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The Program

Background:
- primary school and secondary schools (8+4)

The problem:
- high dropouts rates, especially for girls.

The Girls Scholarship Program:
- in 2001-2002 in Busia and Teso (Kenyan districts);
- 64 out of 127 primary schools;

- Top 15% of grade 6 girls awarded by Dutch NGO

ICS Africa: (1) 1000 KSh (US$12.80) for winner and

her family; (2) 500 KSh (US$6.40) for school fees; (3)
Public recognition at an award ceremony.

Main goals:

- improvements in girls” attendance and academic
results and cover the costs of high-achieving girls;
improvements in teachers’ attendance.




Data

e Test score data:
- Obtained from District Education Offices (DEO);

- Normalized in each district: ~ N (0,1);
' e Surveys and announced checks.

® 2 cohorts of grade 6 girls:

- registered for grade 6 in January 2001 in treatment
schools (competing in 2001);

- registered for grade 5 in January 2001 (competing in
2002);

e Samples:
- Baseline sample (BS): 11.728 students registered;

- Intention to treat sample (ITTS) — baseline students
taking 2001 exam (=65% of baseline sample);

- Restricted sample (RS) — after attrition in ITTS;
- Longitudinal sample (LS) — cohort 1 students in RS.




'Methodology

* Randomization:
- 64 treatment and 63 control groups;
‘i - stratified schools by (1) district and
administrative divisions within district; (2) by
participation in a past program launched
before.
* Downward bias caused by attrition. Used:
- Lee’s trimming method and Nonparametric Fan
 locally weighted regressions




’Tﬂblf‘ 1: Summary Sample Sizes

Panel A:
Number of schools

Panel B: Baseline sample
Number of gurls
Number of boys

Panel C: Inention to reat (TTT) sample
Number of guls
Number of boye

Panel D: Restncted sample
Number of guls
Number of boys

Panel E: Longitudinal sample
Number of guls
Number of boys

FESR— Busia Distniet --—----—- el L I iy 1 —
Program Schools Companson Schools Program Schools  Companson Schools
M 33 30 28
Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2

Prosram  Companson Program  Companson Program Companson Program Comparison

T4 167 898 889 571 523 612 51
803 843 943 1024 802 303 739 631

614 399 463 430 336 37 3% iiE
632 618 0 530 383 380 508 145

388 97 440 427 34 42 380 333
607 648 470 531 328 3 44 436

360 408 - - 182 203 - -
308 433 - - 203 219 - -

Notes: The baselne sample refers to all students that were registered in grade 6 (cohort 1) or grade 3 (cohort 2) in January 2001. The ITT sample consists of
all baselme sample students with either 2001 (cohort 1) or 2002 (cohort 2) test scores. The resincted sample consists of ITT sample students in schools that
did not pull out of the program, with average school test scores m 2000. The longitudmal sample contamns those cohort 1 resmeted sample students who took
the 2000 fest. A dash (-) mdicates that the data are unavailable (for mstance, cohort 2 in not included m the longitudinal sample).



Table 3: Demographic and Socio-Economic Characteristics Across Program and Comparison Schools
Cohort 1 and Cohort 2, Busia and Teso Diistricts

————————— ~irlse————————e ———— e RO Y B e
Panel A: Busia Distict Program Comparison [Miference Frogram Comparison Difference
—_— (5.} {=_c.]
Aope in 20001 13.5 13.4 .0 13.9 127 0.2
(0.1) (0.2}
Father's education {(vears) R S 1.4 .4 102 LR E 0.3
(0.4) (0.3}
Mother's education {yeoars] L L] 0.4 5.3 5.1 0.2
(0.3) (0.4}
Proportion ethnic Teso o.o7 .06 0.l .07 o7 (h.1¥1]
(.02 (I (b3
Iron roof ownership 7T .77 000 L 1. 75 N
(.03 (. (b5
Test score 20000—-baseline sample -0.05 -01z .07 04 .1n 0.0y
(cohort 1 anlv) {0.18] (h. 1%
Test score 200M0—main sample L L .3 .04 o115 .28 k.13
(cohort 1 onlwv) (.19 (b 1%
Fanel B: Teso Dn=irict
Aoge 1 20001 14 0k 13.8 .20 141 1.1 —h (b5
(0.18) (.18
Father®s education {ycars} 110k 1K LI 100 1.0 Ok
(0.4 (0.4}
Mother's education {yvears) R.5 5.4 a1 7.5 BE.2X S
(0.5) (0.5
Proportion ethnic Teso .84 0K .05 .85 1.8 k5
(0.05) RN
Iron roof ownership .58 067 —0naT 0.49 0.59 —0.0e””
{0.04) (O 004 )
Test scores 2000-basceline sample ERE - 11 015 R R¥ .14 DRI L
(cohort 1 onlv) (0. 1EY (. 17)
Test scores 2000—mamn sample (e ERICT & .01 0240 .25 - (k5
(cohort 1 anlv) (0. 19 (.17%

Motes: Standard errors in parentheses. Significantly different than zero at 9% () 95% ("T) 99%, (") confidence.
Sample includes all baseline sample students with the relevant data. Data is from 2002 Smedent Questionnaire, and
from HBusia District and Teso District Education Office records. The sample size 15 7,401 guestionnaires, 65% of the
bascline sample in Busia and &0%: in Teso (the remainder cither had left school by the 2002 survey or were not
present in school on the survew dav).



: Downward bias

Figure 1: Proportion of Baseline Students with 2001 Test Scores by Baseline {(2000) Test Score
Cobhort 1 (non-parametric Fan locally weighted regressions)
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Estimation strategy

The impact of program on normalized test score
outcome:

TESTist=a+ﬁ1TREATS+X\ ist V1T HstEist

‘l TEST, — normalized test score for student I in school s
in the year of competition;

TREAT, — program school indicator (dummy);

B, — the average program impact on the population
targeted for program incentives;

X't — vector including the average school baseline
(2000) test score (for restricted sample) and
individual baseline score (for longitudinal sample),
as well as other controls;

L, — common school-level error component;
& — unobserved student ability.




' Results - test score

[

e ITT sample:

Busia and Teso Busia Teso
Effect 0.19* 0.27* 0.19
* Restricted sample:
Busia and Teso Busia Teso
Effect 0.1.8: .l 0.158 0.25%** 0.01
* Longitudinal sample:
Busia and Teso Busia Teso
Effect 0.19 0.12 0.19 -0.01




' Results — teacher attendance

e ITT sample:

Busia and Teso Busia Teso

Effect 0.048*** 0.070*** 0.016

* Restricted sample:

Busia and Teso Busia Teso

Effect 0.006 0.032* -0.029

* Longitudinal sample:
[

Busia and Teso Busia Teso

Effect -0.009 0.006 -0.030




Robustness check

Similar estimates if controlled for the
individual characteristics (i. e. student age,
parent education, household asset ownership).

No statistical significance of interactions of the
program indicator with individual
characteristics.

- Implication: No significant increase on
average for students from higher-
socioeconomic-status households.

No statistical significance of interactions of
the program indicator with measures ot
baseline school quality.

- Implication: The same average effects across
schools at various academic quality levels.



Conclusions

¢ [ncrease in test scores and teacher attendance;

e Evidence on positive externalities for girls with
low baseline test scores and poorly educated
parents, even for boys.

o No statistically significant effect on dropping out
of school.

* No statistically significant etfects in Teso. Possible
reasons:

- Ditferent sample attrition across Teso program and
comparison schools;

- Lower value placed on winning the merit award;

- Lack of local political support among some parents
and community opinion leaders.

* No statistically significant effect on education
habits, inputs and attitudes




Evaluation of study

e (redible results? Yes: successful randomization.

e Relevant data? Yes: pre-program, program and post-
program data collected.

* Cheating? No: the gains persisted one full year after
the competition and long-term results.

* Cramming? No evidence that extra test preparation
coaching increased in the program schools for either
girls or boys.

* Externalities? Yes: reasons explained.

e Bias? Yes: different sample attrition across Teso
program and comparison schools, not solved even by
Lee trimming method in the paper.

e (ost-effectiveness? Yes: the most cost-effective
program ever launched in Kenya.

e Concern (!!!): effect of gifts from winners’ parents.







