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Challenge: Lack: off Education

Consistent evidence of private and sociall returns
10 schooling

Expanding schoeol supply: expensive with
uncertain returns

Public efferts to Increase scheoling demand: are

less expensive, better targeted, and have higher
returns

School based health interventions
Reducing private schooel costs
Conditional transfers




Private returns: urban and rural residents

Figure 5: 66 Paired least squares estimates of returnzto schooling for urban and niral
residentz using housshold data setz from 46 developing countries, various years, 1991-2004

Average Uhoan returnz = 0.031
Average Rural returns = 0075
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Source: Authors compilation s from results reported in Fares, Montenegro and Orazem (2007




Private returns: men and women

Figure 4: 71 Paired |eadt squares estimates of returns to schoaling for males and fermales using
household data sets from 49 developing countries, vanous years, 1991-2004

Average dMale returns = 0067

Average Termmale retums = 0.097
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Carrelation between male and fermale returns = 0.85
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Sourge: Authors compilations from results reported in Fares, Monte negro and Orazem (2007




Private returns higher when the econemy.
allews mobility to seek highest return...

Estimated least squares return to schooling by Heritage Economic Freedom
Index
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Average return for more free group = 0.098 Average return for less free group = 0.065

Years of Schooling

..0Ut generally positive




Soclal returns

Agricultural transition

Urban to rural shifit and industrialization
Ecenomic groewith

Technology adoption
Adjustment to shocks

Education for women
Eertility transition
Household Health

Transfer of human capitall across generations




How! certain: are we: of the! returns to
SCNEOIING?

Returns te schooling are amazingly consistent
s ACross countries
\\/ithin countries

e ACFOSS men and wemen

sACross urban and rural areas

= ACIOSS economic systems




Literacy by years of primary education
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Youth Literacy

Grade

Source: Authors compilation of summary data from 73 housshold surveys spanning 57
developing countries provided by Claudio Montenegro of the World Bank

Literacy ranges breadly acress years ofi schooeling

RiSing relationship en average




fhe Problem

Adult llliteracy
30% In low: Income countries (68% in 1960)
1596 1n middle income countries (38% in 1960)

Child schoeling
35% do not complete primary cycle
22%0 don't complete grade 1

Cost off universal primary education
$11-$28 billion
Prolbable underestimate




Wihlchr greups are: falling keninad?

Girls
Rural children
Poor




Gender Differences (by urban and rural) for ages 15-17

Boys > Girls,
urban and rural

Girls
receive less
schoeling
than boys

Sl in most
countries
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Lrban-FRural differences {by gendsr) for ages 15-17

Rural < Urban,
boys and girls

| > Urban, I
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Rural
children
receive less
schoeling
than urban
children




Children In the Poorest Households are Most

leely 1o become llliterate Adults

igure e percent of children in middle income households attaining a given
grade relatwe to the percent of children in lower income households for grade 1 and for
primary school completion

45° line: Equal gap at
. AL S S grades 1 and 5
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Middle to low income ratio: primary cycle

0.5 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.9

Middle to low income ratio: grade 1



39% of children failing to complete
grade 5 are dropoeuts

Dropouts are cost-effective target




Option: New: Scheol Construction

Requires up front expense without
guarantee of return

Response of school enroliment to distance Is
weak

In most countries, never enrolled: children
live In reasonable preximity te a school




Option: Schoel Quallity

Considered Important, bUt...

No consensus on what factors are critical to
schoeol guality

Teachers Example

Requires up front expense without
guarantee of return




Not clear that inadeguate scheol supply: Is
an Impertant cause for illiteracy.

School supply




Option: Demand-side Interentions

Less expensive

Can make cost conditional on use

Can target intervention to likely
constraints on demand

Can take advantage ofi existing| EXcess
capacity




Option: Schoelvased nuthtien; and
health Interventions

Some dramatic successes
LOW! COStS

Collateral benefits

May: only: apply: In; certain areas, not
general




Sample Benefit Cost Ratios

Increased schooling attributed to In
school nutrition or health treatments




School-hased health and nutrition; pregrams
can be effective in some but not all areas

Health reasons




Option: Lewerng the: cost of
SCNEOIING

\ouchers: Colembia
Eliminating school fees: Uganda

Benefits of vouchers greatest in urban
areas With excess capacity

Benefits of fee reductions greatest If there
IS preexisting capacity




Sample Benefit Cost Ratios

Increased schoeoling attributed to
decreases In costs or Vouchers




Cost reduction will be most effective where
PoVerty IS a cause for dropouts

Poverty




Condrtional Trransters

Mexico: PROGRESA
Nicaragua: Redi de Preteceion Secial

IHonduras:Programa de Asignacion
Eamiliar

Benefits greatest when program: targets
those not already in school

Collateral benefits




Sample Benefit Cost Ratios

Ratios lewer than others —weaker: targeting and
higher cost per beneficiary.




Cost reduction will be most effective where
poverty and epportunity’ Costs are causes
for dropoeuts

Poverty




SUummany: Demana-side interventions
ave promise

Selective application to apprepriate areas

Poor
Nutrition; or health problems

High child lalbor

Target drepout rather than never in
schoeol

Benefit cost ratios have been substantial




