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Preface and Acknowledgments

T he Republic of Serbia is one of the few countries in which all five rounds of the Multiple Indicator Cluster 
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MICS included two surveys: a standard one, representative at the national level; and another representative of 
the population from Roma settlements – with the aim to close the data gap for this very vulnerable population 
group. Implementation of all rounds of the MICS has allowed for observation of trends in the selected areas. 

The latest 2014 Serbia MICS and 2014 Serbia Roma Settlements MICS were carried out by the Statistical 
Office of the Republic of Serbia with technical and financial support provided by the United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF). In addition to the traditional MICS indicators, country-specific indicators were included. The 
standard outputs of the 2014 surveys include a key findings report and the final MICS report. Both reports 
are of a descriptive nature and present important social and development indicators by selected background 
characteristics of the households and individuals. 

In order to utilize the full potential of the surveys, UNICEF supported secondary data analyses in different 
domains (early childhood development, education, rural/urban disparities, gender equality, child protection 
and poverty). The analysis presented in this report examines the issue of education in Serbia and was conducted 
by Dejan Stankovic. 

We owe special thanks to Professor Sasa Baucal, who provided valuable guidance and peer reviewed the 
analysis. Thanks are also due to all contributors for their commitment and efforts to bring new knowledge that 
will inform policymaking and the advancement of child rights. 
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1
Introduction
E ducation is a vital condition of a nation’s prosperity as an economy and society at large. At the same 

time, education is also vital for individuals from the perspective of their own personal and professional 
development and well-being. Moreover, education is a basic human right. However, we regularly witness the 
educational disadvantage of many children, often because they are poor, belong to a certain ethnic group, have 
a disability, etc. Therefore, one would expect that every state would prioritize education and do everything in its 
power to increase both the quantity (participation) and quality of educational provisions. This is in line with a 
view of education as a tool for social mobility, enabling individuals to improve their social status and prospects 
for a quality life.

Nevertheless, it becomes obvious that there are strong forces opposing this development when one looks at 
the figures of how many disadvantaged children still do not enrol, attend or finish even elementary levels of 
education. Bourdieu would say that this is because the whole education system actively contributes to social 
reproduction, rather than social mobility. The education system is formed by and is in service of groups who 
seek to reproduce the same distribution of power (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990).

Yet, the struggle for a more just society and more equitable education ought not to stop. We must assess the 
current state of affairs (gather and examine the figures and stories), analyse it, propose new measures and 
actions, implement them and follow them through. We must understand the reasons why our children may not 
attend schools. If this is due to the fact that parents do not have money to buy books, clothing and/or meals 
for their children, we should know this and establish effective and efficient financial and social means to help 
them in doing so. If the reason is more subtle than insufficient material means, such as lacking cultural capital 
(e.g. educational attainment) (Bourdieu, 1997) we should know this and find ways to restructure and reculture 
our education and our schools so they can accommodate all children, not just those whom they favour more.

Of course, much more needs to be known – where and when exclusion occurs, why it happens and how, how 
it is ‘justified’, how it can be prevented and eradicated, etc. – so the policies and programmes can be based on 
evidence. Essential for all this is research, data and analysis to secure valid and reliable guidance for policy- 
and decision-makers. This secondary analysis of the Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) data finds its 
purpose within this realm.
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2
Context of the Study
P re-university education in Serbia is organized within preschool education and care, primary education and 

secondary education. Preschool education and care is intended for children from 6 months old until they 
start with primary education (corresponding to ISCED level 01). It comprises three levels: nursery (6 months to 
3 years old), preschool (3-5.5 years old) and a preschool preparatory programme (kindergarten). The 9-month-
long preschool preparatory programme is the first part of compulsory education and provides services for 
children 5.5-6.5 years old. Primary education is compulsory and lasts 8 years, divided into two cycles: classroom-
based teaching from 1st to 4th grade (corresponding to ISCED level 1), and subject-based teaching from 5th to 8th 
grade (corresponding to ISCED level 2). Public primary education is free and the only admission criterion is age 
— all children have to be enrolled in primary school between the ages of 6.5 and 7.5 years. Secondary education 
is available in the form of general secondary education schools (grammar schools), vocational secondary 
education schools, art schools, and other, less frequent types. General secondary education lasts 4 years and 
vocational secondary education lasts 3 or 4 years, corresponding to ISCED 3 levels. Students are usually 14 or 
15 years old when they enter secondary education and are admitted to schools on the basis of primary school 
achievements and final exam results (Eurydice, 2015).

The educational structure of the population of the Republic of Serbia is considered to be unfavourable, despite 
the observed progress between the 2002 and 2011 Census. The 2011 Census data showed that around 34% of 
the population aged 15 and over has primary education or lower; the majority of the population (49%) has 
secondary education; and only 16% has attained higher education (Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia 
[SORS], 2013). Educational attainment indicators are the least favourable for Roma population: most members 
have only a primary level of education or lower (87%), significantly fewer have a secondary education (11.5%), 
and the least have a higher education (less than 1%) (Radovanović & Knežević, 2014).

The Education Development Strategy 2020 that was adopted in 2012 addressed these unsatisfactory key 
system indicators. Firstly, the Strategy set several long-term goals: 1) increase the quality of the process and 
outcomes of education; 2) increase the coverage of the population at all educational levels, from preschool 
education to lifelong learning; 3) achieve and maintain the relevance of education; and 4) increase the efficiency 
of use of all education resources (Government of the Republic of Serbia, 2012).

Furthermore, the Strategy stipulates that in order to increase the coverage, relevance and efficiency of 
education the following strategic goals for 2020 have been established2, together with specific quantitative 
indicators:

1 International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) 2011.
2 Here we present only the goals pertaining up to the level of the first cycle of higher education.
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1) For children aged 6 months to 3 years, access to diversified programs and services has been increased and 
the coverage of children of that age is 30%. All children 4-5.5 years old are provided free of charge use 
of the short (half-day) quality educational programs during one school year. For children from 5.5-6.5 
years old, full coverage through full-day and half-day preparatory forms of kindergarten programs was 
achieved. 

2) All children of statutory school age (a minimum of 98% of the generation), regardless of social, economic, 
health, regional, national, linguistic, ethnic, religious and other characteristics, are covered by quality 
primary education from which the dropout rate is no higher than 5% (primary school is completed by 
93% of the generation).

3) At least 95% of those who complete primary school (88% of the generation) will enter secondary 
school. Vocational 4-year schools enrol 39% of the generation; other vocational schools enrol 10% of the 
generation, while general secondary and art education enrol 39% of the generation.

4) A minimum of 95% of the enrolled (37% of the generation) complete 4-year secondary vocational schools; 
the same number goes for grammar schools (37% of the generation).

5) Of those who completed 4-year secondary vocational schools (15%–18.5% of the generation), 40%–50% 
enrol in higher education, as do 95% of those who completed grammar schools (35% of the generation). 
The total that enters institutions of higher education is at least 50%, most probably 55% of the generation.

6) Seventy per cent of enrolled students complete higher education (vocational or basic academic studies) 
on time or within a 1-year delay, so that the proportion in higher education of a given generation from 
2020 onwards is at least 35%, most probably 38.5%.

Current attendance and completion rates are far from those targets, especially considering poor and 
vulnerable groups, a fact that will be described in the following chapters. Vulnerable groups are usually defined 
in poverty terms. For example, the World Bank defines a vulnerable group as ‘a population that has some specific 
characteristics that make it at higher risk of falling into poverty than others living in areas targeted by a project’ 
(World Bank, n.d.). Groups considered vulnerable vary from context to context. For example, the European 
Commission in its European Platform against Poverty and Social Exclusion highlighted certain groups in the 
population that have emerged as particularly exposed to the risk of poverty: children, young people, single 
parents, households with dependents, people with a migrant background, certain ethnic minorities (such as 
Roma), people with disabilities, and women (European Commission, 2010).

It becomes increasingly obvious that if those targets are to be met in due time, a comprehensive pro-poor 
policy needs to be formulated and implemented. According to the European Union Statistics on Income and 
Living Conditions (SILC)3, the at-risk-of-poverty rate in Serbia was 24.6% in 2012, which is the highest rate 
compared to the 28 European Union Member States (where the average rate is 16.9%). The risk of poverty is 
widely spread among persons with very low or no education, unemployed and self-employed persons, and 
persons who live in villages and towns in thinly populated areas in Serbia. Among groups that are at the highest 
risk of poverty, after social transfers, are children (up to the age of 18) and youth (aged 18-24) compared to other 
target groups (SORS, 2015).

3 The EU-SILC is considered the most relevant instrument for monitoring poverty, social inclusion, inequality and living standards in Europe.
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A number of measures to support students from vulnerable groups have been implemented in the previous 
years. One key question is how effective and efficient they were and how they can be improved. An excellent 
study recently addressed those questions (Kovač Cerović, Lakićević Dobrić, Cenerić, Venalainen, & Mladenović, 
2013). One of its conclusions is that although a comprehensive and targeted policy for education provision 
and support for children from a poverty background is missing, a wide array of measures and instruments 
combined throughout the education and social welfare system is in place, and well complemented by measures 
implemented by civil society and/or donor organizations.

Kovač Cerović et al. (2013) identified four national policies related to the education of children from low-SES 
families that have been influential during the past decade.

1. Preschool policy expanding access and requiring obligatory attendance in the last preschool year of 
preparatory education for starting school. In this preschool policy, out of five policy lines, one that stands 
out is the introduction of an obligatory preschool year for all children, with a minimum of 4 instruction 
hours daily. This was introduced by the Law on the Foundations of the Education System (LFES) in 2003 
as a minimum 6-month requirement and its implementation started in 2006. Changes to the LFES in 
2009 expanded this to a 9-month provision (Law on the Foundations of the Education System).

2. Broad inclusive education and Roma integration policy. This policy consisted of: a new school enrolment 
policy; the introduction of individual education plans; studying Roma language and culture as an optional 
subject; adjustments in the assessment policy ; introducing pedagogical assistants for Roma students and 
the presence of personal assistants in schools; an affirmative action policy for the enrolment of Roma 
into secondary and tertiary education and enrolment of students with disabilities into tertiary education, 
coupled with affirmative action for placement in dormitories; mobilization of support systems (school 
grants for inclusive education projects, municipal grants for Roma inclusion projects, teacher training 
for inclusive education, the establishment of a network of experts for the support of inclusive education); 
and an anti-discrimination school policy.

3. Free textbook provision policy. Since the implementation of this policy in 2009 it has seen several changes 
(which grades were targeted, whether or not the provision included both textbooks and workbooks, 
etc.). The most recent changes came into force in academic year 2015/2016, when free textbooks were 
provided for students of all eight grades in primary school coming from 11 vulnerable groups (Ministry of 
Education, Science and Technological Development, 2015).

4. Nascent school development policies. Schools are increasingly requested to establish policies and 
implement measures supporting students from vulnerable groups. For a few years, the most prominent 
were school policies on inclusive education and violence prevention. Recent developments in the system 
have given schools new responsibilities: the provision of school meals, a dropout prevention program, a 
parent participation program, an active role in social protection, and a free of charge extracurricular and 
sports program.

On the other hand, the authors have identified several social welfare pro-poor policies and/or measures that 
are relevant to education, namely: financial social assistance, child allowance, benefits supporting preschool 
education of children from vulnerable groups, one-off financial social assistance from the central budget, and 
social measures by the centres for social work. It seems that all of the pro-poor policies and measures directly 
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or indirectly support education of children from poor and Roma families (Kovač Cerović et al., 2013). Serbia’s 
most important pro-poor cash benefit programs that aim to fulfil the basic needs of children are financial social 
assistance and child allowances, both of which we shall briefly describe. 

Financial social assistance is considered the most important state measure against poverty and social 
exclusion. The financial social assistance is a pro-poor cash benefit program funded from the central budget 
and administered by the centres of social work. According to administrative data for the year 2012, financial 
social assistance was received by over 87,000 households, with almost 224,000 people (3.1% of the total 
population). The number of users has continually risen since 2000, and in 12 years it almost tripled. In 2012, 
86,000 children lived in households that received financial social assistance, which is nearly 38% of the 
total number of beneficiaries of financial social assistance. Children have an above-average presence in the 
population of financial social assistance users, bearing in mind that their share in the total population is only 
17.6% (Matković, Mijatović, & Stanić, 2013).

Child allowance is the largest program targeting poor children in Serbia. It can be provided for the first four 
children in the family and for children/youth up to age 19 (children with disabilities up to 26). The child allowance 
measure in Serbia is similar to a conditional cash transfer, since it is related to regular school attendance4. In 
2012, around 380,000 children from 200,000 households received child allowance, which gives an average of 
1.88 child allowances per household. Data from 2011 have shown that 28.3% of children and adolescents up to 
age 18 receive child allowance (Matković, Mijatović & Stanić, 2013).

Although there are developments in the field of monitoring pro-poor educational and social welfare measures 
(e.g. monitoring financial social assistance and child allowance via the Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran 
and Social Affairs’ information system, or emerging monitoring of social inclusion), Kovač Cerović et al. (2013) 
suggest that ‘the efficiency and effectiveness of the set of available measures, both national and local can hardly 
be assessed’ (p. 61), and that the need for setting up a comprehensive monitoring system of the education of 
poor and vulnerable students remains a high priority. So far, the main sources of data for calculation of social 
inclusion indicators have been the Household Budget Survey (HBS) and the Labour Force Survey (LFS). In 2013 
Serbia began the Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC), a major source of data on poverty and social 
exclusion. Moreover, UNICEF’s Multiple Cluster Indicator Survey (MICS) makes an important contribution as it 
collects internationally comparable data on a wide range of indicators on the situation of children and women. 
The disaggregated nature of MICS data (gender, area, education, wealth, etc.) provides insight into disparities 
between different population groups within both sample surveys, and allows for evidence-based policymaking 
aimed at social inclusion of the most vulnerable. It is important to mention that as of 2014 the MICS also 
includes information on a cash benefit module that now enables research into the impact of these programmes 
in terms of outcomes for children, including ones in education.

4 Applicant and family members, in addition to the adequate housing in which they live, may not hold other real estate or agricultural land exceeding 2 hectares per 
household, nor money or other assets worth more than the amount of 30 children’s allowances per family member at the time of application. The allowance is granted 
if the total monthly income per family member realized in the 3 months preceding the month in which the request was made does not exceed the threshold.
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3
Multiple Indicator 
Cluster Surveys 
(MICS) Programme5

T he global MICS programme was developed by UNICEF in the 1990s as an international household survey 
programme to collect internationally comparable data on a wide range of indicators on the situation of 

children and women. The MICS surveys measure key indicators that allow countries to generate data for use in 
policies and programmes, and to monitor progress towards the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and 
other internationally agreed-upon commitments.

Serbia is one of the few countries in which all four previous rounds of MICS were implemented. The MICS 
surveys implemented in 2005, 2010 and 2014 were conducted on Roma settlement samples as well, and proved 
to be sensitive enough to measure disparities and bring a wealth of data about groups that are difficult to 
reach; indeed, these surveys have remained the only source for many indicators that reveal the status of Roma 
children and women. Bearing in mind the ongoing process of reforms, having reliable and recent data on the 
general population — but even more importantly, on socially excluded and deprived groups — will be the key 
precondition for development of new adequate social inclusion policies. The MICS provides up-to-date and 
comparable data that will enable decision-makers within the government and all other stakeholders to critically 
assess progress made and to invest additional efforts in areas that require more attention.

5 This section is based on the description given in the final report for MICS 2014 (SORS & UNICEF, 2014).
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4
Goals of the Study
B earing in mind that the MICS has provided a series of reliable data on key education indicators, the 

purpose of this study is to examine this data in order to detect and analyse trends over the last 10 years, 
to discern the effects of individual, household and geographical characteristics on attendance, completion and 
early school leaving rates, with a special focus on cash benefit programmes, i.e. child allowance and financial 
social assistance.

Specific research questions that will be dealt with in the study are:
1) What are the trends in the pre-university education attendance rates, primary education completion rates 

and early school leaving rates disaggregated by individual, household and geographical characteristics 
(both nationwide and in Roma settlements)?

2) What are the effects of different individual, household and geographical characteristics on attendance, 
completion and early school leaving rates (both nationwide and in Roma settlements)?

3) What are the effects of cash benefit programmes (i.e. financial social assistance and child allowance cash) 
on attendance, completion and early school leaving rates (both nationwide and in Roma settlements)?
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5
Methodology
T he MICS collects a number of fundamental data pertaining to education6, mainly with respect to attendance 

of different levels of education, including data on children’s progress within these levels. In addition to 
universally collected data used for calculating MICS indicators, the MICS studies in Serbia involved survey-
specific indicators, i.e. indicators that were found to be of critical importance for Serbia and for that reason 
were added to the basic MICS indicators. One such survey-specific indicator in the last two MICS cycles was 
preschool preparation programme attendance, reflecting the need of policymakers and the general public to 
learn about its basic indicators .

Data used in this analysis come from the 2005, 2010 and 2014 MICS surveys. MICS surveys from 2014 
and 2010 were carried out in Serbia using two different samples — the Serbia MICS and the Serbia Roma 
Settlements MICS. The Serbia MICS was carried out based on a national sample representative of the whole 
population of Serbia, while the Serbia Roma Settlements MICS was carried out based on a Roma settlements 
sample representative of the population living in Roma settlements in Serbia. The MICS samples are not self-
weighting. For reporting of the national level results, sample weights were used. In the 2005 MICS, the weighted 
numbers for Roma settlements are significantly lower than unweighted numbers, due to over-sampling and 
sample weights (according to the 2002 Census data, the proportion of Roma in the general population was 
approximately 1%, so usage of sample weights for the whole population of Serbia lowered weighted numbers for 
Roma settlements). By using sample weights, the model was adjusted to Census data.

In order to detect and analyse trends over the last 10 years in Serbia, the first part of our analysis included 
calculating different education indicators and disaggregating data by the following characteristics: sex, region7, 
area, mother’s education8 and wealth index quintile. These data are already presented in official reports; 
however, in certain domains new calculations had to be done. For example, since age is adjusted to take into 
account age eligibility criteria for starting primary school, new calculations for the 2010 MICS had to be done 
for primary school attendance and completion rates, as well as secondary school attendance rates in order to 
reflect legislative changes regarding those age eligibility criteria. Since the criteria for starting primary school 
changed in Serbia in 2006, separate calculations were applied for children born in 1998 or earlier, and those 
born afterwards. For the first group, the appropriate age at the start of primary school refers to the age in the 

6 Some of the indicators produced in MICS are: school readiness; Preschool Preparation Programme attendance; primary school entrance; primary school attendance; 
children reaching the last grade of primary school; primary school completion; transition to secondary school; secondary school attendance; and education gender 
parity. 

7 Breaking down education data was not done by regions for the Serbia Roma Settlements MICS since they were not used as sample strata.
8 It should be noted that when referring to someone’s educational level, it actually refers to the level that person has attended, not necessarily meaning that the person 

completed that level of education.
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2009 calendar year, while for the second group, the adjusted age is the age of the child (in completed years) 
at the end of February 2009. Furthermore, a new set of calculations was done for the 2005 MICS for Roma 
settlements, as these were not separately reported in the official report.

In order to determine how individual, household and geographical characteristics — including cash benefit 
programmes — affect attendance, completion and early school leaving rates, a second part of our analysis used 
a binary logistic regression to control the interaction between characteristics (e.g. wealth index and mother’s 
education level) and to discern the effects sizes of each of the factors. More on the models and variables chosen 
is found in the section devoted to each particular analysis. 
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I n this text only a portion of the MICS data on education will be presented and discussed, but its selection is 
made in such way that it gives a good, comprehensive picture of the situation in the field. A more complete 

list of education indicators and related characteristics may be consulted in official reports (SORS & UNICEF, 
2014; SORS, 2011; SORS & Strategic Marketing Research Agency, 2006).

6.1 Preschool Preparation Programme (PPP) attendance
Preschool preparation programme (PPP) attendance rate was a specific indicator introduced into the 2010 

MICS and 2014 MICS in Serbia. It represents the number of children age 5-7 years attending or having attended 
a PPP, expressed as a percentage of the total number of children age 5-7 years. As shown in the Figure 1, the 
level of attendance in Serbia was very high in these two surveys: 92.4% in 2010 and 98.1% in 2014. However, 
indicators are not as favourable for children from Roma settlements. The percentage between the two MICS 
studies lowered, with a decrease from 70.6% in 2010 to a little less than 63% of children of PPP age attending or 
having attended the preparatory programme as shown by the 2014 MICS.

Figure 1

Preschool preparation programme attendance

6
MICS Data on 
Education in Serbia

92.4  
98.1  

70.6  
62.9 

2010 Serbia 2014 Serbia 2010 Roma
settlements

2014 Roma
settlements
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With such a high PPP attendance rate in Serbia, especially in 2014 as recorded by the MICS, expectedly we did 
not get significant differences when breaking down PPP attendance data by other variables (Table 1). However, 
an increase between the two surveys can be noticed in attendance rates in Sumadija and Western Serbia and 
Southern and Eastern Serbia, and for children who have mothers with primary education only.

Table 1

Preschool Preparation Programme attendance in Serbia

Attendance of Preschool Preparation Programme
Serbia 2010 Serbia 2014

Attendance 
of PPP

Number of
children of 

PPP age

Attendance 
of PPP

Number of
children of 

PPP age
Total 92.4 226 98.1 198

Sex
Male 90.7 107 97.3 107

Female 94.0 119 99.0 91

Region

Belgrade 93.6 46 97.9 36

Vojvodina 99.5 60 94.1 47

Sumadija 
and Western 
Serbia

90.3 61 99.7 66

Southern 
and Eastern 
Serbia

86.4 58 100.0 49

Area
Urban 88.5 128 98.8 126

Other 97.6 99 96.8 72

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 89.7 50 (94.7) 28

Second 85.8 40 94.6 33

Middle 99.1 54 99.5 49

Fourth 89.3 42 99.4 43

Richest 96.9 40 100.0 45

Mother’s 
education

None (*) 4 (*) 0

Primary 77.2 32 95.3 23

Secondary 96.1 148 98.4 117

Higher 96.4 42 99.5 55

Cannot be 
determined (*) 0 (*) 2

Note: Data for 2014 MICS are taken from official MICS report for Serbia and data for 2010 MICS were calculated by the author.

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

The situation is quite different in Roma settlements. Data in Table 2 show that there is a noteworthy difference 
in number of children attending or having attended PPP coming from the poorest quintile in comparison to 
better-off quintiles (more pronounced in 2010), and between children who have mothers with no educational 
attainment and those with primary education or secondary education. We see that only 46.6% of children 
from the poorest quintile were attending a PPP in 2014, and only 44.1% of children whose mother does not 
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have education. In the last MICS cycle, no differences between boys and girls were found, but some differences 
between urban and rural9 areas were preserved from 2010.

Table 2

Preschool Preparation Programme attendance in Roma settlements

Attendance of Preschool Preparation Programme
2010

Roma settlements
2014

Roma settlements

Attendance 
of PPP

Number of
children of 

PPP age

Attendance 
of PPP

Number of
children of 

PPP age
Total 70.6 217 62.9 194

Sex
Male 73.5 105 63.7 111

Female 67.9 112 62.0 82

Area
Urban 73.6 140 65.1 136

Other 65.1 77 57.8 58

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 45.8 57 46.6 45

Second (69.0) 39 62.8 51

Middle (75.4) 44 (68.3) 33

Fourth (80.2) 31 (64.0) 47

Richest (92.1) 46 (*) 17

Mother’s 
education

None 53.1 51 44.1 44

Primary 73.1 135 68.7 142

Secondary (88.9) 30
(*)+ 7

Higher n/a n/a

Cannot be 
determined    (*) 0

Note: Data for 2014 MICS are taken from official MICS report for Serbia and data for 2010 MICS were calculated by the author. 
+ 2014 MICS Roma settlements data pertaining to mothers with secondary and higher education are calculated together due to small 

number of unweighted cases.

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

n/a — Not applicable.

It is worth noting what the 2014 MICS says about the preschool network in Serbia, especially when taking 
the urban-rural dimension into consideration (SORS & UNICEF, 2014). The average distance to a PPP facility in 
Serbia was found to be 1.4 km, while the average distance for Roma settlements was 1.9 km. The PPP network 
is less developed in rural areas, where kindergartens are twice as far away as in urban areas (2 km versus 1 km). 
This is also reflected in the finding that 31.6% of children attend PPP in a nearby school. Although the distance 
of 2 km is a legal standard for the network of PPP facilities, 16.7% of children live more than 2 km away from 
a kindergarten in Serbia. A large majority of them (78.1%) uses a private vehicle to go the facility, 9.2% has 
organized transport, 6.5% walks, 5.1% uses public transportation and 1.1% goes by bicycle. In Roma settlements 

9 Official statistics in Serbia do not include a specific definition for rural settlements. Instead, an ‘administrative-legal’ criteria is applied that designates settlements as 
either ‘Urban’ or ‘Other’. Urban settlements are recognized as such by an act of the local self-government, with all other settlements falling into the category of ‘Other’. 
For the purpose of this report, ‘other’ areas will be presented as ‘rural’ areas.
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almost every fourth child (23.1%) lives more than 2 km away from a PPP facility. However, the distribution of the 
method of travel is fairly different: 27.4% of children walk (more than 2 km) to a PPP facility, 44.5% take public 
transportation, 5% go by private vehicle, 4.9% go by bicycle, and 18.1% use organized transport to a facility.

The MICS also offers insight into the reasons why there was such a high percentage of children in Roma 
settlements not attending PPP, given its mandatory nature. Here we present some of the findings from the 2014 
Serbia Roma Settlements MICS (Figure 2). 

Figure 2

Reasons for non-attendance of PPP

The most frequent answers (30.5%) given by respondents fall into the category of financial problems — 
among these were often financial problems related to clothes, food and hygiene expenses. Secondly, 28.8% of 
respondents claimed access problems, mainly because the kindergarten institution is too far from home. There 
is also a group of reasons categorized as ‘parental attitudes’ (17.0%) — here the most frequent answer pertained 
to not knowing that PPP is compulsory (SORS & UNICEF, 2014)10. Finally, 32% of parents stated other reasons 
for their child’s not attending PPP.

10 Each of the three main groups of reasons for not attending PPP consists of several specific reasons. Financial reasons include costs of: transportation, school supplies, 
clothes, food, and hygiene expenses. Access problems include: overcrowded facility, institution being too far, child not registered, and no one available to take the child 
to PPP. Parental attitude involves certain opinions: there is not much to learn in PPP, the child is disabled, groups are overcrowded hence there is a lack of attention, 
children have inadequate treatment, and parents did not know it is compulsory to attend PPP.

17.0% 

28.8% 

30.5% 

31.8% 
Parental attitudes

Access problems

Financial problems

Other reasons
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6.2 Primary school adjusted net attendance rate
The primary school adjusted net attendance rate refers to the percentage of children of primary school age 

currently attending primary or secondary schools. The figures from the last three MICS studies in Serbia clearly 
indicate very high, almost universal attendance of school among children of primary school age — the data are 
very stable at 98%. Yet again, when looking only at Roma settlements, the data are not that encouraging. Only 
84.9% of children of primary school age from Roma settlements in 2014 were attending primary or secondary 
school, i.e. almost every seventh child is not in school when he/she should be. This also presents a slight decrease 
from 88.3% in the 2010 MICS.

Figure 3

Primary school net attendance rate (adjusted)

Again, with such a high level of school attendance of children of primary school age in Serbia overall, there are 
no groups of children that significantly differ from others in those terms. Differences are not even pronounced 
between wealth quintiles or education levels of children’s mothers (except for those with no educational 
attainment at all, whose children are least likely to attend school).
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Table 3

Primary school net attendance rate (adjusted) in Serbia

2005 Serbia 2010 Serbia 2014 Serbia
Net 

attendance
rate 

(adjusted)

Number
of children

Net 
attendance

rate 
(adjusted)

Number
of children

Net 
attendance

rate 
(adjusted)

Number
of children

Total 98.4 2669 98.1 1619 98.5 1570

Sex
Male 98.5 1361 97.4 819 99.1 762

Female 98.4 1309 98.8 800 97.9 809

Region

Belgrade 97.4 450 96.9 280 97.7 308

Vojvodina 98.6 747 99.7 404 98.5 455

Sumadija 
and Western 
Serbia

99.4 733 98.1 466 98.0 446

Southern 
and Eastern 
Serbia

97.9 739 97.5 469 99.7 361

Area
Urban 98.4 1407 98.2 862 99.1 924

Other 98.5 1262 98.0 757 97.6 646

Mother’s 
education

None n/a n/a (81.9) 20 (74.0) 19

Primary1 95.6 642 98.5 293 98.7 248

Secondary 99.3 1589 97.9 975 98.9 939

Higher 99.4 438 99.2 332 98.5 343

Cannot be 
determined n/a n/a n/a n/a (*) 21

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 95.5 569 95.8 291 95.4 278

Second 99.0 522 99.6 339 98.6 279

Middle 99.8 521 98.2 327 99.9 356

Fourth 98.9 533 99.6 329 99.5 352

Richest 99.3 524 97.1 334 98.4 326

Note: Data for 2014 MICS were taken from official MICS report for Serbia; data for 2010 MICS and total and regions for 2005 MICS 
were calculated by the author. 

1 Data for 2005 for primary education include primary or less. 

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

n/a — Not applicable.

When considering children from Roma settlements, with the exception of the 2010 Serbia Roma Settlements 
MICS, the urban-rural distinction does not seem to matter in regards to school attendance. The mother’s 
education is an important feature: as educational attainment rises, the attendance percentages rise as well, and 
this is a stable trend throughout the surveys. For example, in 2014, about 75% of children of primary school age 
whose mother does not have education is attending primary or secondary school, while this number for mothers 
with secondary or higher education is 95%. A very similar trend applies to wealth: attendance percentage rises 
with the increase of wealth. In 2014, 66.3% of children of primary school age from the poorest quintile were 
attending primary or secondary school, in comparison to 97.2% from the richest quintile.
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Table 4

Primary school net attendance rate (adjusted) in Roma settlements

2005 Roma settlements 2010 Roma settlements 2014 Roma settlements
Net 

attendance
rate 

(adjusted)

Number
of children

Net 
attendance

rate 
(adjusted)

Number
of children

Net 
attendance

rate 
(adjusted)

Number
of children

Total 73.6 68 88.3 1297 84.9 1524

Sex
Male 76.0 34 90.2 656 84.5 705

Female 71.1 34 86.4 641 85.2 819

Area
Urban 74.2 45 90.8 909 84.4 1194

Other 72.5 23 82.6 387 86.4 300

Mother’s 
education

None
72.5 65

78.8 284 74.7 402

Primary 90.0 895 88.1 1018

Secondary 97.8 3 99.1 111
95.2+ 93

Higher   (*) 7

Cannot be 
determined n/a n/a n/a n/a (*) 11

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 69.0 53 78.2 318 66.3 332

Second 88.7 8 88.4 270 86.7 325

Middle 87.8 5 88.5 242 83.9 309

Fourth (98.3) 1 93.3 243 93.7 281

Richest (*) 1 97.1 224 97.2 277

Note: Data for 2014 MICS are taken from official MICS report for Serbia and data for 2010 MICS and 2005 MICS were calculated by the author. 
+ 2014 MICS Roma settlements data pertaining to mothers with secondary and higher education are calculated together due to small percentage.

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

n/a — Not applicable.
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6.3 Net primary school completion rate
The net primary school completion rate is the ratio of the total number of students of primary school graduation 

age entering the last grade of primary school for the first time, to the number of children of primary school 
graduation age (age appropriate to the final grade of primary school in accordance with relevant legislation — 
13 years in the 2014 MICS, and 14 years in previous cycles). This rate represents one way to measure ‘on-time’ 
primary school completion — whether children who enter school at an expected age do complete primary school 
at, again, the expected graduation age. Net primary school completion in Serbia in the previous decade was at 
90%, but it went down in the 2014 Serbia MICS to 80.4%. However, the difference in percentage points between 
the gross intake ratio to the last grade of primary education (see below) and net primary school completion rate 
in the last two MICS cycles remains nearly the same, which actually indicates the stability of the completion 
rates in recent years. Figures are much worse for children from Roma settlements, but they do show a positive 
trend, with the highest peak in 2014 at 37.3%.

Figure 4

Net primary school completion

Estimates for primary school completion for different subgroups are generally not reliable enough because of 
the smaller number of children of the appropriate age in the samples.
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Table 5

Net primary school completion in Serbia

2005 Serbia 2010 Serbia 2014 Serbia

Net primary 
school

completion 
rate

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Net primary 
school

completion 
rate

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Net primary 
school

completion 
rate

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Total 90.7 322 90.0 187 80.4 152

Sex
Male 90.7 155 87.8 97 78.9 93

Female 90.7 168 92.5 90 82.8 59

Region

Belgrade 85.7 62 (93.5) 38 (*) 20

Vojvodina 91.4 102 (94.5) 52 (76.5) 48

Sumadija 
and Western 
Serbia

94.5 92 (95.2) 40 (95.5) 41

Southern 
and Eastern 
Serbia

88.7 67 (79.8) 56 (79.1) 42

Area
Urban 91.2 190 92.6 108 79.3 83

Other 89.9 132 86.6 79 81.8 69

Mother’s 
education

None1

73.1 80
(*) 3 (*) 3

Primary (74.5) 40 (83.0) 22

Secondary 96.1 184 95.6 109 78.3 89

Higher (97.5) 58 (90.5) 34 (*) 36

Cannot be 
determined n/a n/a (*) 0 (*) 2

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 77.7 71 (69.1) 40 (51.1) 22

Second 91.8 51 (*) 28 (87.1) 40

Middle 94.6 69 (100.0) 34 (85.5) 40

Fourth 95.2 64 (96.4) 36 (*) 20

Richest (95.1) 67 (95.4) 49 (*) 30

Note: All calculation were done by the author.
1 Data for 2005 for primary education include primary or less. 

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

n/a — Not applicable.

As on the level of Serbia, the Roma settlements survey does not contain enough children of primary school 
completion age to have fully reliable estimates for all of the subgroups. From the available data we might 
presume that wealth is critical for completing primary school in an expected way (the poorer the children, 
the less likely that they will complete primary school). One interesting finding is that after two previous MICS 
cycles where a markedly higher percentage of girls from Roma settlements completed primary school, in 2014 
those percentages for boys and girls were very close to each other. 
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Table 6

Net primary school completion in Roma settlements

2005 Roma settlements 2010 Roma settlements 2014 Roma settlements

Net primary 
school

completion 
rate

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Net primary 
school

completion 
rate

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Net primary 
school

completion 
rate

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Total 28.1 7 33.5 154 37.3 156

Sex
Male 23.1 4 28.4 79 36.8 80

Female 32.6 4 38.9 75 37.8 76

Area
Urban 33.1 5 43.6 103 33.8 132

Other (15.5) 2 13.2 51 (56.9) 24

Mother’s 
education

None
26.3 7

(12.4) 46 (7.8) 33

Primary 39.4 97 40.8 112

Secondary (*) 0 (*) 12
(*)+ 9

Higher n/a n/a (*) 0

Cannot be 
determined n/a n/a n/a n/a (*) 2

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 26.6 6 (11.9) 36 (6.0) 31

Second (*) 1 (28.0) 40 (*) 32

Middle (*) 0 (42.4) 20 (23.8) 28

Fourth (*) 0 (37.3) 32 (*) 19

Richest (*) 0 (59.8) 27 (62.1) 45

Note: All calculation were done by the author.
+ 2014 MICS Roma settlements data pertaining to mothers with secondary and higher education are calculated together due to small percentage. 

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

n/a — Not applicable.
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6.4 Gross intake ratio to the last grade 
of primary education

The gross intake ratio to the last grade of primary education is the ratio of the total number of students, 
regardless of age, entering the last grade of primary school for the first time, to the number of children of 
primary school graduation age (the age appropriate to the final grade of primary school in accordance with 
relevant legislation). This indicator typically includes children who enrolled in primary school either early or 
late, and it may happen that in a given year the primary completion rate exceeds 100%. Such was the case in 
Serbia as found in the 2010 MICS (Figure 5). The latest data from the 2014 MICS show the gross intake at 93.4%. 
As for children from Roma settlements, a significant increase occurred from 2005 to 2010, and in 2014 the gross 
intake is at the level of 64%. There is a notable difference between the gross intake and the net completion, e.g. 
in the 2014 MICS it is almost 27 percentage points. This clearly shows a much wider age dispersion in a given 
grade for children from Roma settlements, typically having much more overage students than in the general 
population. 

Figure 5

Gross intake ratio to the last grade of primary education

As in the case of net primary school completion, these estimates for different subgroups are generally not 
reliable enough because of the smaller number of unweighted cases of children of the appropriate age in the 
surveys. What can be observed from Table 7 is that from 2010 there is a tendency of higher completion rates for 
girls than for boys.
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Table 7

Gross intake ratio to the last grade of primary education in Serbia

2005 Serbia 2010 Serbia 2014 Serbia

Gross intake 
ratio to the 
last grade 
of primary 
education

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Gross intake 
ratio to the 
last grade 
of primary 
education

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Gross intake 
ratio to the 
last grade 
of primary 
education

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Total 96.7 322 104.1 187 93.4 152

Sex
Male 96.4 155 100.3 97 90.5 93

Female 96.9 168 108.3 90 97.9 59

Region

Belgrade 85.8 62 (104.7) 38 (*) 20

Vojvodina 95.5 102 (108.2) 52 (95.5) 48

Sumadija 
and Western 
Serbia

104.6 92 (113.5) 40 (101.2) 41

Southern 
and Eastern 
Serbia

97.7 67 (93.3) 56 (87.3) 42

Area
Urban 92.8 190 104.2 108 91.9 83

Other 102.3 132 104.1 79 95.2 69

Mother’s 
education

None
85.1 80

(*) 3 (*) 3

Primary (105.4) 40 (92.1) 22

Secondary 98.7 184 100.4 109 89.4 89

Higher (98.2) 58 (109.9) 34 (*) 36

Cannot be 
determined (*) 0 (*) 0 (*) 2

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 89.9 71 (94.6) 40 (66.3) 22

Second 103.9 51 (*) 28 (89.4) 40

Middle 97.4 69 (100.0) 34 (102.3) 40

Fourth 98.6 64 (103.0) 36 (*) 20

Richest (95.7) 67 (115.2) 49 (*) 30

Note: Data for 2014 MICS were taken from official MICS report for Serbia; data for 2005 MICS and 2010 MICS were calculated by the author.
1 Data for 2005 for primary education include primary or less. 

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.
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When it comes to children from Roma settlements (Table 8), it is only reliable to conclude that the difference 
between males and females in 2014 decreased significantly in comparison to 2010 data.

Table 8

Gross intake ratio to the last grade of primary education in Roma settlements

2005 Roma settlements 2010 Roma settlements 2014 Roma settlements

Gross intake 
ratio to the 
last grade 
of primary 
education

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Gross intake 
ratio to the 
last grade 
of primary 
education

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Gross intake 
ratio to the 
last grade 
of primary 
education

Number of 
children

of primary 
school

completion 
age

Total 40.4 7 62.7 154 64.0 156

Sex
Male 41.3 4 51.0 79 65.1 80

Female 39.7 4 74.9 75 62.8 76

Area
Urban 44.7 5 79.5 103 56.5 132

Other (29.5) 2 28.7 51 (105.3) 24

Mother’s 
education

None
35.5 7

(26.3) 46 (50.3) 33

Primary 62.3 97 56.1 112

Secondary (*) 0 (*) 12
(*) 9

Higher (*) 0 (*) 0

Cannot be 
determined n/a n/a (*) 0 (*) 2

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 33.0 6 (28.6) 36 (22.5) 31

Second (*) 1 (34.1) 40 (*) 32

Middle (*) 0 (100.5) 20 (57.7) 28

Fourth (*) 0 (57.8) 32 (*) 19

Richest (*) 0 (128.6) 27 (73.2) 45

Note: Data for 2014 MICS were taken from official MICS report for Serbia; data for 2005 MICS and 2010 MICS were calculated by the author.
1 Data for 2005 for primary education include primary or less. 

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

n/a — Not applicable
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6.5 Secondary school adjusted net attendance rate
The secondary school adjusted net attendance rate is the percentage of children of secondary school age11 

currently attending secondary school or higher. The ratio for the whole of Serbia was 89% in the two last cycles 
(2014 and 2010), thus stabilizing the increase observed from 2005, when the figure was almost 84%. On the 
other hand, the gap between the situation in Serbia as a whole and in Roma settlements increases dramatically 
at this level. Although attendance ratios for children from Roma settlements in the two last cycles did double 
in comparison to the 2005 MICS, nevertheless these two recent figures remain around 20%. In other words, 
only every fifth child of appropriate age from Roma settlements attends secondary school or higher. It should 
be noted, however, that more than 10% of children of secondary school age attend primary school (13.6% in the 
2014 MICS and 11.9% in the 2010 MICS).

Figure 6

Secondary school adjusted net attendance rate

We can observe in Table 9 that in Serbia in 2014 more girls attended secondary education or higher than boys 
(with a difference of 7 percentage points). Almost the same ratio was noticed in 2005, but not in 2010. As for 
regions, we can observe a steady increase over the years in attendance rates in Southern and Eastern Serbia, 
making this region first in these rates in 2014. It is interesting to detect changes in the trends regarding the 
area: the secondary school adjusted net attendance rate for urban areas in the 2005 and 2010 Serbia MICS was 
7-8 percentage points higher than other areas. In 2014 the rates for urban and other areas were nearly the same, 
although the differences cannot be accounted for by any government policy to expand secondary schools in 

11 In Serbia this is 14-18 years of age. 
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rural areas. Mothers’ education still matters: in 2014, 98.9% of children of secondary school age whose mothers 
had higher education were in secondary education or higher, compared to 83.6% of children who have mothers 
with only primary education. Nevertheless, this represents an increase for the latter compared to values of 
these indicators in the 2005 Serbia MICS and 2010 Serbia MICS, which were around 75%. With respect to the 
wealth index, the difference in attendance between the poorest and the richest quintile is 23 percentage points 
(in favour of the richest quintile). This is less than what was observed in previous MICS cycles: in 2010 the 
difference was around 35 percentage points, and in 2005 around 30 percentage points. Moreover, prospects for 
the poorest quintile improved, with 74% of children from this category attending secondary school or higher, 
compared to 64% and 61% in the 2005 and 2010 Serbia MICS respectively. However, attendance rates lowered 
from 2010 to 2014 for the middle and fourth quintiles (7 and 5 percentage points respectively).

Table 9

Secondary school adjusted net attendance rate in Serbia

2005 Serbia 2010 Serbia 2014 Serbia
Net 

attendance 
ratio

Number of
children

Net 
attendance 

ratio

Number of
children

Net 
attendance 

ratio

Number of
children

Total 83.8 1264 89.3 901 89.1 900

Sex
Male 80.6 615 88.3 88.3 86.0 498

Female 87.0 649 90.3 90.3 93.0 402

Region

Belgrade 86.3 198 93.4 169 88.6 170

Vojvodina 84.2 368 88.3 228 87.0 217

Sumadija 
and Western 
Serbia

86.9 340 89.7 263 87.3 268

Southern 
and Eastern 
Serbia

79.3 357 87.1 242 93.3 245

Area
Urban 87.3 703 92.7 491 90.3 521

Other 79.5 561 85.3 410 87.4 379

Mother’s 
education

None
75.6 232

(*) 6 (*) 6

Primary 73.9 133 83.6 78

Secondary 96.4 504 98.7 339 95.6 373

Higher 96.7 143 98.7 132 98.9 106

Cannot be 
determined 74.7 107 83.0 81 81.1 339

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 64.4 244 60.6 151 74.0 134

Second 78.7 248 91.4 153 89.1 223

Middle 90.1 287 97.0 197 89.9 162

Fourth 91.3 248 95.9 209 90.4 179

Richest 93.9 236 95.2 191 97.3 202

Note: Data for 2014 MICS were taken from official MICS report for Serbia; data for 2010 MICS and total and regions for 2005 MICS 
were calculated by the author. 

1 Data for 2005 for primary education include primary or less. 

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.
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In Roma settlements we can observe a stable trend in which a higher percentage of boys of secondary school 
age attend secondary school or higher than girls. Moreover, in 2014 the percentage for boys almost doubles that 
for girls (28 versus 15%). A similar trend exists for area: a higher percentage of children from urban areas are in 
secondary education or higher than from other areas. The difference ranges from 14 percentage points in the 2010 
MICS to 5 percentage points in the 2014 MICS. The effect of wealth is visible in the data presented in Table 10, 
although the number of children per category again limits the number of reliable estimates. In 2014, one in ten 
children whose mother has no education, and one in three children whose mother has primary education attend 
secondary education or higher. This marks a slight improvement from 2010. The differences are largest when 
looking into wealth quintiles: the difference in school attendance between the children from the richest quintile 
and the poorest one is around 35 percentage points (data do not differ between the two latest MICS surveys). 

Table 10

Secondary school adjusted net attendance rate in Roma settlements

2005 Roma settlements 2010 Roma settlements 2014 Roma settlements
Net 

attendance 
ratio

Number of
children

Net 
attendance 

ratio

Number of
children

Net 
attendance 

ratio

Number of
children

Total 10.2 32 19.3 585 21.6 655

Sex
Male 14.1 17 22.8 257 28.0 336

Female 5.9 15 16.5 328 14.9 319

Area
Urban 12.4 23 24.7 366 23.0 481

Other 4.4 9 10.2 219 17.7 174

Mother’s 
education

None
11.7 18

6.4 60 9.3 122

Primary 26.8 209 31.0 224

Secondary (*) 0 (68.8) 44
(*)+ 19

Higher n/a n/a n/a n/a

Cannot be 
determined 4.0 6 6.5 133 17.2 290

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 5.5 24 6.5 123 4.7 152

Second 25.3 5 10.9 127 7.9 127

Middle (25.2) 2 12.8 118 21.4 111

Fourth (*) 1 27.9 114 35.9 120

Richest (*) 0 42.5 103 39.6 145

Note: Data for 2014 MICS and 2010 MICS were taken from official MICS report for Serbia; data for 2005 MICS were calculated by the 
author.

1 Data for 2005 for primary education include primary or less.
+ 2014 MICS Roma settlements data pertaining to mothers with secondary and higher education are calculated together due to small 

percentage. 

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

n/a — Not applicable.
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6.6 Early school leaving
Early school leaving (ESL) may be defined in different ways. In the European Union, early school leavers 

are defined as persons aged 18 to 24 fulfilling the following two conditions: (1) the highest level of education 
or training attained is ISCED 0, 1, 2 or 3c short12; and (2) no education or training has been received in the 
4 weeks preceding the survey. The reference group to calculate the early school leaving rate consists of the 
total population of the same age group (18-24)13. However, we have slightly altered the definition so it can 
accommodate the national education context and the MICS data. Firstly, we have included in the definition all 
those aged 18-24 years who have left school after completing 2 years of secondary education, which is in line 
with the definition of ESL at the EU level. This is also in line with the provision of secondary education in the 
Serbian education system, meaning that those young people do not have secondary qualifications. Secondly, 
the MICS does not provide data on whether someone has received any education and training in the 4 weeks 
preceding the survey. Rather, the MICS provides information on whether someone has attended school at any 
time during the current school year. In a sense our definition is more flexible time-wise; however, the education 
and training it takes into account is limited to participation in formal education only.

Data for Serbia show that the trend in early school leaving is positive, i.e. percentages are decreasing, from 
11.9% in 2005 to 7.8% in 2014. These figures are somewhat startling in light of the MICS data on attendance 
and completion rates in Serbia (e.g. the MICS shows that the secondary school adjusted net attendance rates are 
lower than 90%) and data from the 2011 Census14. However, it should also be noted that the difference in numbers 
between net primary completion rate and gross primary completion rate indicates there are significant numbers 
of overage children attending secondary school that are not being counted in the adjusted net attendance rate 
(89%), whereas the ESL rate includes those who completed secondary school late (overage children). Because 
the ESL rate is a retrospective measure, direct comparison with current measures of net attendance rate or 
completion rates must be approached with caution.

The trend of decreasing ESL rates is observable for young people from Roma settlements as well, but overall 
the numbers are strikingly different. In 2005 there were 87.2% of early school leavers in the population from 
Roma settlements, which decreased to 80.4% in 2014 — still an overwhelming percentage.

Expectedly, the largest difference in the various categories is between the poorest quintile and other quintiles. 
In the 2014 Serbia MICS, this difference is the smallest, yet almost 28% of young people from the poorest 
quintile between 18 and 24 years old did leave school early, compared to less than 1% from the richest quintile. 
Leaving rates rise as the education level of the household head lowers — where the household head has higher 
education, the percentage of ESL is 1% or less. Yet another clear, and again expected, pattern is that early school 
leavers come more often from non-urban areas, though the latest data show that this gap is shrinking.

12 Early school leavers are therefore those who have only achieved pre-primary, primary or a short upper secondary education of less than 2 years.
13 Definition used in Eurostat (http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat).
14 Data from an unpublished further analysis of Census data that was available to the author.
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Figure 7

Early school leaving

Table 11

Early school leaving in Serbia

2005 Serbia 2010 Serbia 2014 Serbia

Early school 
leavers ratio

Number 
of young 

people age 
18-24 

Early school 
leavers ratio

Number 
of young 

people age 
18-24 

Early school 
leavers ratio

Number 
of young 

people age 
18-24 

Total 11.9 2419 8.7 1892 7.8 1577

Sex
Male 12.3 1186 7.7 938 9.3 821
Female 11.5 1233 9.6 954 6.2 756

Region

Belgrade 6.9 507 5.5 420 8.2 320
Vojvodina 12.8 688 9.6 451 9.9 402
Sumadija and 
Western Serbia 10.3 677 9.6 561 5.9 450

Southern and 
Eastern Serbia 17.3 547 9.6 460 7.5 405

Area
Urban 7.7 1347 5.6 1113 6.6 961
Other 17.1 1072 13.0 779 9.7 616

Education of 
household 
head

None
28.0 706

(*) 21 (*) 25
Primary 19.4 503 17.8 329
Secondary 6.6 1310 5.2 981 5.3 892
Higher 0.8 403 0.5 383 0.5 330
Missing/DK   (*) 4 (*) 0

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 38.6 381 35.3 272 27.8 253
Second 15.2 491 8.8 410 8.4 336
Middle 7.5 516 3.1 390 4.4 311
Fourth 4.1 504 3.8 394 2.5 332
Richest 1.1 527 1.1 426 0.9 345

Note: All data were calculated by the author.

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.

11.9  8.7  7.8 

87.2  
81.5  80.4  

2005 Serbia 2010 Serbia 2014 Serbia 2005 Roma
settlements

2010 Roma
settlements

2014 Roma
settlements

Percentage of early school leavers
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When it comes to early school leaving in Roma settlements, the first clear pattern that is visible in Table 12 
is that a larger percentage of young women than young men leaves school early. It has been a stable trend over 
the past decade, with some indication that the gap is narrowing. Again, we can easily observe that the level 
of education of the household head is correlated with early school leaving: the more the household head is 
educated, the smaller the percentage of ESL, and vice versa. Finally, the most striking data again comes from 
wealth indicators: in 2014, around 95% of young people coming from the poorest quintile are early school 
leavers.

Table 12

Early school leaving in Roma settlements

2005 Roma settlements 2010 Roma settlements 2014 Roma settlements

Early school 
leavers ratio

Number 
of young 

people age 
18-24

Early school 
leavers ratio

Number 
of young 

people age 
18-24

Early school 
leavers ratio

Number 
of young 

people age 
18-24

Total 87.2 46 81.5 1027 80.4 1071

Sex
Male 81.9 24 76.3 520 76.7 519

Female 93.0 22 86.9 507 83.9 552

Area
Urban 86.3 31 77.2 716 80.6 777

Other 89.2 15 91.4 311 79.8 295

Education of 
household 
head

None
89.6 41

88.3 133 89.9 156

Primary 88.1 728 81.8 754

Secondary 66.2 4 50.0 156
64.7+ 160

Higher (*) 0 (*) 10

Wealth index 
quintile

Poorest 92.1 33 96.7 221 94.6 212

Second 73.8 7 83.9 214 85.6 191

Middle 78.5 3 82.9 215 82.7 196

Fourth (69.3) 1 77.7 201 75.3 221

Richest (*) 0 62.2 176 67.3 252

Note: All data were calculated by the author.

+ 2014 MICS Roma settlements data pertaining to mothers with secondary and higher education are calculated together due to small 
percentage. 

() Figures are based on 25-49 unweighted cases.

(*) Figures are based on less than 25 unweighted cases.
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T he basic analysis of the selected indicators has shown the overall trends over the past decade in education 
in Serbia mainly in terms of attendance rates in different levels of education. Moreover, data was segregated 

by several key background characteristics of children, offering a useful overview of how rate distribution 
behaves within each of them, e.g. what the primary school attendance rates are across different wealth quintiles. 
Nevertheless, these comparisons do not take into account the controlling for other characteristics (e.g. wealth 
index and mother’s education level) and do not clearly show the effects sizes. This usually requires the use of 
different multivariate methods of data analysis — often the different use of multiple regression analysis. In 
this particular case, since the outcome (dependent) variable is dichotomous (e.g. someone attends or does 
not attend primary school) the analysis of choice might be binary logistic regression analysis. With logistic 
regression we can predict which of two categories a person is likely to belong to, based on a set of characteristics 
(Field, 2009).

In this analysis we place our focus on the 2014 MICS data for the reason that in this round of the survey, data 
on pro-poor cash benefit measures were collected, thus broadening the range of policy-relevant predictors of 
education indicators. Moreover, we decided to emphasize data from the most recent round of MICS since it is, 
in an ever-changing educational and societal environment, the most relevant for drawing conclusions about 
future measures and developments.

Outcome variables: Logistic regression was initially planned to be performed on these outcome variables 
(both for nationwide data and for data pertaining to Roma settlements): children of PPP age attending 
kindergarten (attending = 1, not attending = 0); children of primary school age attending primary or secondary 
school (attending = 1, not attending = 0); children of secondary school age attending secondary school or 
higher (attending = 1, not attending = 0); and early school leaving (early school leaver = 1, not early school 
leaver = 0). However, kindergarten attendance and primary school attendance were left out from the regression 
analysis on the national level, since the attendance rates for the whole country are very high — 98.1% and 
98.5% respectively — so the lack of variability in the data makes any such analysis unproductive. Moreover, the 
regression analysis for kindergarten attendance for children from Roma settlements resulted in a model that 
did not fit the observed data well, therefore it was not included in the following text. We assume this to be the 
case due to the small sample size.

7
Secondary Analysis
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Predictors:
Sex. The gender gap in education is still a matter of concern around the globe. While gender parity has 

improved, barriers and bottlenecks around gender disparities and discrimination remain, especially at the 
secondary school level and among the most marginalized children (UNICEF, 2015). In many developing countries 
girls are still less likely even to enrol in secondary education. On the other hand, in high-income countries we 
are witnessing a trend where boys are more likely to drop out of secondary education. Consequently, young 
women are increasingly better educated than young men in many member countries of the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (OECD, 2012). Moreover, 2014 MICS data for Serbia also 
show that there are notable differences in gender parity in Serbia in favour of girls at the secondary school 
level, particularly in the Belgrade region and among children from the poorest households (SORS & UNICEF, 
2014). Contrary to this, 2014 MICS data show that in Roma settlements girls are disadvantaged in secondary 
education, especially in urban areas.

Age. Students’ experiences in schools, and with the education system in general, change as they grow older. 
Firstly, expectations of their own parents and other family members regarding the prospects for and value 
of their education may change over time. Further, children’s own views and choices develop in one or other 
direction, i.e. raising educational aspirations or opting out of the education process. Last but not least, schools 
and the education system may have different practices and possibilities of catering to the educational and 
other related needs of children of different ages. These often combine forces in such a way that as children get 
older, the probabilities that they will drop out from the system increase. These very general assumptions gain 
importance in the face of some reliable data provided in the 2014 MICS. Data for Roma settlements show that 
less than 7-9% of children ages 7, 8 and 9 do not attend school, while the percentage for children ages 10-13 goes 
from 13% to 19%. Therefore, it seems worthwhile to inspect the effects of age on school attendance.

Education of household head. Parents’ education is often used as a measure of socioeconomic status, which 
is a well-known and well-researched factor with a powerful influence on students’ educational attainment. For 
example, data from the 2012 Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) show that on average 
across OECD countries, more than half of the differences in student achievement observed across students 
in different schools can be explained by socio-economic disparities between students and schools (OECD, 
2013b). Parents’ education is particularly seen as a form of cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1997), which has its 
own kind of influence. Schooling introduces a set of cultural norms with which parents with lower education 
are not familiar. This makes it difficult for them to help their children attend and engage in learning, or speak 
with teachers and school personnel. Moreover, parents’ education level is also related to their aspirations and 
expectations for children’s educational achievement, which has the strongest relationship with achievement 
(d = 0.80) across all home variables (Hattie, 2009). The mother’s education is used more often as a predictor 
of different educational outcomes; sometimes researchers take into account whichever parent’s educational 
attainment is higher (if data on both mothers’ and fathers’ education were collected). In the case of our analysis 
we have chosen to include education of the household head, as this was the variable with the least missing data 
and yet relevant enough for our purposes of estimating the power households’ cultural capital.
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Wealth. A family’s economic status has a well-known strong effect on the educational prospects of a child. 
Recently, Reardon (2013) found that the income achievement gap in the United States has grown significantly in 
the last three decades — now the gap in standardized test scores in reading achievement between high-income 
families (at the 90th percentile of the income distribution) and those from low-income families (at the 10th 
percentile) was roughly 1.25 standard deviations. On the other hand, Filmer and Pritchet (1999) found that the 
relationship is not so linear and straightforward. They used household survey data from 44 of the Demographic 
and Health Surveys (DHS) in 35 countries to document different patterns in the enrolment and attainment 
of children from rich and poor households. They found, inter alia, that the enrolment profiles of the poor 
differ across countries but fall into distinctive regional patterns, and that there are enormous differences across 
countries in enrolment and educational attainment of the rich and poor. 

Wealth indices have become widely used instruments for measuring the economic status of households. 
A central dimension of the wealth index used in the MICS is that of material needs satisfaction, i.e. ‘material 
well-being’. It ranges from a situation in which a household has no possessions at all that may help satisfy their 
material needs, to one in which a household possesses all assets broadly considered necessary for living an easy 
and comfortable life (Smits & Steendijk, 2013). In the MICS the wealth distribution is presented in quintiles, 
with the lowest 20% of the population defined as the poorest and the upper 20% as the richest.

Number of children in the household. Until recently, it has been widely agreed that schooling is negatively 
correlated with the number of siblings — children with fewer brothers and sisters obtain more schooling and 
with better results than those with more siblings. This conventional wisdom has been challenged (Steelman 
Powell, Werum, & Carter, 2002); however, many studies done in developed countries still show such a pattern, 
while results from developing countries are not conclusive — the association ranges from positive to neutral 
to negative, depending on the context (Maralani, 2008). Where a negative relationship was found, the limited 
amount of resources that parents can invest in children’s education was the primary explanation. However, this 
seems to be more context-dependent, including a society’s level of development, modes of production, and 
access to schooling, as well as family organization and cultural roles, etc. (Maralani, 2008).

Area (urbanization level). The urban-rural divide in school attendance is a well-known phenomenon. 
According to surveys in 54 countries conducted between 1990 and 1999, in 34 countries there was at least a 
10 percentage point urban-rural gap in primary school attendance (UNICEF, 2000). More recent data show 
similar trends in many countries; e.g. in China the school attendance rate of senior secondary school-aged 
rural children was lower than that of urban children by 16 percentage points (National Bureau of Statistics of 
China, UNICEF, & UNFPA, 2013). Moreover, in most countries and economies, students who attend schools 
in urban areas tend to perform at higher levels than students from non-urban settings, as shown, for example, 
in PISA surveys (OECD, 2013c) or in reading proficiency surveys in Latin America (UNESCO, 2015). This is a 
consequence of both economic conditions (of students and community) and school conditions. Urban schools 
have more and better resources, greater autonomy in how they allocate those resources, and an adequate supply 
of teachers (OECD, 2013c).
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Region. Regional differences within a country pertaining to education may be strikingly large, existing even 
in unitary educational systems. For example, in Italy the mathematics performance in PISA 2012 of students 
in Veneto was 93 points higher than in Calabria, which is the equivalent to 2 years of schooling. Major regional 
differences (more than 1 year of schooling) were found in Mexico, Spain, Canada, Australia and Brazil (OECD, 
2013a). Another example relates to so-called NEET population — young people 18-24 that are neither employed 
nor involved in education. Their share in the age group in the European Union is 13.2%; however, differences 
within countries may be large, some having regions where more than one third of young people are NEET 
(Mardin in Turkey, Sicily in Italy, Central Greece, and Ceuta in Spain) (OECD, 2013a). Observing data from the 
last final exam at the end of primary school in Serbia also shows regional differences (at the okrug, or district 
level): over half of the districts perform below scale average (500 points), one third of the districts achieve at the 
average level, while Belgrade, Nis and South Backa districts perform above average on all three tests (Institute 
for Education Quality and Evaluation, 2014). 

Cash benefit programmes that are related to children in Serbia are aimed at helping families to fulfil the 
basic needs of children; among them, most important are financial social assistance and child allowance. By 
collecting data on these cash transfers, the 2014 MICS offers an opportunity to investigate whether and how 
receiving this assistance helps educational prospects of poor children.

All categorical predictors with their levels used in the binary logistic regression are presented in Table 13. 
The categorical predictors were either binary variables (e.g. sex) or, if they consisted of more than two levels, 
they were turned into dummy variables. As a rule in all regression analyses done on the national data, the 
baseline model included this combination: male; not a user of child allowance; comes from a household in 
the richest quintile which does not use financial social assistance, and where the head has the highest level of 
education; comes from a densely populated area in Belgrade. The same applies for analyses on Roma settlement 
data, with the exclusion of region as a predictor and a different use of the base category for educational level 
of the household head — since the number of those with higher levels of education is very small, as a base 
category we used none (no education). However, it should be noted that what we see as a result for each of 
the variables is its effect on the indicator (dependent variable) when everything else in the model is held 
constant. For example, analysis will provide estimates about whether receiving child allowance raises the odds 
of attending primary school when wealth and everything else in the model is the same for all children. The 
most informative figure in all tables presented below is the odds ratio. It says what the odds are that an event 
will happen (e.g. attending primary school) if a child has a new value in comparison to the base value (e.g. if 
a child is female rather than male). If the odds ratio has a value of 3, it means that girls are three times more 
likely to attend primary school than boys (the odds are 3:1). It is the same if we say that boys are three times less 
likely to attend primary school, but if the base category were female, then the odds ratio would have a value of 
0.333 (the odds would be 1:3).
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Table 13

Levels of categorical predictors and assigned values

Predictor Level
Sex Male (bc)

Female

Education of household head None

Primary

Secondary

Higher (bc)1

Wealth Poorest quintile

Second quintile

Middle quintile

Fourth quintile

Richest quintile (bc)

Area Densely populated area (bc)

Intermediate
Thinly populated area

Region Belgrade (bc)

Vojvodina

Sumadija and Western Serbia

Southern and Eastern Serbia

Financial social assistance User

Non user (bc)

Child allowance User

Non user (bc)

Note: Analysis of Roma settlement data did not include region as a predictor since they were not used as sample strata.

(bc) Used as a base category.
1 Analysis of Roma settlement data used no education (none) as base category.

7.1 Serbia
7.1.1 Secondary school attendance

The initial model for predicting attendance of secondary school or higher of children of secondary school age 
did not fit well to the observed data. Three variables that showed to be the weakest predictors were excluded 
from the next iteration of the model (region, urbanization level and age). The new model has passed the 
goodness of fit test and includes the set of predictors as shown in Table 14. The best attendance predictor is 
educational attainment of the household head. Children from households where the head has no education 
or has primary education only have 13.3 times lower odds of attending secondary school or higher than the 
children where the attainment was higher education. Users of child allowance also have 6.5 times higher odds 
of attendance than those who do not receive it (once again, we should bear in mind that this is the result when 
everything else in the model is held constant, e.g. wealth). When it comes to financial social assistance, patterns 
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are reversed. Children coming from households that receive financial social assistance have almost 7 times 
lower odds of attending secondary school or higher then their counterparts from households that do not receive 
financial social assistance. Further, boys of secondary school age have almost two times lower odds of attending 
secondary school or higher than girls. Interestingly, wealth turned out not to be a significant predictor, as did 
the number of children in the household. An approximate profile of the most vulnerable children in terms of 
attending secondary school or higher posits that they are boys with a low educated household head; they do not 
receive child allowance, but do receive financial social assistance. A stronger effect in this respect is seen in the 
Roma population.

Table 14

Model for predicting secondary school attendance, Serbia

Attending secondary school = 1 B (SE)
95% CI for odds ratio

Lower Odds ratio Upper
Included

Sex (Male = 0)
Female .696** (.264) 1.19 2.00 3.36

Education of household head (Higher = 0)
None
Primary
Secondary

 2.596* (.1.009)
 2.096** (.571)
 1.185* (.541)

.01

.04

.11

.07

.12

.31

.539

.377

.883

Wealth index quintile 
(Poorest quintile = 0)
Second q.
Middle q.
Fourth q.
Richest q.

0.169 (.357)
 0.093 (.403)
.012 (.408)
1.136 (.551)

.588

.413

.455
1.06

1.18
.911
1.01
3.12

2.39
2.00
2.25
9.12

Children age 1 17 in household .040 (.125) .81 1.04 1.33

Financial assistance
(Non user = 0)
User  1.935** (.529) .05 .14 .407

Child allowance
(Non user = 0)
User 1.876** (.479) 2.55 6.53 16.70

Constant  2.947* 
(0.639) 19.05

Note: R2= .094 (Cox & Snell), .200 (Nagelkerke). Model χ²(8) = 14.390, *p < .05, **p < .01

7.1.2 Early school leaving

The best predictor for ESL in the model is wealth. Belonging to the poorest quintile raises the odds of becoming 
an early school leaver 29 times higher than for those young people belonging to the richest quintile. The odds 
of ESL rise substantially for the second and middle quintile, too, compared to the richest one. Young people 
living in an intermediate populated area have almost three times higher odds of ESL than young people from a 
densely populated area. The same odds ratio is found for education of household head. Young people who live 
in households where the head has primary or no education are three times more likely to become early school 
leavers than their counterparts from households where the head has secondary or higher education. Analysis 
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also shows that young people from Sumadija and Western Serbia and Southern and Eastern Serbia have about 
2.5 times lower odds of ESL than their counterparts from Belgrade. Finally, we can see from Table 15 that the 
odds of ESL rise as households have more children aged 1-17, and also with the increase in a child’s age. No 
effects were found for receiving financial social assistance or child allowance, or for sex. A profile of early school 
leavers suggests they come from the poorest quintile, with a low educated household head, and live in Belgrade 
in a densely populated area.

Table 15

Model for predicting early school leaving, Serbia

Early school leaver = 1 B (SE)
95% CI for odds ratio

Lower Odds ratio Upper
Included

Sex (Male = 0)
Female  .433 (.232) .41 .65 1.02

Age .135* (.059) 1.02 1.14 1.29

Education of household head 
(Secondary or higher = 0)
None & Primary 1.066** (.234) 1.84 2.90 4.59

Wealth index quintile 
(Richest quintile = 0)
Poorest q.
Second q.
Middle q.
Fourth q.

3.376** (.643)
2.541** (.643)
1.776** (.660)
1.020 (.700)

8.29
3.60
1.62
.703

29.26
12.70
5.90
2.77

103.22
44.73
21.51
10.94

Children age 1 17 in household .378** (.120) 1.15 1.46 1.85

Financial assistance .701 (.385) .95 2.02 4.29

Child allowance  1.459 (.992) .03 .23 1.62

Degree of urbanization 
(Densely populated area = 0)
Intermediate area
Thinly populated area

1.015**(.360)
 .462 (.280)

.18

.36
.36
.63

.73
1.09

Region (Belgrade = 0)
Vojvodina
Sumadija and Western Serbia
Southern and Eastern Serbia

 .252 (.339) 
 1.069** (.362)
 .844* (.346)

.40.17
.22

.78.34
.43

1.51.70
.85

Constant  7.108** 
(1.418) .001

Note: R2= .135 (Cox & Snell), .328 (Nagelkerke). Model χ²(8) = 7.982, *p < .05, **p < .01
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7.2 Children from Roma settlements
7.2.1 Primary school attendance

In the model that was used to predict primary or secondary school attendance15 for children of primary school 
age from Roma settlements, the best predictor is child allowance. If a child receives this cash benefit, his/
her odds of attending school rise almost 12 times. This is expected, since child allowance is a conditional cash 
transfer — a child may receive it only if her/she attends school. Still, this is a good indication that the measure 
is effective. Wealth is also a good predictor: children from the poorest quintile have more than 9.5 times lower 
odds of attending primary or secondary school than their counterparts from the richest quintile. Furthermore, 
children from households where the head has at least secondary education have more than 10.5 times higher 
odds of attending primary or secondary school than the children whose household head has no education. 
Table 16 also shows that receiving financial social assistance raises the odds of school attendance by a factor of 
1.8. No effect was observed for sex or age. The most vulnerable group of children in relation to primary school 
attendance are, therefore, children who do not receive child allowance or financial social assistance, but who 
come from the poorest quintile and whose household head has no education.

Table 16

Model for predicting primary school attendance, Roma settlements

Primary school attendance = 1 B (SE)
95% CI for odds ratio

Lower Odds ratio Upper
Included

Sex (Male = 0) .065 (.176) .76 1.07 1.51

Age .068 (.038) .99 1.07 1.15

Education of household head (None = 0)
Primary
Secondary or higher .028 (.216)

2.353** (.665) .672.86 1.0310.52 1.5738.69

Wealth index quintile 
(Richest quintile = 0)
Poorest q.
Second q.
Middle q.
Fourth q.

 
 2.262** (.423)
 1.680** (.438)
 1.844** (.437)

 .918 (.470)

.04

.08

.07

.16

.10

.19

.16

.40

.24

.44

.37
1.00

Children age 1 17 in household  .129** (.046) .80 .88 .96

Financial social assistance
(Non user = 0)
User .614** (.182) 1.29 1.85 2.64

Child allowance (Non user = 0)
User 2.474** (.187) 8.23 11.87 17.11

Constant 1.355* (.609)

Note: R2= .241(Cox & Snell), .421 (Nagelkerke). Model χ²(8) = 13.76, *p < .05, **p < .01

15 From the initial model, level of urbanization was excluded in order to have a good fit to the observed data.
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7.2.2 Secondary school attendance

The best predictor in the model for predicting attendance of secondary school or higher is, again, receiving 
child allowance: it raises the odds of attending school 16 times for those who receive it in comparison with 
those who do not receive this cash benefit. Wealth follows next, with children from the richest quintile almost 
8 times more likely to attend secondary school or higher than their counterparts from the second quintile, and 
almost 7 times more likely than children from the poorest quintile. Analysis also shows that boys have 2.5 times 
higher odds of attending secondary school than girls. Further, children coming from households that have more 
children are less likely to attend secondary school than children from households who have fewer children. 
Surprisingly, we did not get any effect for education of the household head, nor for age, urbanization level or 
financial social assistance. Therefore, the lowest odds of attending secondary school or higher belong to girls, 
coming from the poorest quintile, having more siblings and not receiving child allowance.

Table 17

Table for predicting secondary school attendance, Roma settlements

Secondary school attendance = 1 B (SE)
95% CI for odds ratio

Lower Odds ratio Upper
Included

Sex (Male = 0)
Female  .924** (.260) .24 .40 .66

Age .085 (.114) .87 1.09 1.36

Education of household head
(None = 0)
Primary
Secondary or higher

.502 (.481)

.860 (.545)
.64
.81

1.65
2.36

4.24
6.88

Wealth index quintile 
(Richest quintile = 0)
Poorest q.
Second q.
Middle q.
Fourth q.

 1.914** (.512)
 2.074** (.451)
 1.389** (.385)

.05

.05

.12

.15

.13

.25

.40

.30

.53

Children age 1 17 in household  .319** (.100) .60 .73 .88

Financial social assistance  .290 (.286) .43 .75 1.31

Child allowance (Non user = 0)
User 2.790** (.301) 9.02 16.27 29.35

Degree of urbanization
(Densely populated area = 0)
Intermediate area
Thinly populated area

 .033 (.288)
 .566 (.370)

.55

.27
.97
.57

1.70
1.17

Constant  1.983 (1.989) .14

Note: R2= .327 (Cox & Snell), .497 (Nagelkerke). Model χ²(8) = 4.803, *p < .05, **p < .01
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7.2.3 Early school leaving

Among the best predictors for ESL in the model are wealth quintiles and education of household head. By 
looking at the odds ratios from Table 18 we can see that the young people from the poorest quintile have 6.1 times 
higher odds of ESL than their counterparts from the richest quintile. As material well-being rises, the odds of ESL  
approach those of the richest group, until there is no effect on outcome whether someone belongs to the fourth or 
the richest quintile. Likewise, young people coming from households whose heads do not have any educational 
attainment have 2.7 times greater odds of ESL than those whose household head has secondary education or 
higher. Where the educational attainment is primary school, the odds of becoming an early school leaver are 2.2 
times higher than the reference group. Girls are more than 1.5 times more likely than boys to leave school early. 
Furthermore, our analyses show that with an increase in age young people’s likelihood of ESL increases slightly. 
Results also show that, keeping all other characteristics equal, young people aged 18-24 coming from households 
that receive financial social assistance or child allowance are less likely to leave school early than those coming 
from households that do not receive these types of cash benefit. The effect is very prominent for child allowance: 
the odds of leaving school early are 13 times higher for those who do not receive this type of support. Also, young 
people from thinly populated rural areas and intermediate populated urban areas have less chance of becoming 
early school leavers. Regarding the number of children age 1-17 in a household, we found no effect. 

Table 18

Model for predicting early school leaving, Roma settlements

Early school leaver = 1 B (SE)
95% CI for odds ratio

Lower Odds Ratio Upper
Included

Sex (Male = 0) .515** (.177) 1.18 1.67 2.36

Age .135** (.049) 1.04 1.14 1.26

Education of household head 
(Secondary or higher = 0)
None
Primary

.990** (.348) 

.807** (.214)
1.36
1.47

2.69
2.24

5.32
3.40

Wealth index quintile 
(Richest quintile = 0)
Poorest q.
Second q.
Middle q.
Fourth q.

1.820** (.379) 
1.068** (.287) 
.772** (.264)
.317 (.232)

2.94
1.66
1.29
.87

6.17
2.91
2.16
1.37

12.98
5.10
3.63
2.16

Children age 1 17 in household .062 (.058) .95 1.06 1.19

Financial social assistance 
(Non user = 0)
User

 .544** (.184) .40 .58 .83

Child allowance (Non user = 0)
User  2.563** (.529) .03 .08 .22

Degree of urbanization (Densely populated 
area = 0)
Intermediate area
Thinly populated area

 .605** (.211) 
 .544** (.249)

.36

.36
.55
.58

.83

.95

Constant  2.316* (1.045) .10

Note: R2= .139 (Cox & Snell), .222 (Nagelkerke). Model χ²(8) = 8,488, *p < .05, **p < .01
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W hile the level of attendance of the Preschool Preparatory Programme in Serbia is very high at the moment 
(98.1% in the 2014 Serbia MICS), the situation with children from Roma settlements has grown worse 

in recent years. A decrease from 70.6% in 2010 to 62.9% of children of PPP age attending the preparatory 
programme was observed in the last two MICS cycles. Results show that respondents see obstacles in financial 
and access problems, but there is also a group of reasons categorized as parental attitudes. Moreover, data also 
suggest that there are problems with the preschool network, since almost every third child from the general 
population attends PPP in a school facility, and almost every fourth child from Roma settlements lives more 
than 2 km from a PPP facility. Moreover, more than 27% of them walk to the facility, compared to 18% who use 
organized transport.

Primary school adjusted attendance remains steadily very high in the general population (more than 98%). 
This analysis could not provide reliable findings about the factors affecting the small percentage of children 
not attending primary school. On the other hand, no linear trend could be observed in primary school 
attendance for children from Roma settlements (from 73.6% in 2005 to 88.3% in 2010 and 84.9% in 2014). 
The progress could be attributed to the Roma integration policy (Kovač Cerović et al., 2013) that is visible in 
many different national programmes and initiatives to promote inclusion of Roma students into mainstream 
education. Despite the Decade of Roma Inclusion, which started in 2005, and the fact that Roma education 
was on the agenda of the Ministry of Education and other government institutions until 2009, the initiative 
was project-oriented. Positive measures were undertaken with an ad hoc methodology and the instruments for 
their implementation were the recommendations given by the Ministry of Education, which, regardless of the 
reasons and good intentions, are neither binding nor required to lead to substantial changes in pedagogical 
practices (Baucal & Stojanović, 2010). Since 2009 Serbia has begun to build institutional mechanisms for 
creating and implementing educational policies that ensure equal access to quality education for all. The 
initial trigger of this process was the Serbian presidency of the Decade of Roma Inclusion, within which a 
priority issue for the signatory states was discrimination in education. At the national level this process is 
certainly contributed to by the adoption of the new Law on the Foundations of the System of Education, 
which created conditions for systemic action. This particularly applies to the regulations concerning the 
introduction of teaching assistants, inclusive admission policies in the first grade, affirmative action, and 
sanctioning discrimination. More detailed regulation of these issues provided funding for the establishment 
of institutional responsibility for the education of Roma. Among the most important strategic documents that 
have since been improved and adopted were the Strategy on Roma and the Action Plan for the implementation 
of the Strategy on Roma. Research shows that the policy tools aimed at increasing coverage, reducing dropout 

8
Conclusion
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and absenteeism, and increasing school success of Roma students have been successfully implemented in 
schools and led to their first effects (Jovanović, 2013). In addition, analysis on the effects of policy measures, 
such as the introduction of pedagogical assistants in 22 primary schools in the Republic of Serbia, speaks in 
favour of their positive effects on the educational achievement of the Roma minority. The same is visible for 
the attendance rate, number of students in extracurricular activities, and schools’ cooperation with students’ 
parents (Institute for Education Quality and Evaluation, 2009). However, further systemic measures and 
support to schools are needed, since the reduction in attendance rates shown in this study indicates that, after 
taking the first inclusive steps, the absorption capacities of schools have weakened. After opening up schools 
for Roma students, more efforts are needed to sustain the trend, to keep them attending school, and to elevate 
their school completion rates and achievement levels.  

Logistic regression suggested that child allowance as a conditional cash transfer does show very positive 
effects on children from Roma settlements — the odds of attending primary school increase 12 times for 
recipients. However, financial social assistance does not have such a large positive effect, which opens up 
room for thinking about how this social protection measure could be more aligned with ensuring all children 
attend and complete primary education. This is even more important considering what the analysis also 
showed: poor children from Roma settlements have 9.5 times lower odds of attending primary school than 
children from the richest households. Analysis also suggested that the household level of education is quite 
a significant factor.

The secondary school adjusted net attendance rate for the whole of Serbia stabilized at 89% in the last two 
MICS cycles (2014 and 2010). However, the gap between children from the general population and from Roma 
settlements at this level of education increases dramatically. Although secondary school attendance rates for 
children from Roma settlements in the two last cycles did double in comparison to the 2005 Serbia Roma 
Settlements MICS, nevertheless, only every fifth child of appropriate age from Roma settlements attends 
secondary school or higher16. Logistic regression showed again that the child allowance is good predictor of 
secondary school attendance both for the general population and Roma settlements, while financial social 
assistance has a negative effect (general population) or no effect (Roma settlements). This underlines again the 
good direction that was taken with the conditional child allowance measure, and the room that exists for better 
targeting children’s educational needs with financial social assistance (especially when taking into account 
findings that poverty is a strong predictor of secondary school attendance in Roma settlements). However, 
households that receive financial social assistance are in the worst economic situation, so it might very well be 
the case that financial social assistance is used to cater to even more basic needs than the educational needs 
of the household’s children. The level of education in the household is an important factor in the general 
population; this suggests, again, that more efforts are needed from the education system and schools to adjust to 
parents (and their children, naturally). Interestingly, the effect of the household head’s educational attainment 
did not show up in Roma settlements.

Trends in early school leaving are positive in the general population, i.e. percentages are decreasing, from 
11.9% in 2005 to 7.8% in 2014. The same trend is observable for young people from Roma settlements, but 

16 It should be noted that 13.6% of children from Roma settlements of secondary school age attend primary school.
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overall the numbers are strikingly different. In 2005 early school leavers amounted to 87%, which decreased 
to 80.4% in 2014 — still an overwhelming percentage. In both populations among the strongest factors are 
wealth and education of the household head. Cash benefits do not have an effect in Serbia in general, but in 
Roma settlements recipients of this cash benefit do have higher odds of staying in the education system. These 
findings suggest that this support system is only partly effective, and that additional measures are needed both 
in the educational sector and the social care system to reduce the percentage of early school leavers.
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9
Recommendations
T he MICS studies underline the importance of having reliable data on a number of key education indicators. 

However, it is a sample-based study and sometimes it cannot provide enough data for all analyses that may 
be of interest, including those related to vulnerable groups that might be small in size. Therefore, the first 
recommendation actually pertains to the need to establish an effective and efficient education information 
system in the Serbian education system that is directly linked with the information system functioning in the 
sector of social protection. A fully operational information system would be able to provide reliable parameters 
of the population and would serve as a source of evidence for the formulation of educational policies and 
programmes. As the results of our study show, for many children from Roma settlements kindergarten facilities 
are more than 2 km away, and only a number of them have access to organized transport to the facility. Such 
a displacement of the facilities from people’s homes directly influences coverage within the system, as many 
parents are unable to provide the transport service and thus do not bring their child to the PPP, despite the 
fact they may want to. On the other hand, for those Roma parents that may be reluctant to bring their children 
to a PPP, such a displacement gives an additional reason to avoid enrolling a child in kindergarten. This calls 
for an action among educational authorities, especially in providing transport services for all, or relocating 
kindergartens closer to the beneficiaries’ place of residence. 

Furthermore, the finding that almost a third of all children attending kindergarten do so in school buildings 
speaks to the fact that the PPP network remains underdeveloped, and that even when the service is offered 
this is done in a place that may be unsuitable for such a purpose, as is often the case with the school buildings. 
Unfortunately, this also means that funds in the system need to be allocated to insure quality of service, either 
through substantial remodelling of school premises intended for PPP or through cooperation with private 
institutions that offer kindergarten. This means not only giving permits to allow the service to be provided there, 
but also subsidizing parents to be able to enrol their children in private facilities. Such a new initiative currently 
being introduced in Belgrade deserves thorough monitoring and evaluation in order to inform potential system 
measures in this field.

Poverty proved once again to have strong effects on the educational attainment of children at different levels 
of education. One positive sign for the authorities is that child allowance has shown to be an effective measure 
in terms of assisting children’s attendance of different levels of education. This can probably be partly attributed 
to the fact that the cash transfer is conditional upon regular school attendance. However, current results show 
financial social assistance did not demonstrate its full effectiveness in relation to educational attainment. This 
means that although we do not deem the financial social assistance measure ineffective as a whole, there is 
room for improvement, and authorities should consider how to better align this cash benefit with children’s 
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educational needs. This may be done through the introduction of conditions as in the case of child allowance, 
or by automatically providing child allowance for financial social assistance recipients with children of a specific 
age. Beyond that, other means of financial assistance should also be considered so as to provide additional 
support for the services accompanying a child’s attendance of school, such as providing transport, free textbooks 
and other school materials, free clothing, school meals and different types of subsidies and scholarships.

Further, findings suggest that the education of the household head has a strong effect on children’s 
educational attainment. This means that a more inclusive education system not only catering to the range of 
children’s needs but also reaching out towards parents has yet to be fully installed in our education system. Such 
a system especially entails reaching out to those parents belonging to groups with lower levels of educational 
attainment irrespective of whether they belong to the mainstream or Roma population, and providing support 
that facilitates their child in attending and staying in the system. Despite the fact that since 2005 the education 
system has been focusing its efforts on facilitating entry of more Roma children in the system (e.g. a new 
school enrolment policy, introducing pedagogical assistants for Roma, school grants for inclusive education 
projects, municipal grants for Roma inclusion projects, and an anti-discrimination school policy), this does 
not guarantee their staying in the system. Although many of the measures have proven effective in several 
studies (e.g. Jovanović, 2013), what is still needed is a set of well formulated, feasible and sustainable actions 
on inclusive education policy and Roma integration policy that foster children’s staying in the system and 
completion of a specific education level. Central initiatives at the system level should be complemented by 
efforts of schools and civil society organizations in the provision of school meals; dropout prevention programs; 
parent participation programs; active engagement in social protection; and free of charge extracurricular and 
sports programmes. However, all these may only be effective if efforts at the system level strive to build an 
inclusive culture in education institutions.
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