses and surveys available in the UIS database. Expected years of schooling 

estimates are based on enrolment by age at all levels of education and population of 

official school age for each level of education. Expected years of schooling is capped at 

18 years.  

 

Calculation 

The indicators are normalized using a minimum value of zero and maximum values are 

set to the actual observed maximum value of mean years of schooling from the 

countries in the time series, 1980–2010. The education index is the geometric mean of 

two indices. The minimum values are 0 years for both education components and each 

dimension index is calculated as follows: 

Dimension index= (actual value – minimum value) / (maximum value – 

minimum value). 

 

Applying this equation directly the geometric mean of the two components: 

Education index= [(dimension1 x dimension2)1/2-0]/[maximum value-minimum 

value] 
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The HDI includes also adjusted measures for general inequality, gender inequality and a 

multidimensional poverty index. These measures are adjustments to the HDI for 

specific populations groups and do not include new indicators in the calculation. 

 

Table 2. Strengths and shortcomings of the HDI education dimension 

Strengths Shortcomings 
• Wide availability of data 
• Simplicity 
• Possibility to normalise and 

compare values 

• Not an education index in itself. 
• Simple indicators do not grasp the diversity of 

educational development diversity. 
• Omission of educational processes and outputs 
• Useful for very poor countries but obsolete to 

capture educational change 
• Low level of differentiation among middle and 

high-income countries 
Source: authors 

 

2.2.2 The Education for All Development Index (EDI) 

The set up of a system for monitoring the six EFA goals facilitated the creation of the 

Education for All Development Index (EDI) in 2003-04.  Since that date, the Global 

Monitoring Report team has provided data to evaluate country performance in a yearly 

basis regarding the achievement of the EFA goals. TheEDI “is a composite index that 

provides an overall assessment of a country’s education system in relation to the EFA 

goals. Due to data constraints the composite index currently focuses only on the four 

most easily quantifiable goals.” (UNESCO, 2011: 262). 

 

Components 

1. Primary adjusted net enrolment ratio (ANER). Measures the proportion of 

children of primary school age who are enrolled in either primary or secondary 

education.  

2. Literacy rate for those aged 15 and above.  

3. Gender-specific EFA Index (GEI). Average of the gender parity indexes of the 

primary and secondary gross enrolment ratios and adult literacy rate.  

4. Survival rate to grade 5.  

 

These components are proxys for four out of the six EFA goals. Lack of data 

availability prevents to measure the goal of early childhood education while the goal of 

learning needs of youth and adults is not easy to incorporate into the EDI due to both 
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lack of data and conceptualisation of the measure. The four indicators used to compose 

the EDI index are based on the goals related to universal primary education, adult 

literacy, quality of education and gender equality. Two of these indicators deserve a 

special comment. Survival rate to grade 5 is used as a proxy of learning outcomes. Lack 

of universal data on learning outcomes justifies the use of this proxy. Calculations made 

by the EFA Global Monitoring Report show a high correlation between survival rates at 

grade 5 and learning outcomes in those countries with available data (UNESCO, 2011: 

3). The GEI is a composite index, which attempts to cover the two-fold EFA goal 

regarding gender parity in primary and secondary education access and gender equality 

in adult literacy.  

 

Calculation 

The EDI gives the same weight to each of the four components. Values of EDI range 

between 0 and 1.  

EDI= ¼ (primary ANER) + ¼ (adult literacy rate) + ¼ (GEI) + ¼ (survival rate 

to grade 5).  

 

Table 3. Strengths and shortcomings of the EDI 

Strengths Shortcomings 

• Realistic regarding data 
availability 

• Linked to specific educational 
targets 

• The most completed global 
education index up to now. 

• Possibility to normalise and 
compare values 

• Due to data availability issues, it captures 
only four out of the six EFA goals 

• No indicators on primary school completion. 
• Does not include a proper indicator on 

learning outcomes. 
• Includes components that cannot easily 

change in the short term (Adult literacy rate) 
• Low level of differentiation between 

countries 
• The gender composite index ignores 

disparities in educational process and 
educational results. 

Source: authors 

 

2.2.3. Educational Development Index (India) 

In 2005 the Government of India (Ministry of Human Resources and Development, 

Department of School Education and Literacy) and the National University of 

Educational Planning and Administration (NUEPA) computed an Educational 

Development Index, separately for Primary and Upper Primary levels of education and 



 

also a composite index for the entire Elementary education. The rationale for 

constructing such index was that “the development has not been uniform across the 

states and districts in the countr

Index of India summarizes various aspects related to input, process and outcome 

indicators and aims to identify geographic areas that lag behind in overall education 

development. 

 

Components 

The components of the Indian Education Development Index are organized, according 

to different dimensions, including access, infrastructure, teachers and outcomes (see 

Table 4). 

Table 4. Components of the Indian Education Development Index

Component Indicator 
Access Percentage of habitations not Served

Number of schools per 1000 child population
Ratio of primary to upper primary schools/sections (only at Upper stage)

Infrastructure Average Student
Schools with Students Classroom Ratio > 60
Percentage of Schools without Drinking Water Facility
Percentage of Schools with Common Toilets
Percentage of Schools with Girls’ Toilets

Teachers Percentage of Female Teachers
Pupil-Teacher Ratio
Percentage of Schools with Pupil
Percentage of Sin
Percentage of Schools < 3 Teachers

Outcome Percentage of Teachers without Professional Qualifications
Overall Gross Enrolment Ratio
Gross Enrolment Ratio 
Gross Enrolment Ratio 
Gender Parity Index in Enrolment
Repetition Rate
Dropout Rate
Ratio of Exit Class over Class I Enrolment (only at Primary stage)
Percentage of Appeared Children Passed
Percentage of Appeared Children Passed with > 60 percent and more Marks

Source: NUEPA (2009: 5) 

 

Calculation 

Each component is normalized, the values range between 0 and 1. 

Normalized value = 

also a composite index for the entire Elementary education. The rationale for 

constructing such index was that “the development has not been uniform across the 

states and districts in the country” (NUEPA, 2009: 167). The Educational Development 

of India summarizes various aspects related to input, process and outcome 

indicators and aims to identify geographic areas that lag behind in overall education 

of the Indian Education Development Index are organized, according 

to different dimensions, including access, infrastructure, teachers and outcomes (see 

 

Table 4. Components of the Indian Education Development Index

Percentage of habitations not Served 
Number of schools per 1000 child population 
Ratio of primary to upper primary schools/sections (only at Upper stage)
Average Student-Classroom Ratio 
Schools with Students Classroom Ratio > 60 

of Schools without Drinking Water Facility 
Percentage of Schools with Common Toilets 
Percentage of Schools with Girls’ Toilets 
Percentage of Female Teachers 

Teacher Ratio 
Percentage of Schools with Pupil-Teacher Ratio > 60 
Percentage of Single-Teacher Schools where the Number of Students >15
Percentage of Schools < 3 Teachers 
Percentage of Teachers without Professional Qualifications 
Overall Gross Enrolment Ratio 
Gross Enrolment Ratio - Scheduled Castes 
Gross Enrolment Ratio - Scheduled Tribes 
Gender Parity Index in Enrolment 
Repetition Rate 
Dropout Rate 
Ratio of Exit Class over Class I Enrolment (only at Primary stage)
Percentage of Appeared Children Passed 
Percentage of Appeared Children Passed with > 60 percent and more Marks

Each component is normalized, the values range between 0 and 1.  
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also a composite index for the entire Elementary education. The rationale for 

constructing such index was that “the development has not been uniform across the 

Educational Development 

of India summarizes various aspects related to input, process and outcome 

indicators and aims to identify geographic areas that lag behind in overall education 

of the Indian Education Development Index are organized, according 

to different dimensions, including access, infrastructure, teachers and outcomes (see 

Table 4. Components of the Indian Education Development Index 

Ratio of primary to upper primary schools/sections (only at Upper stage) 

Teacher Schools where the Number of Students >15 

Ratio of Exit Class over Class I Enrolment (only at Primary stage) 

Percentage of Appeared Children Passed with > 60 percent and more Marks 
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Factor Loadings and Eigen Values from Principal Components Analysis determine the 

weight of each indicator.  

 

 

Table 5. Strengths and shortcomings of the Indian Education Development Index 

Strengths Shortcomings 

• Includes a systemic approach to the 
education system. 

• Adapted to the Indian context/needs 
• Factorial analysis to determine the 

principal components and to value the 
weight of different indicators 

• National/regional scope 
• No data on learning scores from 

standardised test for all the country 
• Focuses only in primary education 
• Impossibility to replicate to a larger 

scale 
• Useful to compare differences in 

inputs between regions but less valid 
to measure education quality. 

Source: authors 

 

 

2.2.4. Índice de Desenvolvimento da Educação Básica – IDEB 

The Brazilian government established the IDEB as an indicator of educational quality 

that combines information about student scores in national standardized tests with 

information on school graduation rates. The fact that its aim is to assess how adjusted is 

the school evaluation system to learning scores in common standardized tests makes of 

IDEB a special index. Thus, the IDEB is not actually an index of educational 

development but an index to assess the evaluation patterns of different schools in a huge 

country. The IDEB is calculated for the 4th and 8th courses of basic education and for the 

3rd course of middle secondary education.  

Formally, the IDEB has the following objectives: 

a) Detect schools or school systems within Brazil with low performing students. 

b) Monitoring the evolution of students’ performance in those schools.   

 

Calculation 

The IDEB formula is defined as follows: 

 

IDEBji =Nji Pji ; 0≤Nj ≤10; 0≤Pj ≤1 and  0≤IDEBj ≤10 
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in which, i = year of exam (SAEB and Prova Brasil) and year of the School Census 

 

Nji = Average score in Portuguese Language and Mathematics at the end of the school 

cycle, standardized in a 0 to 10 indicator, for pupils in the j unit indicator. 

 

Pji = Performance indicator based on the average approval rate of pupils in unit j. 

 

Table 6. Strengths and shortcomings of the Indian Education Development Index 

Strengths Shortcomings 

• Measures the relationship 
between evaluation systems 
and learning. 

• School-based index 

• Not an education development index 
• National/regional scope 
• Impossibility to replicate to a larger scale 
• Exclusion of context-based factors to assess 

educational performance. 
• Capacity to evaluate interschools but not 

intraschool variance. 
Source: authors 

 

 3. Notions and principles of educational development 

 

To overcome some of the limitations of existing indexes pointed out above, we suggest 

that the design of new education measures should be grounded within the most recent 

findings from theoretical and empirical (both quantitative and qualitative) research on 

educational development. Specifically, we consider that the elaboration of a 

comprehensive and robust education development index should take into account a 

range of principles and notions on educational development, which include holism (or 

systemic approach), varieties of development, equity, and outcomes. These notions will 

help us to construct a composite index with an implicit understanding of development 

that goes beyond the mainstreamed learning-economic growth binomial. In fact, such 

notions associate development to other values with great centrality in the UN system 

such as human wellbeing and social justice.   

 

3.1. Holistic 
 

National and international education agendas are paying more and more attention to 

performance and outputs. There is not doubt that this shift can contribute  to make 
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education systems more accountable and feed education policy processes in a very 

significant way. However, the emphasis on learning cannot neglect the fact that there 

are other elements of education systems that are indispensable to understand the 

schooling experience of children and, in fact, the way they learn. Thus, a comprehensive 

index about education development should pay attention to all the links of the 

educational chain. These include questions of access, process and outputs, as well as the 

way these elements are mutually constituted and influence each other. 

 

3.2. Levels of development 
 

The schooling institution and the education production chain count on a very similar 

form all around the globe (Meyer et al 1992). However, at the same time, education 

systems have different standards and challenges accordingly to the level of economic 

and social development of countries. Policy objectives and priorities related to 

education access, process and output might differ importantly according to the country 

in question. Consequently, it is not appropriate to have similar expectations in relation 

to education systems that count on very different levels of professionalization, 

regulation and public investment. In fact, as shown above, this has been one of the main 

criticisms received by international standardized tests. The lack of discrimination 

according to level of development is also one of the main problems of EDI, since it is 

unable to capture education progress in countries that have already achieved most of the 

EFA goals. 

In a nutshell, a comprehensive index of educational development needs to be 

sensitive to different education needs, identities and priorities. This might sound 

paradoxical, but an index that expects to have some kind of universal value and validity 

cannot be equal for all. Such an index could focus on the same categories of indicators, 

but not on exactly the same indicators. Another option would be counting on the same 

indicators but weighting them differently accordingly to the level of development. For 

instance, for low-income countries, the access component could be more relevant than 

the outputs one. In contrast, high-income countries would give more importance to 

outputs than to access.   
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3.3. Equity  
 

Practice communities are usually concerned about the “potential for trade-offs among 

access, equity and quality” (see Grisay and Griffin 2006, 69). However recent pieces of 

research, including the latest PISA report 2009, show that there are no trade-offs 

between equity and results. In fact, the relationship between both elements is rather the 

opposite: “the best-performing school systems [in Canada, Finland, Japan, Korea, and 

the partner economies Hong Kong SAR-China, and Shanghai-China] manage to provide 

high-quality education to all students” (OECD 2010, 9). 

Equity has a value in itself, but the fact that it is also highly correlated with 

students’ results makes us to consider, even more firmly, that for an index of education 

development to be robust enough, it should incorporate and give more consideration to 

the equity component. Furthermore, equity by itself is not a sufficient indicator of 

educational progress, since there are might be countries that have very equal education 

systems because the levels of learning are very low for all type of social groups. Thus, 

to some extent, equity and effectiveness are the two faces of the same coin.  

The equity dimension has tended to focus especially on the gender dimension. 

However, other dimensions such as race, social class or the urban-rural divide, which 

are not so well covered by education statistics, usually reinforce gender inequalities, as 

well as have an impact in education equity by themselves (UNESCO 2010).  

The fact that education is a positional good has equity implications that are 

usually highly subjective and difficult to measure. Educational is positional in the sense 

that its benefits for the educated person depend on how successful this person is in 

relation to others. The value of accessing to a certain level of education lies in the social 

construction of its high status and, at the same time, on the fact that the access to this 

level is limited (Unterhalter and Brighouse 2007). This relates to the previous point on 

development, since it should be expected that countries, accordingly to their level of 

socio-economic development, allocate the educational positional good (i.e. the 

education level that makes a difference) differently.  

 

3.4. Outcomes and capabilities 
 

Educational development cannot mean exclusively the development of the education 

system. In order for an education system to be effective, fair and efficient it has to 
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provide opportunities for personal and social realization. Amartya Sen’s capabilities 

approach contributes importantly to develop this idea, which has important implications 

in the way education is evaluated and measured (Soudien 2011). According to 

Unterhalter and Brighouse (2007, 73), the “capability approach alerts us to the need to 

describe not only access to, and very narrowly defined achievement in, education, but 

also to assess aspects of education deemed valuable and hence issues about distribution 

of resources, given complex class, gender, race and ethnic inequalities.” In other words, 

this approach forces as too look, not only to the educational good, but also to what 

people is able to achieve when in possession of such a good.1  

The capability approach acknowledges that education has an instrumental value 

in terms of supporting livelihoods, generating income and reducing human insecurity, 

but that, at the same time, education has a great deal of intrinsic value as capability in its 

own right. In this respect, a key role of education consists on “supporting the 

development of autonomy and the ability to make choices in later life” (Tikly and 

Barrett 2007). The capability approach also acknowledges that education has a 

positional value that means, on the one hand, a redistributive effect (for instance, girls 

education can contribute to closing the gender gap in income and employment) and, on 

the other hand, an empowering effect by contributing to the realization of democratic 

freedoms (Tickly and Barrett 2007). That’s why Unterhlater (2006) considers that 

gender equity indexes should go beyond attendance and look at whether girls are able to 

translate attendance into healthy lives where they earn a reasonable income.2 

Concerning the value of education, the ways in which wider social structures 

shape opportunities and aspirations are equally important to understand educational 

development (Subrahmanian 2005). The extrinsic and intrinsic value of education will 

be more easily realized in societies with socio-economic structures, labor markets and 

tax-transfer systems that contribute further to justice. In such societies “the education 

system is freed up to contribute more directly to well-being” (Unterhalter and Brighouse 

2007, 82).   

 
                                                        
1 Under the influence of the capabilities approach, one of the latest EFA global monitoring reports states 
that the purpose of education is that of ‘‘ensuring that children acquire the skills that shape their future 
life chances’’ (UNESCO 2010, p. 104). 
2 She incorporates the UNDP Gender Development Index (which indicates the possibilities for women to 
survive and flourish as adults) in her proposal of a composite index to measure gender equality in 
education (Unterhalter 2007).  
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To sum up, taking into account the above-explained notions will allow us to develop an 

education development index that is more comprehensive and sensitive to context than 

previous measures. It will also allow us to have a more complex understanding of the 

relationship between education and processes of economic and social development that 

incorporates values often neglected by existing measures such as justice and well-being. 

 

4. Towards an index of educational progress 
 

In this section, we suggest and test an index of educational progress (IEP). Of course, 

the task of constructing such an index faces the usual problems of data availability and 

data reliability. Nevertheless, we have prioritised the theoretical bases from which we 

conceptualise the idea of educational development and educational progress. For this 

reason, in this section we present an “ideal-type” of the index, aiming to respond to the 

theoretical arguments presented. The theoretical proposal is later adjusted to a more 

“realistic” index of educational development which, maintaining the dimensions of the 

theoretical one, selects available indicators. In the last part of this section we test the 

IEP in a sample of countries.. 

 

4.1. A framework to calculate an index of educational progress 
 

Building on the above-mentioned arguments, we consider that an IEP must take into 

account the three following features: 

� Although most of the current educational targets and policy strategies focus on 

learning outcomes, an IEP must be as systemic as possible. That is, it has to include 

dimensions of access, process and results in order to observe possible strengths and 

shortcomings in the different parts of the system in a given country. Furthermore, 

ideally the IEP should include not only outputs or results of the education system 

performance (learning scores or graduate rates, for instance), but also outcomes of the 

education system understood as the capabilities the education system generates in the 

field of social inclusion, access to the labor market or political participation. The break 

up of the IEP into these parts can also help to assess which parts of the system are 

progressing more in a given period of time.  

� The IEP must necessarily include both a dimension of educational 

effectiveness and of educational equity. Educational progress cannot be considered as 



 

such if the education system does not provide opportunities for learning to the most 

disadvantaged. The inclusion of these two dimensions allows to identify which 

education systems perform be

� The IEP has to be 

That is, it has to respond to realistic objectives and possibilities of each education 

system depending on the income level of the country. To 

three different IEP for low-

These three features respond to our conceptualisation of education progress and are also 

presented as an alternative form of assessing educational devel

measures. 

 Figure 2 synthesises graphically the three conditions. Combining the four 

dimensions of access, process, outputs and outcomes and the concepts of effectiveness 

and equity it is possible to construct six different sub

Finally it is possible to calculate a composite index to measure the educational progress.

 Access 

Effectiveness 
 

Equity 

 
Access 
Index 

Source: authors 

 

Following the third mentioned condition, selection of indicators for each dimension 

should vary across countries depending on their level of development. Thus,

possible to measure the educational progress by identifying different objectives for each 

group of countries. 

 

Calculation method 

Different indicators are selected for each dimension (

expressed as a percentage and in a 

Index of Educational Progress (IEP):

 

such if the education system does not provide opportunities for learning to the most 

disadvantaged. The inclusion of these two dimensions allows to identify which 

education systems perform better in each of them and altogether. 

The IEP has to be sensitive to different levels of educational development

That is, it has to respond to realistic objectives and possibilities of each education 

system depending on the income level of the country. To this end, we shall propose 

-income, middle-income and high-income countries.

These three features respond to our conceptualisation of education progress and are also 

presented as an alternative form of assessing educational development to the existing 

synthesises graphically the three conditions. Combining the four 

dimensions of access, process, outputs and outcomes and the concepts of effectiveness 

and equity it is possible to construct six different sub-indexes, one for each dimension. 

Finally it is possible to calculate a composite index to measure the educational progress.

 

Figure 2. Dimensions of the IEP 

Process Outputs Outcomes 

Process 
Index 

Outputs 
Index 

Outcomes 
Index 

Following the third mentioned condition, selection of indicators for each dimension 

should vary across countries depending on their level of development. Thus,

possible to measure the educational progress by identifying different objectives for each 

Different indicators are selected for each dimension ( ). These indicators must be 

expressed as a percentage and in a positive sense. There are three steps to calculate the 

Index of Educational Progress (IEP): 
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sensitive to different levels of educational development. 

That is, it has to respond to realistic objectives and possibilities of each education 

this end, we shall propose 

income countries. 

These three features respond to our conceptualisation of education progress and are also 

opment to the existing 

synthesises graphically the three conditions. Combining the four 

dimensions of access, process, outputs and outcomes and the concepts of effectiveness 
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Effectiveness 
Index 

Equity Index 

Index of 
Educational 
Progress 

Following the third mentioned condition, selection of indicators for each dimension 

should vary across countries depending on their level of development. Thus, it is 

possible to measure the educational progress by identifying different objectives for each 

). These indicators must be 

positive sense. There are three steps to calculate the 



 

 Access 

Effectiveness  

Equity  

 Access 
index 

 

First step. Calculate the arithmetic mean of indicators in each dimension. 

 

,  

 

Second step.  Calculate each sub

 

• Access, process, outputs and outcomes dimensions

• Effectiveness dimension 

• Equity dimension 

 

Third step. Calculate the IEP

outcomes indexes. It is also possible to calculate IEP as mean of effectiveness and 

equity indexes.  

Index of Educational Progress = ¼  Access index + ¼ Process index + ¼  Outputs 

index + ¼ Outcomes Index 

or 

Index of Educational Progress= ½ Effectiveness index + ½ Equity index

 

As a result, IEP and the sub

educational progress of each country, within 

 

Process Outputs Outcomes 

   

   

Process 
index 

Outputs 
index 

Outcomes 
index 

Calculate the arithmetic mean of indicators in each dimension. 

 

Calculate each sub-index as arithmetic mean of values in each dimension.

Access, process, outputs and outcomes dimensions 

Calculate the IEP as an arithmetic mean of access, process, outputs and 

outcomes indexes. It is also possible to calculate IEP as mean of effectiveness and 

ogress = ¼  Access index + ¼ Process index + ¼  Outputs 

 

Index of Educational Progress= ½ Effectiveness index + ½ Equity index

As a result, IEP and the sub-indexes fall between 0 and 1, indicating the grade of 

ional progress of each country, within each income-reference group.
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Calculate the arithmetic mean of indicators in each dimension.  

index as arithmetic mean of values in each dimension. 

 

 

 

arithmetic mean of access, process, outputs and 

outcomes indexes. It is also possible to calculate IEP as mean of effectiveness and 

ogress = ¼  Access index + ¼ Process index + ¼  Outputs 

Index of Educational Progress= ½ Effectiveness index + ½ Equity index 

indexes fall between 0 and 1, indicating the grade of 

reference group. 
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4.2. Optimal and available indicators 
 

4.2.1. Optimal 

The IEP model presented in Figure 2 must be filled with concrete indicators. Tables 7 to 

9 include the selected “optimal” indicators to configure IEP for low-income, middle-

income and high-income countries. We call these indicators ‘optimal’ because they 

would configure the ‘ideal type’ of IPE. The selected indicators here are in fact 

indicators that are available for some countries, but missing data for many countries 

makes almost impossible to use them as the basis to calculate the IPE. The nature of the 

indicators varies across different levels of development. For low-income countries the 

indicators proposed for access and process concentrate in primary education to evaluate 

both access and the survival rate at the last level of primary education. The proportion 

of teachers with adequate credentials and adequate training is also included as an 

interesting indicator of educational process.  

The adult literacy rate is used as indicator of output, while the insertion rate of 

population with secondary education in the formal labour market can be interpreted as 

an outcome indicator. For each phase, as suggested above, indicators of effectiveness 

and equity are proposed. Equity indicators comprise three dimensions of educational 

inequalities: socioeconomic, gender and rural/urban inequalities. In this case, the same 

indicator used to measure effectiveness is used for measuring equity by observing it for 

the lowest income quintile, girls or students in rural areas. Thus, indicators selected for 

low-income countries may reflect how well positioned countries are with regard to 

some of the EFA or MDG goals. However, splitting the IEP into the different sub-

indices allows for observing those dimensions in which low-income countries perform 

better or worse. A country might show for instance a high net enrolment rate for 

primary education, but a low rate of graduates in primary education or a very unequal 

graduation rate between boys and girls and/or between rich and poor. In summary, the 

selected indicators for low-income countries aim to assess the educational progress of 

those countries facing still basic problems for the construction of an education system as 

a fundamental institution for social mobility, social cohesion and economic 

development. 
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Table 7: Optimal indicators for Low Income Countries 

 Access Process Outputs Outcomes  

Effectiveness 

- ANER primary. - Survival Rate last grade 
of primary. 

- % Trained teachers. 

- Adult Literacy rate.  
 

- % Insertion in the formal 
labour market with 
completed secondary 
education. 

 

Effectiveness 
Index 

Equity 

- Ratio ANER primary 
female – male. 

- Ratio ANER poorest 
– richest quintiles. 

- Ratio ANER rural – 
urban.  

- Ratio survival rate last 
grade of primary 
female – male. 

- Ratio survival rate last 
grade of primary 
poorest – richest 
quintiles.  

-  Ratio survival rate last 
grade of primary rural – 
urban. 

- Ratio Adult Literacy 
Rate female – male. 

- Ratio adult literacy 
rate poorest - richest 
quintiles.  

- Ratio adult Literacy 
rate rural – urban.  

- % Insertion in the formal 
labour market with 
completed secondary 
education rate poorest – 
richest quintiles. 

- % Insertion in the formal 
labour market with 
completed secondary 
education rate female – 
male. 

- % Insertion in the formal 
labour market with 
completed secondary 
education rate rural - 
urban. 

Equity Index 

 Access Index Process Index Outputs Index Outcomes Index IEP 
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Table 8: Optimal indicators for Middle Income Countries 

 Access Process Outputs Outcomes  

Effectiveness 

- NER primary and 
secondary. 

- % School drop – out. 
- Transition rate 

ISCED 1 – ISCED 2. 

- % students above level 
2 in PISA reading 
scale.  

- Rates of return to 
secondary 
education. 
  

Effectiveness Index 

Equity 

- Ratio NER primary 
and secondary 
female – male. 

- Ratio NER primary 
and secondary 
poorest – richest 
quintiles. 

- Ratio NER primary 
and secondary urban 
- rural. 

- Ratio transition rate 
ISCED 1 – ISCED 2 
female – male. 

- Ratio transition rate 
ISCED 1 – ISCED 2 
poorest – richest 
quintiles. 

- Ratio transition rate 
ISCED 1 – ISCED 2 
rural - urban. 

- Ratio % students above 
level 2 in PISA reading 
scale female – male. 

- Ratio % students above 
level 2 in PISA reading 
scale bottom – top 
quarter HISEI3.  

- Ratio % students above 
level 2 in PISA reading 
scale urban – rural. 

- Ratio score in PISA 
reading test percentile 
25th – 75th.  

- Ratio of the Rates of 
return to secondary 
education poorest-
richest quintiles. 

- Ratio of the Rates of 
return to secondary 
education female – 
male. 

- Ratio of the Rates of 
return to secondary 
education rural – 
urban. 

Equity Index 

 Access Index Process Index Outputs Index Outcomes Index IEP 
 

                                                        
3 Highest International Socio-Economic Index.  
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Table 9: Optimal indicators for High-Income Countries  

 

 Access Process Outputs Outcomes  

Effectiveness 

- Net enrolment ratio 
in tertiary 
education. 

- Transition rate 
secondary - post-
secondary 
education 

- % students above 
level 2 in PISA 
reading scale.  

- Rates of return to 
tertiary education 

- % employed 
population with 
tertiary education 

Effectiveness Index 

Equity 

- GPI technical 
grades. 

- Ratio net enrolment 
ratio tertiary 
poorest – richest 
quintile.  

 

- Rate transition rate 
secondary - post-
secondary 
education female - 
male. 

- Rate transition rate 
secondary  - post- 
secondary 
education poorest – 
richest quintiles. 

- Transition rate 
secondary - post-
secondary 
education urban – 
rural.  

- Ratio % students e 
level 2 in PISA 
reading scale 
female – male. 

- Ratio % students 
above level 2 in 
PISA reading scale 
bottom – top 
quarter HISEI.  

- Ratio % students 
above level 2 in 
PISA reading scale 
urban – rural. 

- Ratio score 
percentile 25th – 
75th . 

- % employed 
population with 
tertiary education 
poorest – richest 
quintiles. 

- % employed 
population with 
tertiary education 
female – male. 

- % employed 
population with 
tertiary education 
rural - urban 

Equity Index 

 Access Index Process Index Outputs Index Outcomes Index IEP 
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Indicators selected for middle-income countries go one step further to measure access and 

performance at the primary and secondary education levels. So, access indicators combine 

an average NER for both levels of education, while process indicators focus on the transition 

rate between ISCED 1 and ISCED 2 levels. School dropouts could also be an alternative 

measure of the characteristics of educational processes in middle-income countries. Output 

indicators make use of the percentage of students above level 2 in PISA reading scale, the 

baseline level in this assessment, as a learning indicator, while rates of return to secondary 

education can be used as a proxy of the relationship between level of education and 

earnings. For each group of indicators, again, equity measures are included for 

socioeconomic, gender and territorial inequalities. 

 Indicators selected for high-income countries focus on the access to tertiary 

education and in the transitions from lower to upper secondary education. The OECD has 

defined in several documents the post-compulsory education level as the minimum 

necessary for social and labor inclusion. Thus, transition rates to this education level and 

access to higher education provide an adequate picture of educational progress for 

developed countries. As with the other two tables, these indicators are also divided by the 

three equity dimensions. Rates of students with performing above level 2 in PISA reading 

scale can also be used here as indicator of educational output, while the rates of return to 

tertiary education or the percentage of employed population with a higher education degree 

are possible outcomes indicators to measure educational progress. 

 The identification of optimal indicators for outcomes is a bit more problematic, 

independently of the level of development, but especially in relation to the poorest countries. 

Accordingly to the capabilities approach, three dimensions of educational outcomes, and 

their corresponding indicators, could be identified: positional (or the capacity of education 

to address socio-economic inequalities), instrumental (income, participation in labor 

market), and well-being (civic and political participation). Our outcomes index focuses on 

the instrumental dimension, from both the perspective of effectiveness and equity. By 

considering ‘labor market participation’ according to gender, urban-rural and socio-

economic status, the index also includes the positional dimension of outcomes. The well-

being dimension is the most difficult to capture. Education at a Glance, for instance, uses 

indicators such as volunteering and voting. However, we have serious doubts about whether 

they capture well-being properly. For instance, in many countries voting is obligatory, or is 

associated to clientelistic practices of political parties. On its part, volunteering could be an 

indicator of well-being, but also of the discomfort in a society that needs to organize itself to 
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solve very basic problems or provide fundamental services. However, a similar critique can 

be done to the ‘participation in formal labor markets’ indicator, which we use, since 

population’ livelihoods in many low-income countries is usually grounded on rather 

informal market (or out-of-the-market) relations. 

 

4.2.1. Available 

Not all the optimal selected indicators are available to construct the IEP. Problems of data 

access, difficulties to compare different data sources and interruption of time series entail 

the need to look for alternative and comparable indicators to elaborate the IEP. Tables 10, 

11 and 12 include the real indicators used to elaborate the IEP. As it can be observed, we 

have dismissed outcome indicators due to lack of data availability. However, we have 

provided important arguments for including such indicators in an IEP index. It would be 

therefore highly recommendable to identify possible data sources to measure and compare 

educational outcomes for each group of countries. Besides, at this stage we have also 

included two out of three dimensions of equity, which are gender and income inequalities. 

Access to other dimensions of equity, like territorial inequalities or rural/urban differences 

would require a more detailed exploration of available and reliable data.  

Available indicators to elaborate the IEP differ in some cases from the optimal ones. 

For low-income countries, we have been able to identify comparable data for enrolment 

rates for ten years old students, while we use the enrolment rate at the theoretical age of the 

last grade of primary as proxy for the survival rates at the end of primary education. The 

population aged 15 to 19 that has completed last grade of primary is used as output indicator 

for low-income countries, due to the lack of reliable data about adult literacy rates. With 

regard to middle-income countries (table 11), indicators include the current enrolment rate at 

the age of entry in low secondary education and the current enrolment rate at the theoretical 

age of entry in upper secondary as proxies for access and process. As output indicator we 

use the `Population aged 15 to19 that has completed last grade of lower secondary. All the 

indicators are also measured by gender and socioeconomic differences to compose the 

equity dimension of the index. Finally, table 12 includes indicators used to construct the IEP 

for higher-income countries. Neither in this case we have been able to keep some of the 

‘optimal’ indicators described in the previous tables. Net enrolment rate at secondary and 

gross tertiary education are used as proxies for access and process indicators respectively.  
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Table 10: Available indicators for low-income countries 

 Access Process Outputs  

Effectiveness 
- Currently enrolled age 

10. 
- Currently enrolment rate at the 

age of the last grade of primary. 
- Population ages 15 -19 that has 

completed last grade of primary. Effectiveness Index 

Equity 

- Ratio currently enrolled 
age 10 female – male.  

- Ratio currently enrolled 
age 10 poorest – richest 
quintiles.  

- Ratio currently enrolment rate at 
the age of the last grade of 
primary female – male.  

- Ratio currently enrolment rate at 
the age of the last grade of 
primary poorest – richest 
quintiles.  

- Ratio population ages 15 – 19 that 
has completed last grade of 
primary female – male. 

- Ratio population ages 15 – 19 that 
has completed last grade of 
primary poorest – richest quintiles.  

Equity Index 

 
Access Index Process Index Outputs Index Index of Educational 

Progress 
 

Table 11: Available indicators for middle-income countries 

 Access Process Outputs  

Effectiveness 
- Currently enrolled age of 

entry in low secondary.  
- Currently enrolled age of 

entry in upper secondary. 
- Population ages 15 -19 that 

has completed last grade of 
lower secondary. 

Effectiveness Index 

Equity 

- Ratio currently enrolled age 
of entry in low secondary 
female – male.  

- Ratio currently enrolled age 
of entry in low secondary 
poorest – richest quintiles.  

- Ratio currently enrolled age 
of entry in upper secondary 
female – male.  

- Ratio currently enrolled age 
of entry in upper secondary 
poorest – richest quintiles.  

- Ratio population ages 15 – 
19 that has completed last 
grade of lower secondary 
female – male. 

- Ratio population ages 15 – 
19 that has completed last 
grade of lower secondary 
poorest – richest quintiles.  

Equity Index 

 
Access Index Process Index Outputs Index Index of Educational 

Progress 
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Table 12: Available indicators for high-income countries 

 Access Process Outputs  

Effectiveness 
- Net enrolment rate 

secondary. 
- Gross enrolment rate 

tertiary. 
- % students above level 2 in PISA.  

Effectiveness Index 

Equity 

- Ratio net enrolment rate 
secondary female – male. 

- Ratio gross enrolment 
ratio tertiary female – 
male. 

- Ratio % students above level 2 in 
PISA reading scale female – male. 

- Ratio % students above level 2 in 
PISA reading scale bottom – top 
quarter HISEI.  

Equity Index 

 
Access Index Process Index Outputs Index Index of Educational 

Progress 
 



 36

For output indicators in this case we are able to use PISA data since all high-income 

countries participate regularly in PISA. So, the percentage of students scoring above level 2 

in the PISA reading scale is used as an output indicator, since this level “is considered a 

baseline level of proficiency, at which students begin to demonstrate the reading skills that 

will enable them to participate effectively and productively in life.” (OECD, 2010).  

 

4.3. Data sources and sample of countries 
 

Available data for the construction of IEP come from different sources. For low income and 

middle income countries data has been obtained from household surveys. The household 

surveys with available data were the Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) and other 

country-specific Integrated Household Surveys (HIS). This data has been compiled by 

Filmer (2010). Household surveys allow disaggregating each indicator by welfare quintiles 

and gender.  

Somehow paradoxically, in the case of high-income countries, internationally-

comparable education indicators were not available by socioeconomic level to measure 

access and process. Thus, we have only been able to differentiate by gender for access and 

process indicators, while, as mentioned, we use the ratio between the bottom and the top 

quarter in HISEI as the output equity indicator. For these countries, data for access and 

process indicators comes from UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) while outputs data 

comes from PISA.  

To construct the IEP, some technical decisions have been made regarding the use and 

combination of different databases: 

- Effectiveness and equity indicators for low and middle-income countries have been 

constructed using household surveys. Although UIS data is available in aggregate terms, 

DHS and HIS allow for socioeconomic and geographic comparisons. In addition, for 

some countries data series are incomplete and values are substituted by UIS estimations.        

- For some countries data from DHS and other country-specific Integrated Household 

Surveys were available for the same year. In those cases data from the household survey 

with most data available has been selected to improve the comparability of the IEP at the 

same country. 

- For high-income countries the most important data source on international comparable 

education indicators is Education at a glance: OECD indicators. However, some 

indicators cannot be measured differentiating by gender or socioeconomic status. 
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Besides, the OECD Online Education Database only contains gross data from the 

education systems of OECD countries and time series are usually interrupted. 

- When measuring IEP components, if ratio between female and male is higher than 1, the 

indicator is adjusted calculating the inverted value.  

- When measuring IEP components, if ratio between the poorest and the richest quintile is 

higher than 1, the indicator is adjusted to 1. 

 

To test the IEP we have selected a sample of countries. Criteria used for sampling have 

responded to the following factors: 

1) The sample has to include countries from each of the three income-groups 

2) The sample includes countries for which there is access to data for all the selected 

indicators. 

3) The sample includes countries from all world regions. 

4) The sample includes countries for which there is some evidence of recently positive 

educational development. 

 

Thus, the selected countries to conduct a preliminary analysis have been classified in three 

groups depending of income level, following the World Bank income grouping4 (see Table 

13). 

 

Table 13. Classification of countries 

Low income countries Indonesia (LMI), Nigeria (LMI), Uganda (LI) 
Middle income countries Colombia (UMI), Peru (UMI), South Africa (UMI)  
High income/OECD 
countries 

Norway (HI), Australia (HI), Korea (HI), Turkey (UMI), Chile 
(UMI) 

 
World Bank country groups. LI (Low income), LMI (Low-middle income), UMI (Upper-middle income), HI 
(High Income).  
Source: authors 
 

4.4. Results  
 

Figures 3, 4 and 5 plot the IEP results for low-income, middle-income and high-

income/OECD countries, while the concrete values for all sub-indexes and for each 

                                                        
4 Economies are divided according to 2010 GNI per capita, calculated using the World Bank Atlas method. 
Income intervals are the defined with the following thresholds: Low Income, $1,005 or less; Lower Middle 
Income, $1,006 - $3,975; Upper Middle Income, $3,976 - $12,275; and High Income, $12,276 or more. (World 
Bank <http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-classifications>) 
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indicator are compiled in Appendix 1. Each graph includes the value of the IEP and the 

effectiveness and equity sub-indexes. The inclusion of these two sub-indexes helps to 

interpret where the main gains in the IEP come from. It is noteworthy that not all the year 

points of reference are the same. Time series interruption prevents the possibility to use the 

same reference points to compare countries. Thus, for some countries, like Indonesia, it is 

possible to observe a long evolution since the beginning of the nineties, while for other 

countries like Nigeria, Uganda, Chile or Turkey, it has been only possible to identify three 

reference points. 

 As planned in the sampling process, most of the selected countries show a positive 

evolution of the IEP, though there are some exceptions and there are also interesting 

differences among countries. Comparing low-income countries, the IEP is much higher in 

Indonesia than in Nigeria or Uganda. Indonesia shows also a constant evolution pattern that 

reaches an IEP of 0.93 in 2007. Nigeria is an exception to the general pattern and shows a 

stagnant standard to reach a 0.68 IEP in 2008. In these two countries not significant 

differences can be observed between the effectiveness and the equity indexes. This is not the 

case of Uganda, that shows a significant increase in its IEP between 1995 and 2000, but 

stability between 2000 and 2006. In this case, the maintenance of the IEP is due to a 

simultaneous increase in the effectiveness index and a decrease in the equity index. Despite 

this trend, Uganda presents a much better score in equity than Nigeria (0.84 and 0.64 in the 

last year of reference, respectively). 

 South Africa is the exception for middle-income countries. While Colombia and 

Peru show a positive evolutionary pattern of the IEP from the beginning of the nineties, the 

IEP of South Africa is rather erratic. It increases up to 1995 and then goes down to reach a 

final score of 0.81. The graph also shows that the equity index is higher and more constant 

than the effectiveness index. Both Colombia and Peru show a significant increase of the IEP 

since the beginning of the nineties. The pattern followed by both countries is quite similar , 

closing progressively the gap between effectiveness and equity. 
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Figure 3: IEP evolution for Low Income Countries 

   

 

 

 

  

Figure 4: IEP evolution for Middle Income Countries   
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Figure 5: IEP evolution for High Income / OECD Countries   
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Finally, for OECD countries time series start in 2000, which corresponds to the first 

PISA edition. Australia and Norway show a high and constant pattern of the IEP. 

Possibly, most OECD countries that have already reached high scores in access and 

process indicators, but do not show a significant improvement in PISA results, follow 

a similar path. Korea shows an increase of its IEP reaching a 0.92 score in 2009. A 

longer time series would definitely show a rapid increase of Korea’s IEP, reflecting 

the fast educational development of this country since the early nineties. Interestingly 

enough, Korea shows, as expected, a significant difference between the effectiveness 

and the equity indexes. Actually, the gains in the IEP are exclusively the result of the 

gains in the effectiveness index. 

 Chile and Turkey show much lower scores in their IEP. Both countries present 

a significant educational progress since 2000, but the evolution for the IEP of Turkey 

is much more constant than the one of Chile. Chile improves much less between 2006 

and 2009 and the gains are due to a better effectiveness index, while there is a descent 

of the equity index score. For both countries equity indexes are higher than 

effectiveness indexes. A look at the access, process and outputs indexes tells us that 

the most significant gains in the IEP in both countries are especially due to process 

and outputs indicators. The case of Chile shows especially a significant improvement 

in the PISA results. At a hypothetical level, it can be stated that even in highly 

unequal countries, improvements in educational effectiveness open the opportunities 

of the most disadvantaged at a first stage, but without sustained educational policies 

to favour equity, it is very likely that new gains in educational effectiveness will have 

a cost in equity terms. 

 In summary, the evolution of the IEP scores for each income group of 

countries has been only presented as a sample of the potential possibilities of the IEP 

as an index to measure educational progress of different countries and as a raw 

material from which to construct hypothesis about the evolution of economic or 

educational policies. 

 

Conclusions 
 

Measuring educational progress is a challenging task, both theoretically and 

conceptually. It is also a sensitive work due to the policy and political implications 

that indexes and international comparisons often have. However, one of the main 
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barriers to develop optimal education indexes comes currently from the lack of 

available and reliable data, as well as from the fragmentation and the lack of 

standardization of existing data. After more than fifty years of education and 

development studies, it seems paradoxical that there is no a world reference of solid 

educational data yet. The global politics of education and, specifically, the 

competition between IOs to push for their particular agendas and interests in the field 

of educational statistics have obstructed this development. However, we are also 

aware of the limitations of capturing educational progress exclusively on the basis of 

quantitative indicators.    

For all these reasons, the final IPE that we have tested with a sample of 

countries is far from the optimal index that, under different conditions, we would have 

had applied. Even then, the IPE represents, conceptually, an important advance in 

relation to previous indices of educational development and progress. The main 

strengths of IPE are that it has a comprehensive and holistic understanding of 

education; it combines effectiveness and equity; and is sensitive to the different levels 

of socio-economic development of countries. By attending to educational outcomes, 

even when related indicators are not part of the finally implemented index, IPE is 

potentially more comprehensive and sensitive to context than previous measures. 

IPE is not a close proposal and is still in an experimental stage. Future 

versions of the index would benefit, for instance, from giving more centrality to 

educational outcomes or from taking into account internal territorial education 

inequalities. A future version would also benefit from capturing the different levels of 

development with a single measure (now, we count on different measures for low-

income, middle-income and high income countries). This could be done by counting 

on the same set of indicators for all countries, and weighting them differently 

accordingly to their level of development.  

The exploration of IPE scores in a sample of countries has shown the 

possibilities of the index to interpret and set hypotheses on educational progress 

taking into account different contexts. The divide of IPE into equity and effectiveness 

measures provides interesting scenarios to open questions about educational policy 

options and to observe, for instance, how IPE relates to other educational and non 

educational variables. 

Finally, IPE is not an end by itself. For research purposes, this index might 

work as a starting point to formulate research questions and hypotheses concerning 
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the educational progress (or drawbacks) in different countries and regions. However, 

neither IPE nor any other quantitative index can explain by itself the reasons of 

educational development. Thus, qualitative research and empirical case studies need 

to combine with IPE to provide satisfactory and causal explanations. 

In conclusion, different research lines can be developed from the starting point 

that IPE represents. First, we should work further on the internal consistency and 

comprehensiveness of IPE. Once we do so, IPE could be tested with an even bigger 

sample of countries. Second, the relationship of IPE with extra-educational variables 

could be further explored. Today, the most well known studies on education and 

development focus on the learning-economic growth relationship. IPE could allow us 

to explore other kind of links and test the relationship of educational progress with the 

economic performance of countries, but also with social equity and well-being 

variables. Third, IPE can contribute to identify a sample of cases in which to develop 

empirical studies to find out what specific policies work to promote educational 

development, and under what conditions they do so.  
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Appendix 1 

Low Income Countries 

   

Currently enrolled 

age 10 

Ratio currently 

enrolled age 10 

female – male 

Ratio currently 

enrolled age 10 

poorest – 

richest 

quintiles 

Currently enrolled 

age of last grade of 

primary 

Ratio currently 

enrolled age of 

last grade of 

primary female 

– male 

Ratio currently 

enrolled age of 

last grade of 

primary 

poorest – 

richest 

quintiles 

Population 

ages 15 -19 

that has 

completed last 

grade of 

primary 

Ratio 

population 

ages 15 – 19 

that has 

completed last 

grade of 

primary female 

– male 

Ratio 

population 

ages 15 – 19 

that has 

completed last 

grade of 

primary 

poorest – 

richest 

quintiles 

Indonesia 1991 DHS 0,94 0,98a 0,88 0,84 0,98 0,76 0,83 0,96 0,71 

Indonesia 1994 DHS 0,94 0,99a 0,85 0,86 0,98 0,75 0,85 0,99a 0,72 

Indonesia 1997 DHS 0,97 1,00 0,93 0,91 0,98a 0,85 0,87 0,99a 0,74 

Indonesia 2002 DHS 0,97 0,99a 0,94 0,92 0,97a 0,88 0,91 0,98a 0,79 

Indonesia 2007 DHS 0,97 1,00 0,94 0,92 0,99 0,85 0,93 0,98a 0,79 

            

Nigeria 1999 DHS 0,69 0,97 0,36 0,77 0,92 0,39 0,72 0,86 0,39 

Nigeria 2003 DHS 0,68 0,78 0,43 0,82 0,91 0,54 0,64 0,85 0,30 

Nigeria 2008 DHS 0,68 0,89 0,38 0,78 0,93 0,42 0,71 0,90 0,32 

            

Uganda 1995 DHS 0,78 0,96 0,77 0,77 0,93 0,69 0,25 0,93 0,26 

Uganda 2000 DHS 0,92 0,99a 0,94 0,92 1,00 0,97 0,37 0,98a 0,21 

Uganda 2006 DHS 0,94 1,00 0,85 0,94 1,00 0,87 0,36 1,00 0,23 
a
 Adjusted gender ratio.  

b 
Adjusted socioeconomic ratio.  

c 
Estimation. 
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   Access Index Process Index Outputs Index 

Effectiveness 

Index Equity Index 

Index of 

Educational 

Progress 

Indonesia 1991 DHS 0,93 0,85 0,83 0,87 0,88 0,87 

Indonesia 1994 DHS 0,93 0,86 0,85 0,88 0,88 0,88 

Indonesia 1997 DHS 0,97 0,91 0,87 0,92 0,91 0,91 

Indonesia 2002 DHS 0,97 0,92 0,90 0,93 0,92 0,93 

Indonesia 2007 DHS 0,97 0,92 0,90 0,94 0,92 0,93 

         

Nigeria 1999 DHS 0,68 0,71 0,67 0,73 0,65 0,69 

Nigeria 2003 DHS 0,64 0,77 0,61 0,71 0,63 0,67 

Nigeria 2008 DHS 0,66 0,73 0,66 0,72 0,64 0,68 

         

Uganda 1995 DHS 0,82 0,79 0,42 0,60 0,76 0,68 

Uganda 2000 DHS 0,94 0,95 0,48 0,74 0,85 0,79 

Uganda 2006 DHS 0,93 0,94 0,49 0,75 0,82 0,79 

 

 

 

 

 



 48 

 

 

 

Middle Income Countries 

   

Currently enrolled 

age of entry in low 

secondary 

Ratio currently 

enrolled age of 

entry in low 

secondary 

female – male 

Ratio currently 

enrolled age of 

entry in low 

secondary 

poorest – 

richest 

quintiles 

Currently enrolled 

age of entry in 

upper secondary 

Ratio currently 

enrolled age of 

entry in upper 

secondary 

female – male 

Ratio currently 

enrolled age of 

entry in upper 

secondary 

poorest – 

richest 

quintiles 

Population 

ages 15 -19 

that has 

completed last 

grade of lower 

secondary 

Ratio 

population 

ages 15 – 19 

that has 

completed last 

grade of lower 

secondary 

female – mal 

Ratio 

population 

ages 15 – 19 

that has 

completed last 

grade of lower 

secondary 

poorest – 

richest 

quintiles 

Colombia 1990 DHS 0,83 0,91 0,84 0,59 0,97 0,58 0,27 0,83a 0,10 

Colombia 1995 DHS 0,94 0,96a 0,90 0,69 0,96a 0,49 0,36 0,83a 0,14 

Colombia 2000 DHS 0,92 0,97a 0,85 0,73 0,96a 0,58 0,50 0,86a 0,23 

Colombia 2005 DHS 0,94 0,97a 0,90 0,79 0,91a 0,65 0,53 0,81a 0,27 

            

Peru 1991 DHS 0,91 0,99 0,89 0,81 0,98 0,62 0,43 0,95 0,22 

Peru 1996 DHS 0,95 0,99 0,93 0,84 0,97 0,63 0,40 0,97a 0,16 

Peru 2000 DHS 0,96 0,98 0,92 0,84 0,97 0,64 0,60 0,97a 0,24 

Peru 2004 DHS 0,97 0,98 0,92 0,87 0,98 0,62 0,69 0,98 0,37 

            

South Africa 1993 IHS 0,95 0,99 0,92 0,90 0,98 0,85 0,43 0,83a 0,35 

South Africa 1995 IHS 0,97 1,00 0,98 0,92 1,00a 0,94 0,56 0,88a 0,51 

South Africa 1998 IHS 0,94 1 0,97 0,89 0,98 1b 0,50 0,84a 0,47 

South Africa 1999 IHS 0,96 0,99a 0,95 0,91 0,97 0,99 0,46 0,80a 0,40 
a
 Adjusted gender ratio.  

b 
Adjusted socioeconomic ratio.  

c 
Estimation. 
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   Access Index Process Index Outputs Index 

Effectiveness 

Index Equity Index 

Index of 

Educational 

Progress 

Colombia 1990 DHS 0,85 0,68 0,37 0,56 0,71 0,63 

Colombia 1995 DHS 0,93 0,71 0,42 0,66 0,71 0,69 

Colombia 2000 DHS 0,91 0,75 0,52 0,71 0,74 0,73 

Colombia 2005 DHS 0,94 0,79 0,53 0,76 0,75 0,75 

         

Peru 1991 DHS 0,93 0,80 0,50 0,71 0,77 0,74 

Peru 1996 DHS 0,95 0,82 0,48 0,73 0,77 0,75 

Peru 2000 DHS 0,95 0,82 0,60 0,80 0,79 0,79 

Peru 2004 DHS 0,96 0,83 0,68 0,84 0,81 0,83 

         

South Africa 1993 IHS 0,95 0,91 0,51 0,76 0,82 0,79 

South Africa 1995 IHS 0,98 0,94 0,63 0,82 0,88 0,85 

South Africa 1998 IHS 0,96 0,94 0,58 0,77 0,88 0,83 

South Africa 1999 IHS 0,96 0,94 0,53 0,78 0,85 0,81 
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High Income Countries 

   

Net enrolment 

rare 

secondary 

Ratio net 

enrolment rate 

secondary 

female – male 

Gross 

enrolment 

ratio tertiary 

Ratio gross 

enrolment 

ratio tertiary 

female – male 

% students 

above level 2 in 

PISA 

Ratio % 

students above 

level 2 in PISA 

reading scale 

female – male 

Ratio % 

students above 

level 2 in PISA 

reading scale 

bottom – top 

quarter HISEI 

Australia 2000 UIS - OECD 0,91 0,99a 0,65 0,81a 0,88 0,92a 0,84 

Australia 2003 UIS - OECD 0,86 0,99a 0,74 0,82a 0,88 0,90a 0,86 

Australia 2006 UIS - OECD 0,87 0,98a 0,73 0,79a 0,87 0,89a 0,83 

Australia 2009 UIS - OECD 0,88 0,98a 0,82 0,76a 0,86 0,88a 0,84 

          

Korea 2000 UIS - OECD 0,94 0,99 0,78 0,60 0,94 0,96a 0,94 

Korea 2003 UIS - OECD 0,90 0,98 0,89 0,63 0,93 0,96a 0,94 

Korea 2006 UIS - OECD 0,96 0,97 0,94 0,66 0,94 0,95a 0,97 

Korea 2009 UIS - OECD 0,96 0,96 1,00 0,70 0,94 0,94a 0,92 

          

Norway 2000 UIS - OECD 0,95 0,99a 0,69 0,68a 0,83 0,86a 0,81 

Norway 2003 UIS - OECD 0,95 0,99a 0,79 0,65a 0,82 0,85a 0,80 

Norway 2006 UIS - OECD 0,96 0,99a 0,77 0,65a 0,75 0,83a 0,76 

Norway 2009 UIS - OECD 0,95 1,00a 0,73 0,61a 0,85 0,86a 0,81 

          

Turkey 2003 UIS - OECD 0,71
c 

0,83
c 

0,29 0,29 0,75 0,63 0,77
a 

Turkey 2006 UIS - OECD 0,77
c 

0,87
c 

0,36 0,36 0,75 0,68 0,75
a 

Turkey 2009 UIS - OECD 0,74
c 

0,93
c 

0,46 0,46 0,79 0,76 0,78
a 

          

Chile 2000 UIS - OECD 0,78
c 

0,97
a,c 

0,37 0,37 0,92 0,52 0,56
a 

Chile 2006 UIS - OECD 0,85
c 

0,97
a,c 

0,47 0,47 1,00 0,64 0,88
a 

Chile 2009 UIS - OECD 0,83 0,96
a 

0,59 0,59 0,94 0,69 0,85
a 

a
 Adjusted gender ratio.  

b 
Adjusted socioeconomic ratio.  

c 
Estimation. 
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   Access Index Process Index Outputs Index Effectiveness Index Equity Index 

Index of 

Educational 

Progress 

Australia 2000 UIS - OECD 0,95 0,73 0,88 0,81 0,89 0,85 

Australia 2003 UIS - OECD 0,92 0,78 0,88 0,83 0,89 0,86 

Australia 2006 UIS - OECD 0,93 0,76 0,86 0,82 0,88 0,85 

Australia 2009 UIS - OECD 0,93 0,79 0,86 0,85 0,87 0,86 

         

Korea 2000 UIS - OECD 0,96 0,69 0,95 0,89 0,85 0,87 

Korea 2003 UIS - OECD 0,94 0,76 0,94 0,91 0,85 0,88 

Korea 2006 UIS - OECD 0,97 0,80 0,95 0,95 0,86 0,90 

Korea 2009 UIS - OECD 0,96 0,85 0,94 0,97 0,86 0,92 

         

Norway 2000 UIS - OECD 0,97 0,69 0,83 0,82 0,84 0,83 

Norway 2003 UIS - OECD 0,97 0,72 0,82 0,85 0,82 0,84 

Norway 2006 UIS - OECD 0,98 0,71 0,77 0,83 0,81 0,82 

Norway 2009 UIS - OECD 0,97 0,67 0,84 0,85 0,81 0,83 

         

Turkey 2003 UIS - OECD 0,77 0,52 0,67 0,54 0,76 0,65 

Turkey 2006 UIS - OECD 0,82 0,56 0,71 0,60 0,79 0,69 

Turkey 2009 UIS - OECD 0,83 0,63 0,76 0,65 0,83 0,74 

         

Chile 2000 UIS - OECD 0,87 0,65 0,49 0,56 0,79 0,67 

Chile 2006 UIS - OECD 0,91 0,73 0,69 0,65 0,90 0,78 

Chile 2009 UIS - OECD 0,89 0,77 0,72 0,70 0,88 0,79 

 


