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Abstract: Low income countries in sub-Saharan Africa are confronted with a major challenge in 
terms of expanding access to secondary education. This is also the case in Uganda. This article 
considers two questions. First, where should new secondary schools be built if the aim is to 
reduce geographic disparities in access? Second, have new schools, and in particular faith-based 
schools, been built in the areas that need schools the most? The analysis considers Catholic as 
well as public and other private schools. Results suggest that new schools are often not located in 
the areas that need them the most. 
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While there is a learning crisis in many education systems in the developing world 
(World Bank 2018), there also remains a crisis in terms of too many children remaining out of 
school (UNICEF 2018). The number of children out of school is especially large for children of 
secondary school age. This is in part because low income countries in sub-Saharan Africa are 
confronted with a major challenge in terms of expanding access to secondary education. 
Together with population growth, the Education for All initiative and other efforts to boost 
enrollment in primary school have led to large increases in the demand for secondary education. 
Bashir et al. (2018) estimate that by 2030, enrollment in school may almost double in 
comparison to 2015 levels. If universal primary education were to be achieved, the increase in 
enrolment in secondary school would be even larger. Uganda is a case in point. Between 2015/16 
and 2016/17, enrolment in secondary schools increased by a stunning 13.5 percent, from 1.3 to 
1.5 million children (Ministry of Education and Sports 2017a). Pressure to increase the number 
of secondary schools and expand enrollment capacity in existing schools is simply 
overwhelming. 

Lack of opportunities for secondary schooling contributes to children dropping out of 
school, with high costs for the children and for society. For girls, apart from leading to lower 
labor market earnings in adulthood, low educational attainment contributes to higher risks of 
child marriage and early childbearing, both of which have lifelong consequences. In Uganda, 
child marriage and early childbearing are associated with, among others, higher fertility rates, 
higher rates of under-five mortality and malnutrition for the children of young mothers, higher 
risks of intimate partner violence, and lower decision-making for women within the household 
(Wodon et al. 2018). Unfortunately, the available resources to expand Uganda’s school network 
at the secondary level are limited. This is an issue in virtually all low income countries 
(Education Commission 2017). Given this context, the World Bank is supporting the 
Government of Uganda in building new secondary schools in underserved areas. 

Uganda’s education sector strategy for 2017-20 emphasizes three main objectives, the 
first of which is to provide equitable access to relevant and quality education and training 
(Ministry of Education and Sports 2017b). The Ministry of Education and Sports is aiming to 
have at least one Government primary school per parish, one Government secondary school in 
every sub-county, and one Government technical institute per district, while at the same time 
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reducing pupil classroom ratios. This requires massive investments in terms of school 
construction and the expansion of existing schools. The education strategy also recognizes the 
large role played by the private sector especially at the secondary level where only 38 percent of 
students are in Government schools versus 62 percent in private schools. While governments 
play a leading role in expanding access to education, private schools can help.  

Low cost private schools have contributed to expanding access in sub-Saharan Africa 
(Heyneman and Stern 2014; Steer et al. 2015; World Bank 2017; Wodon 2017), as have faith-
based schools (Wodon 2014; Wodon 2015). For example, one in 10 students enrolled at the 
primary level on the Africa continent is enrolled today in a Catholic school, and for secondary 
schools the proportion is one in 13 (Wodon 2018). These proportions have remained stable over 
the last few decades as the network of Catholic schools has expanded significantly, as is the case 
for public schools (Wodon 2019b).  

However, it is not clear that today, new schools are built where they are needed the most. 
This issue matters for public schools, but it also matters for faith-based schools, and in particular 
for Catholic schools given the faith’s long-standing preferential option for the poor (e.g. 
Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace 2004; Heinrich et al. 2008; Francis 2015; McKinney 
2018). More than 40 years ago, the Congregation for Catholic Education (1977) noted the risk 
for Catholic schools to admit mostly children from wealthier families. The Congregation called 
for the Church to serve the poor in priority. Yet as noted by Grace and O’Keefe (2007), in part 
due to a decline in vocations, the ability for the Church to rely on a religious workforce to 
provide schooling at low cost for the poor has been weakened. This is the case not only in the 
developing world, but also in the West, including in the United States where enrollment among 
the poor in Catholic schools has been declining for some time (Murnane et al. 2018).  

Today, as is the case for other private schools, and even to some extent for public 
schools, Catholic schools often appear to serve the poor proportionately less than the better off 
due to the out-of-pocket and opportunity costs of schooling (Wodon 2019a; Wodon 2020).1 The 
fact that Catholic schools often benefit only from limited government support compounds the 
issue, as cost recovery implies that parents often have to pay for the cost of educating their 
children in Catholic schools. In order for this to change, Catholic schools could locate new 
schools in underserved and typically poorer areas. Yet this is easier said than done. The objective 
of this paper is to test whether this has been the case in Uganda using a unique dataset with 
information on all secondary schools in the country. 

Given the above context, the paper considers two questions. First, the paper looks at 
where new schools should be built or where an expansion of existing schools should be 
considered based on measures of unmet needs. Next, the paper looks at where new schools have 
been built in recent years, i.e. whether the schools have been located in areas that appear to need 
these schools the most. Analysis is conducted separately for Catholic schools, other private 
schools, and public schools. Uganda is an interesting case study for the analysis because the 
country has one of the largest network of Catholic schools in the world. While most Catholic 
schools are public (they were overtaken by the national education system decades ago), new 
Catholic schools being built today are mostly private and thereby do not benefit from state 
support. Uganda is also in many ways emblematic of the conditions currently in place in much of 
sub-Saharan Africa in terms of the unmet demand for schooling, and it is the region of the world 
with the fastest growing enrollment in Catholic schools (Wodon 2019c). 

The paper is organized as follows. The methodology for identifying areas that need new 
schools or an expansion of existing schools is described in the first section. Results on current 
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unmet needs and the resulting prioritization of the location of new schools are provided in the 
second section. Analysis of where different networks of schools—public, Catholic, and private—
have been building new schools and the comparison with the identification of needs is provided 
in the third section. A brief conclusion follows. 
 
Methodology and Data for Identifying Construction Needs 

A wide range of factors should be considered when building new schools. There is a need 
to keep construction costs affordable. This can be done by restricting amenities to what is 
necessary for schools to function well. When unnecessary amenities are provided, this can lead 
to much higher costs without corresponding gains in educational attainment or learning 
(Theunynck 2009; Wodon 2016). The procurement of schools also matters, as does the selection 
of the administrative level (central Ministry, districts, or communities) in charge of supervising 
school construction (for a case study on Uganda, see Mathe et al. 2016). In this paper however, 
the focus is on where new schools should be built or existing schools expanded. While 
expanding capacity in existing schools may not make schools closer to where children live in 
underserved areas, building new schools should. This often matters for children since long 
distances to secondary schools in underserved areas contribute to low secondary school 
enrollment and completion rates in Uganda, especially for girls (Tsimpo and Wodon 2016).  

In this paper, the focus is on where education systems—whether public or private, secular 
or faith-based—should build new schools and what types of data are needed to inform those 
decisions. How can education systems ensure that there will be enough demand from households 
so that new schools are used at capacity? For public schools, should Ministries of Education 
consider the role of private schools when deciding where to locate new public schools? 
Similarly, should faith-based or private secular school networks base their own decisions on the 
location of new schools in part based on where public schools are located? To provide answers to 
these questions, this paper suggests simple allocation rules for the location of new schools, 
whether public or private, and the expansion of existing schools in Uganda. The methodology is 
adapted from a similar analysis conducted for Tanzania (Wodon 2019c).2 

School construction or expansion should respond to a demand for schooling that is not 
currently met (or higher demand expected in the near future). A simple way to measure this 
demand at the lower secondary level is to compare the number of children eligible to go to 
secondary schools to the number actually enrolled in school. Denote the number of students 
enrolled in lower secondary school in area k by EkL, where L stands for the lower bound for 
potential enrollment. Denote next the upper bound for potential enrollment in lower secondary 
schools by EkU, where U stands for upper bound. If the number of children who pass the primary 
school examination is denoted by Pk in area k, and if N is the number of years that students must 
study to complete lower secondary education, a simple estimate of potential enrollment is EkU = 
N×Pk. The potential unmet demand or gap in enrollment for area k, denoted by Gk, can then be 
defined as Gk = EkU - EkL. If the objective is in addition to anticipate future unmet demand as 
opposed to current demand, this estimate can easily be adjusted to account for year-to-year 
growth in student cohorts due to population growth or gains in attainment over time.  

When constructing new schools or expanding existing schools, consideration must be 
given to the number of students that classrooms can accommodate, as well as the number of 
years of schooling needed to complete lower secondary education. If a classroom is built to 
welcome more students in the first grad of secondary school, classrooms will also be needed for 
subsequent years, since students will progress from one grade to the next. For example, assume 
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that a classroom can accommodate up to 60 students, given that pupil-classroom rations are high 
in countries such as Uganda. Given four years to complete lower secondary education in Uganda, 
four classrooms would be needed for a new school or a school expansion, yielding additional 
capacity to welcome 240 students (4×60=240). Some new schools could be larger, for example 
accommodating 480 students, but the analysis must be carried in terms of multiples of 240 when 
the assumptions are that classrooms can welcome up to 60 students. 

Denote the minimum capacity from new school construction or expansion as C (such as 
C=240 in the above example). When building new schools or expanding existing schools, it 
makes sense for Ministries of Education to ensure that the enrollment gap Gk in an area is a 
multiplier of C. The lack of enrollment capacity in a school, or the fact that existing schools may 
be too far away from where households live are not the only factors leading some children 
eligible to enroll in secondary school to not enroll. Other factors such as cost, lack of interest in 
pursuing one’s education, or the need to get involved in a family business may all play a role in 
reducing enrollment. This means that even if schools are available, some students will not enroll. 
Given this reality, Ministries of Education may want to avoid the risk of building schools where 
demand may be low and additional capacity may not be used. This can be done by defining a 
multiplier α, whereby an area would be eligible to receive a new school only if Gk > α×C. 
Furthermore, the number of new schools (or school expansion) allocated to any area would be 
rounded down from the value of Gk/(α×C), so that Nk = Floor(Gk/(α×C)). For example, if 
Gk/(α×C) = 2.5, this would mean that up to two schools could be built (or existing capacity 
expanded). How should α be defined? There is no unique way to select that value, and 
simulations can be used to test for the sensitivity of allocations to the value of α, but a plausible 
value could be to start with α equal to 3 given that responses in surveys on the reasons leading 
children to not enroll or drop out are multiple.  

Once areas eligible for new schools and the number of new schools needed in each area 
(or the needs for expanding existing schools) have been identified, the next step consists in 
ranking areas to give priority to some areas versus others. This is often needed because school 
construction budgets are typically insufficient to meet all needs. The approach suggested here is 
to prioritize areas with low gross enrollment rates. This tends to have two main benefits. First, 
investing in underserved areas helps to reduce inequality in educational attainment between 
areas. Second, targeting areas with low enrollment rates tends to reduce risks of substitution 
whereby children enrolled in a school leave that school to enroll in a newly constructed school. 
This type of substitution has benefits for children and families (otherwise the shifts would not be 
observed), but it may reduce the net gain in gross enrollment rates from building new schools or 
expanding existing schools. The suggestion is thus to rank areas by gross enrollment rates from 
the lowest to the highest, and allocate new schools first to the area with the lowest gross 
enrollment rate, next to the area with the second lowest enrollment rate, and so on. 

To implement the above approach for allocating schools to underserved areas by first 
identifying areas where new schools should be built and next prioritizing the construction of new 
schools in areas with the lowest gross enrollment rates, three different sources of data are used 
for the analysis for Uganda in this paper. First, data from a 2015 mapping of all secondary 
schools are used to compute by geographic area the number of children currently enrolled at the 
lower secondary school level, including students in both public and private schools. Second, data 
on the number of secondary school age children by area are obtained from the Uganda Bureau of 
Statistics to compute gross enrollment rates. Third, data on the number of children who 
successfully pass the primary school completion exam by area are obtained from the Ministry of 
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Education’s Education Management Information System (in Uganda, these are students who 
achieve at least “Division IV” in the examination). Using these three data sources, the analysis in 
this paper is conducted at the district level for simplicity, but it could and should be replicated at 
the country and sub-county level for informing new school allocations at those levels as well as 
at the level of districts, as will be discussed below. 

 
Estimates of Construction Needs and Prioritization 

Based on the above methodology, the Table in the annex provides key results by district 
for Uganda in 2016. The first column (EkL) represents the estimation of current enrollment based 
on the 2016 school mapping data. The second column (EkU) accounts for the potential enrollment 
based on the number of students who passed the completion exam for primary school multiplied 
by four. The third column (Gk) represents the absolute enrollment gap which is the difference 
between the second column and the first. The fourth column (GERk) is the estimate of the current 
gross enrollment rate based on estimates of enrollment and estimates of the number of youth of 
the appropriate age bracket by district. In order to show existing disparities between districts in 
enrollment rates, the data are visualized in Figure 1. 

The next column (GRk) is the eligible enrollment gap rate, defined as GRk = 1-EkL/EkU. 
This is a measure of the share of children eligible to enroll in lower secondary school who are 
not enrolled. A map of districts according to their enrollment gap rate is provided in Figure 2. 
The subsequent column (RSk) is a measure of the risk of substitution, defined as the number of 
students enrolled in private schools in an area (as a measure of the number of students who may 
shift from private to public schools) divided by the number of students who could be 
accommodated thanks to the construction of new public schools in an area. This measure can 
take high values in areas with many students enrolled in private schools and few public schools 
to be built. A map of substitution risks is provided in Figure 2.  

The next column is the allocation of new schools for each district, under the guidelines 
mentioned above (each school has a capacity of 240 students and the parameter α is set at a value 
of 3). Figure 3 visualizes the data with another map by district. Finally, the last column accounts 
for the cumulative allocation of new schools across ranked districts. If budget resources were 
available to meet all identified needs, all districts would benefit from the schools they need. But 
if budgets are constrained, the suggestion in this paper is to prioritize allocations for school 
construction to underserved districts, as measured by the current gross enrollment rate. 

To illustrate how the analysis works, consider the case of Amudat, the first district in the 
Table. According to the data used for analysis, the district has currently 240 students in lower 
secondary schools, but it could have 860 students enrolled based on current completion rates for 
primary school examinations. The difference is an absolute enrollment gap of 620 students. This 
is the district with the lowest gross enrollment rate at 1.4 percent. The enrollment gap ratio is 
estimated at 72.1 percent, showing that most eligible children are not enrolled. While the district 
has very low enrollment, it might not be eligible for a new public school under the allocation rule 
because it does not have enough eligible students not enrolled to justify a new school. The 
absolute enrollment gap of 620 students is just below the bar for justifying a new school at 3x240 
= 720 students, with this threshold used to ensure that any new school being built is likely to be 
used at capacity. One could argue that the district comes close to the threshold, so that with 
population growth and potential future gains at the primary level (which may be driven in part 
from the prospect of being able to continue schooling at the secondary level once a new lower 
secondary school is built), the district should get a school. Some degree of latitude to diverge 
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from the strict application of the allocation rule should indeed be allowed. But the Table shows 
how the mechanics of the allocation rule work and the logic of the allocation rules. 

The next district in the Table is Nakapiripirit, which under the allocation rule would be 
entitled to two new schools. The third district, Kaabong, would be entitled to four new schools. 
All districts are ranked according to their current gross enrollment rate, from the lowest to the 
highest. The last column provides the cumulative allocation of new public schools. It is useful 
when the budget available for new schools is limited. Assume for example that the budget allows 
for the construction of a maximum of 300 schools, instead of the 957 lower secondary schools 
that appear to be needed (although some of these schools could be built by the private sector, so 
that not all would need to be publicly funded). The schools would then be allocated following 
indications in the Table, with Arua district being the last one to benefit from new schools or an 
expansion in the capacity of existing schools. That district would get 10 schools instead of the 22 
apparently required given that the budget would then be exhausted. 

The allocation in the Table is illustrative. It would change with different parameters, and 
the analysis could be repeated at a lower level of disaggregation, for example by county or sub-
county. But if the aim is to serve in priority underserved areas, the principles at work should 
probably broadly follow the rules suggested here, even if additional considerations could be 
taken into account, for example in terms of ensuring that every county or sub-county ultimately 
is granted at least one lower secondary school if it does not have one already (the formal policy 
of Uganda’s Ministry of Education and Sports). In the context of Uganda, given that districts 
have substantial autonomy, allocations would probably need to be made by district. Districts 
would then be provided with guidance on how to use the same principles to allocate the number 
of new schools that they receive to specific counties or sub-counties. At lower levels of 
disaggregation, particular attention should be paid to not locating new schools close to each 
other. This requires more detailed geo-spatial data, but the broad principles described in this 
paper would represent a useful first cut and basis for discussion on where to locate schools. 

Based on the estimates in the Table in annex, a number of important relationships across 
districts are worth noting. Figure 4 displays the relationship between gross enrollment rates and 
enrollment gap rates by district. Areas with higher enrollment rates have on average lower 
enrollment gap rates, suggesting that in districts with better educational attainment, the share of 
children who do not enroll at the lower secondary level even though they are eligible to do so is 
smaller. All districts except one are included in the Figure.3 Note that a handful of districts have 
a negative enrollment gap rate, suggesting that they have more students enrolled in secondary 
school than the number of students who passed the primary school completion examination. 
These districts would not be eligible for new schools under the allocation rule proposed in this 
paper. In practice, they are likely to have students who are living with relatives or are enrolled in 
boarding schools to be able to continue their education at the lower secondary level but who took 
the primary completion exam in another (home) district. This means that districts on the left of 
the horizontal axis in Figure 4 with the lowest enrollment rates would be served first, as 
formalized in the allocations suggested in the Table in annex. 

Figure 5 displays the current gross enrollment rate on the horizontal axis and the 
substitution risk on the vertical axis. The substitution risk tends to increase when the gross 
enrollment rate increases, as expected. This is not surprising given that districts with higher 
enrollment rates tend to be better off economically and also have proportionately more students 
in private schools. These are also the districts where the need to build new public schools may be 
lower on average. Thus, apart from reducing geographic disparities in enrollment, giving priority 



7 
 

for the construction of new schools to areas with low enrollment rates should also help in 
reducing the risk of substitution between schools. And as a side benefit, this also helps in 
targeting areas where households tend to be poorer in income terms.  
 
Recent Investments in School Construction 

Estimates of construction needs have been provided by district in the previous section 
with prioritization for underserved areas in terms of immediate investments. How does practice 
measure up to the framework provided? In this section, data on recent school construction are 
used to assess whether new schools have been allocated to underserved areas. Estimates are 
based on data on the first year of operation for all secondary schools operating in the country. 
The analysis of the geographic placement of recent schools is conducted separately for public 
schools, Catholic schools (some are public, but most recently created Catholic schools are 
private), and non-Catholic private schools. Data are from the mapping of secondary schools 
implemented in 2016, so that the period since 2010 covers only six to seven years. The main 
question asked is whether the various school networks have managed to locate new schools in 
the areas with the highest needs as outlined in the previous sections. 

Table 1 provides the estimates. Of 3,613 secondary schools in the school mapping dataset 
with information on the year in which they were founded,4 82 schools were founded before 
1950. Of those 82 schools, 34 were public non-Catholic schools, 28 were private non-Catholic 
schools, and 20 were Catholic schools (16 public and four private). Data in Table 1 are provided 
by decade, but what is of most interest for the analysis is the number of new schools founded 
since 2010. A total of 718 secondary schools were established since 2010. This represents one 
fifth (19.9 percent) of all schools in just a few years. Of those schools, four in five (81.3 percent) 
were private non-Catholic schools and one in ten (9.6 percent) were private Catholic schools. 
Just under one in 10 new schools were public schools, and among those, virtually all were non-
Catholic. The estimates underscore how the private sector has recently been the leading force 
behind the expansion in Uganda’s secondary school network over the last decade. Table 1 also 
provides data on the number of students in schools according to the year in which the schools 
were established, with broadly similar findings in terms of timeline for expansion. 

Have new schools been established in areas that need schools the most based on the 
criteria discussed in the previous section? Table 2 provides the answer to that question. Districts 
have been ranked into five quintiles in terms of gross enrollment rates, with each quintile 
comprised of 22 districts except the last one which has 24 districts. The bottom quintile consists 
of the districts with the lowest gross enrollment rates at the secondary level. That quintile 
concentrates 13.3 percent of the need for school construction as estimated in the previous 
section, but it has benefitted from only 7.4 percent of the new schools built since 2010. The 
second quintile accounts for 21.9 percent of school construction needs, and it received only 15.3 
percent of new schools. If new schools were to be built primarily in underserved areas, these 
proportions would be higher. The top quintile is comprised of the districts with the highest 
enrollment rates. That quintile accounts for 17.1 percent of construction needs, but it benefited 
from 30.4 percent of all new schools built since 2010. The estimates are visualized in Figure 6. 

It should be acknowledged that part of the reason why the top quintile may need fewer 
schools is precisely because a substantial number of new schools were built since 2010 in those 
districts. This affects the measures of needs by quintile in Table 2. It should also be 
acknowledged that while this paper suggests to target new schools in priority to underserved 
areas, there is strong demand for more schools also in areas that are comparatively better served, 
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and all children—including those living in better served areas—should have the opportunity to 
enroll in secondary school. Nevertheless, it is clear from Table 2 that schools tend to be built 
more in areas with already high gross enrollment rates than in areas with low enrollment rates. 
This is not surprising, since most of the new schools built since 2010 have been private schools, 
and areas with higher enrollment rates also tend to be better off, with households typically more 
able to pay the fees required for children to attend private schools.  

When looking at the allocation of schools by type of schools, it appears that recent public 
non-Catholic schools tend to have been proportionately allocated more to underserved areas than 
private non-Catholic schools. For example, 17.2 percent of the new public non-Catholic schools 
built since 2010 have been located in the bottom quintile of districts, versus only 6.3 percent of 
private non-Catholic schools. For Catholic schools, both public and private (the two categories 
have been aggregated since only one Catholic public school was built since 2010), the proportion 
is slightly higher at 7.2 percent. In general, the location of new Catholic schools is slightly more 
titled towards the bottom quintiles of districts than is the case for private non-Catholic schools, 
but less so than for public schools. Overall though, new schools have not by and large been 
located in the areas that need schools the most. 
 
Conclusion 

As many other low income countries in sub-Saharan Africa, Uganda is confronted with a 
major challenge in terms of expanding access to secondary education. Improving enrollment and 
completion rates requires investments in school construction and the expansion of existing 
schools. This paper considered two questions: (1) where should new schools be built or 
expanded and how many schools should be built by area if the aim is to serve in priority 
underserved areas?; and (2) within the Catholic, private, and public school networks, where have 
new schools been built in recent years, and how does this compare to identified needs for new 
schools to succeed in serving currently underserved areas?  

A simple methodology based on two basic ideas was used to answer the first question. 
The first ideas is that schools should be built or expanded in areas where there is more potential 
demand for schooling than is currently accommodated by the existing network of public and 
private schools. A simple way to measure unmet demand is to compare the number of children 
eligible to go to lower secondary schools to the number actually enrolled in school. The second 
idea is that among geographic areas with sufficient potential additional demand to warrant 
building new schools or expanding existing schools, school construction should take place in 
priority in areas where gross enrollment rates are low.  

The methodology for identifying needs for school construction can be compared to data 
on where new schools have actually been built. This can be used to answer the second question, 
namely whether schools have been built in recent years where they are needed the most. This 
part of the analysis was conducted separately for public, Catholic, and other private schools. 
New public schools tend to be built more in underserved areas while new non-Catholic private 
schools are built more in areas with higher gross enrollment rates. New Catholic schools are in-
between but titled more towards areas with higher enrollment rates. By and large, as most new 
schools were built by the private sector, the results suggest that new schools tend not to be 
located in areas that remain underserved. In turn, this suggests that efforts to expand public 
school construction in underserved areas are warranted. In addition, given their particular 
mission, Catholic schools could do more to reach underserved areas. 
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The fact that new Catholic schools in Uganda are not located in priority in underserved 
areas does not necessarily imply that the schools do not reach the poor. It could be that the 
schools manage to serve the poor in slightly better off areas, although this would have to be 
demonstrated. But the results point to a major issue for these schools to be faithful to their 
mission. In the absence of state support (virtually all the new Catholic schools built in the 
country since 2010 are private schools), cost recovery makes it difficult for the schools to be an 
affordable option for the poor to enroll their children, which may in turn lead to school 
construction in better off areas where demand for the schools may be higher. While this paper 
does not suggest how to solve this complex issue, it helps to demonstrate that the issue is real. 
Perhaps as noted in the case of the learning crisis by the 2018 World Development Report 
(World Bank 2018), education systems, including Catholic school networks, must first measure 
how well they are doing—including in terms of reaching underserved areas, in order to be able to 
act. 
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Figure 1: Map of Gross Enrollment Rates by District 

 
 

Source: Author’s estimation. 
 

Figure 2: Map of Substitution Risk by District  
 
 

 
Source: Author’s estimation. 
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Figure 3: Map of Needs for School Construction by District  

 
Source: Author’s estimation. 

 
 
 

Figure 4: Gross Enrollment Rates and Eligible Enrollment Gap Rates by District 
 

 
 
 

Source: Author’s estimation. 
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Figure 5: Gross Enrollment Rates and Substitution Risk Due to Private Enrollment 
 

 
Source: Author’s estimation. 

 
 

Figure 6: Distribution of Recently Built Schools versus Needs (%) 
 

 
Source: Author’s estimation. 
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Table 1: Establishment of Secondary Schools by Year and Type of School 

Year established 
Public  

non-Catholic 
Private  

non-Catholic 
Public  

Catholic 
Private  
Catholic 

All 
Combined 

 Number of Secondary Schools Established 
Before 1950 34 28 16 4 82 
   Share by type (%) 41.46 34.15 19.51 4.88 100.00 
1950-59 26 7 6 2 41 
   Share by type (%) 63.41 17.07 14.63 4.88 100.00 
1960-69 56 13 15 12 96 
   Share by type (%) 58.33 13.54 15.63 12.5 100.00 
1970-79 32 8 7 3 50 
   Share by type (%) 64 16 14 6 100.00 
1980-89 382 51 83 27 543 
   Share by type (%) 70.35 9.39 15.29 4.97 100.00 
1990-99 145 466 29 86 726 
   Share by type (%) 19.97 64.19 3.99 11.85 100.00 
2000-09 153 1,049 19 136 1,357 
   Share by type (%) 11.27 77.3 1.4 10.02 100.00 
Since 2010 64 584 1 69 718 
   Share by type (%) 8.91 81.34 0.14 9.61 100.00 
Total 892 2,206 176 339 3,613 
   Share by type (%) 24.69 61.06 4.87 9.38 100.00 

 Number of Students in Lower Secondary Schools by Year of Establishment 
Before 1950 40,947 10,431 13,098 2,002 66,478 
   Share by type (%) 61.59 15.69 19.7 3.01 100.00 
1950-59 36,265 3,889 5,287 704 46,145 
   Share by type (%) 78.59 8.43 11.46 1.53 100.00 
1960-69 55,464 7,948 12,650 6,898 82,960 
   Share by type (%) 66.86 9.58 15.25 8.31 100.00 
1970-79 29,626 4,569 4,740 1,919 40,854 
   Share by type (%) 72.52 11.18 11.6 4.7 100.00 
1980-89 242,757 27,062 51,123 14,116 335,058 
   Share by type (%) 72.45 8.08 15.26 4.21 100.00 
1990-99 77,365 245,330 15,052 41,042 378,789 
   Share by type (%) 20.42 64.77 3.97 10.84 100.00 
2000-09 71,256 432,777 7,696 44,630 556,359 
   Share by type (%) 12.81 77.79 1.38 8.02 100.00 
Since 2010 18,047 113,051 703 10,971 142,772 
   Share by type (%) 12.64 79.18 0.49 7.68 100.00 
Total 571,727 845,057 110,349 122,282 1,649,415 
   Share by type (%) 34.66 51.23 6.69 7.41 100.00 

Source: Author’s estimation. 
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Table 2: Distribution of New Schools, District Quintiles Ranked by Gross Enrollment Rates 
 Public 

non-Catholic 
Private 

non-Catholic 
Public & Private 

Catholic 
All new 
schools 

Estimated  
Needs 

Bottom quintile 11 37 5 53 127 
   Share of new schools (%) 17.2% 6.3% 7.2% 7.4% 13.3% 
Second quintile 13 84 13 110 210 
   Share of new schools (%) 20.3% 14.4% 18.8% 15.3% 21.9% 
Third quintile 10 106 13 129 223 
   Share of new schools (%) 15.6% 18.2% 18.8% 18.0% 23.3% 
Fourth quintile 8 180 19 208 233 
   Share of new schools (%) 12.5% 30.8% 27.5% 29.0% 24.3% 
Fifth quintile 22 177 19 218 164 
   Share of new schools (%) 34.4% 30.3% 27.5% 30.4% 17.1% 
All 64 584 69 718 957 
   Share of new schools (%) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s estimation. 
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Annex Table: Key Parameters and Illustrative Allocation of New Schools per District 
District EkL EkU Gk GERk GRk 

RSk  NSk  
∑ NSk 

(Cumulative) 
Amudat 240 860 620 2.1% 72.1% - 0 0 
Nakapiripirit 766 2,504 1,738 4.4% 69.4% 0% 2 2 
Kaabong 1,229 4,288 3,059 7.0% 71.3% 39% 4 6 
Napak 1,015 2,596 1,581 7.3% 60.9% 82% 2 8 
Buvuma 498 1,864 1,366 7.5% 73.3% 162% 1 9 
Oyam 4,120 17,428 13,308 9.9% 76.4% 13% 18 27 
Apac 4,569 17,160 12,591 11.2% 73.4% 16% 17 44 
Kotido 2,271 2,784 513 11.9% 18.4% - 0 44 
Alebtong 3,153 12,376 9,223 12.4% 74.5% 23% 12 56 
Nwoya 2,069 5,992 3,923 13.3% 65.5% 28% 5 61 
Yumbe 8,145 8,564 419 13.5% 4.9% - 0 61 
Zombo 3,770 7,568 3,798 15.9% 50.2% 154% 5 66 
Amuru 3,129 9,864 6,735 16.1% 68.3% 24% 9 75 
Dokolo 3,493 12,284 8,791 16.6% 71.6% 29% 12 87 
Kalangala 474 1,372 898 16.8% 65.5% 0% 1 88 
Otuke 1,960 5,148 3,188 17.0% 61.9% 23% 4 92 
Kyegegwa 5,169 12,632 7,463 17.8% 59.1% 96% 10 102 
Amolatar 2,829 8,320 5,491 18.0% 66.0% 30% 7 109 
Moroto 1,699 2,228 529 18.1% 23.7% - 0 109 
Pader 3,880 10,184 6,304 19.7% 61.9% 84% 8 117 
Buliisa 2,156 4,920 2,764 19.8% 56.2% 135% 3 120 
Lamwo 2,670 8,148 5,478 19.8% 67.2% 67% 7 127 
Abim 2,537 4,596 2,059 19.9% 44.8% 110% 2 129 
Agago 4,971 12,568 7,597 20.9% 60.4% 74% 10 139 
Adjumani 5,027 11,976 6,949 21.1% 58.0% 93% 9 148 
Nebbi 8,891 14,696 5,805 21.1% 39.5% 247% 8 156 
Kiruhura 6,889 19,952 13,063 21.1% 65.5% 74% 18 174 
Buhweju 2,604 5,928 3,324 22.1% 56.1% 132% 4 178 
Katakwi 3,992 8,156 4,164 22.7% 51.1% 105% 5 183 
Kyankwanzi 4,800 9,172 4,372 22.8% 47.7% 218% 6 189 
Maracha 4,293 9,496 5,203 22.8% 54.8% 96% 7 196 
Isingiro 10,997 26,008 15,011 23.1% 57.7% 121% 20 216 
Kole 6,227 11,532 5,305 23.3% 46.0% 150% 7 223 
Bududa 5,938 8,600 2,662 23.5% 31.0% 195% 3 226 
Serere 7,369 19,544 12,175 23.7% 62.3% 103% 16 242 
Amuria 7,419 17,044 9,625 23.9% 56.5% 131% 13 255 
Ntoroko 1,659 3,560 1,901 24.5% 53.4% 58% 2 257 
Kaberamaido 5,979 12,240 6,261 24.5% 51.2% 159% 8 265 
Namayingo 5,071 11,716 6,645 24.6% 56.7% 121% 9 274 
Kyenjojo 10,670 22,232 11,562 25.6% 52.0% 165% 16 290 
Arua 21,737 37,932 16,195 25.8% 42.7% 202% 22 312 
Buyende 8,650 11,984 3,334 26.6% 27.8% 664% 4 316 
Bundibugyo 6,121 13,204 7,083 27.1% 53.6% 93% 9 325 
Kamwenge 10,927 19,656 8,729 27.7% 44.4% 216% 12 337 
Koboko 6,561 10,604 4,043 29.0% 38.1% 348% 5 342 
Mubende 20,201 33,140 12,939 29.4% 39.0% 265% 17 359 
Moyo 4,539 7,136 2,597 29.7% 36.4% 409% 3 362 
Kumi 7,617 18,220 10,603 29.7% 58.2% 105% 14 376 
Bukedea 6,478 14,268 7,790 30.5% 54.6% 121% 10 386 



18 
 

Gomba 5,053 10,028 4,975 30.7% 49.6% 146% 6 392 
Lyantonde 3,038 5,928 2,890 33.0% 48.8% 99% 4 396 
Bugiri 13,498 21,032 7,534 33.2% 35.8% 362% 10 406 
Kisoro 9,886 16,860 6,974 33.7% 41.4% 213% 9 415 
Butaleja 8,591 13,716 5,125 34.0% 37.4% 158% 7 422 
Soroti 11,184 22,940 11,756 34.1% 51.2% 156% 16 438 
Bulambuli 6,736 8,668 1,932 34.4% 22.3% 805% 2 440 
Kiryandongo 10,065 16,224 6,159 35.9% 38.0% 429% 8 448 
Hoima 20,971 29,296 8,325 37.6% 28.4% 518% 11 459 
Nakaseke 7,688 14,220 6,532 38.0% 45.9% 207% 9 468 
Sheema 8,418 21,048 12,630 38.5% 60.0% 71% 17 485 
Masindi 11,125 17,332 6,207 39.5% 35.8% 295% 8 493 
Rakai 20,508 31,952 11,444 39.9% 35.8% 282% 15 508 
Bukomansimbi 6,329 9,844 3,515 40.1% 35.7% 322% 4 512 
Kiboga 6,064 9,216 3,152 40.8% 34.2% 418% 4 516 
Kasese 28,500 41,588 13,088 41.0% 31.5% 411% 18 534 
Ntungamo 20,029 39,132 19,103 41.1% 48.8% 190% 26 560 
Kibuku 8,944 12,580 3,636 41.2% 28.9% 502% 5 565 
Kanungu 11,011 15,252 4,241 42.7% 27.8% 378% 5 570 
Nakasongola 8,283 13,084 4,801 42.8% 36.7% 249% 6 576 
Mayuge 21,012 26,276 5,264 43.1% 20.0% 922% 7 583 
Pallisa 18,391 27,732 9,341 43.2% 33.7% 367% 12 595 
Kayunga 17,583 22,228 4,645 44.1% 20.9% 898% 6 601 
Rubirizi 5,797 8,364 2,567 44.4% 30.7% 554% 3 604 
Tororo 26,022 33,572 7,550 47.0% 22.5% 519% 10 614 
Kabarole 22,277 27,796 5,519 48.1% 19.9% 584% 7 621 
Namutumba 12,974 15,664 2,690 48.3% 17.2% 1347% 3 624 
Ngora 7,528 11,476 3,948 48.8% 34.4% 335% 5 629 
Busia 17,068 25,036 7,968 49.1% 31.8% 296% 11 640 
Lira 22,323 28,960 6,637 49.1% 22.9% 706% 9 649 
Manafwa 17,916 18,256 340 49.2% 1.9% - 0 649 
Luuka 13,254 17,252 3,998 49.8% 23.2% 720% 5 654 
Buikwe 22,534 31,708 9,174 50.2% 28.9% 606% 12 666 
Gulu 15,392 28,220 12,828 50.2% 45.5% 160% 17 683 
Kamuli 27,402 34,256 6,854 50.5% 20.0% 863% 9 692 
Ibanda 12,755 18,852 6,097 50.6% 32.3% 352% 8 700 
Wakiso 102,951 164,052 61,101 51.4% 37.2% 402% 84 784 
Lwengo 14,486 19,992 5,506 53.0% 27.5% 602% 7 791 
Kween 5,297 7,376 2,079 53.6% 28.2% 475% 2 793 
Mityana 18,397 26,392 7,995 53.6% 30.3% 477% 11 804 
Budaka 12,462 13,488 1,026 54.8% 7.6% 3193% 1 805 
Mbarara 25,207 38,408 13,201 55.4% 34.4% 316% 18 823 
Mitooma 10,750 14,460 3,710 56.3% 25.7% 406% 5 828 
Kaliro 14,618 14,816 198 57.9% 1.3% - 0 828 
Rukungiri 19,249 27,056 7,807 58.6% 28.9% 253% 10 838 
Kampala 78,561 111,308 32,747 58.8% 29.4% 486% 45 883 
Bukwo 5,850 7,272 1,422 59.6% 19.6% 956% 1 884 
Kitgum 12,994 11,908 -1,086 60.1% -9.1% - 0 884 
Kalungu 13,124 16,424 3,300 66.7% 20.1% 884% 4 888 
Mukono 41,544 55,952 14,408 67.6% 25.8% 615% 20 908 
Luwero 33,914 38,284 4,370 68.7% 11.4% 1509% 6 914 
Jinja 34,689 36,764 2,075 69.0% 5.6% 4691% 2 916 
Sironko 18,182 15,900 -2,282 69.3% -14.4% - 0 916 
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Iganga 38,688 40,260 1,572 69.7% 3.9% 5555% 2 918 
Bushenyi 17,977 21,240 3,263 71.7% 15.4% 1262% 4 922 
Mbale 38,073 33,776 -4,297 73.7% -12.7% - 0 922 
Kapchorwa 8,439 9,440 1,001 74.5% 10.6% 1673% 1 923 
Mpigi 19,704 20,572 868 75.9% 4.2% 6175% 1 924 
Masaka 21,917 22,860 943 78.3% 4.1% 5836% 1 925 
Sembabule 19,887 15,236 -4,651 79.6% -30.5% - 0 925 
Kabale 26,700 37,776 11,076 80.7% 29.3% 334% 15 940 
Butambala 12,293 10,056 -2,237 109.5% -22.2% - 0 940 
Kibaale 22,522 35,332 12,810 160.0% 36.3% 357% 17 957 

Source: Author’s estimation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 There is often a perception that efforts are made by Catholic and other faith-based schools to reach 
underserved areas, and anecdotal evidence suggest that this is the case. However, as noted by Coulombe 
and Wodon (2013) for healthcare facilities in Ghana, for various reasons, Catholic facilities may not be 
located in poorer areas. 
2 In the analysis for Tanzania, the methodology also factors in the effect of population growth to assess 
future demand and it considers in addition overcrowding in existing schools, but this is not required here. 
3 Fort better visualization, the district of Kibaale is not included in the Figure because it is an outlier with 
a gross enrollment rate above 100 percent according to the various data sources used for the estimation. 
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4 For a few schools, data on the year of establishment is missing. 


