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Introduction

Conventional wisdom today, is that education is a catalyst for economic
and social development. Yet, there is no universal agreement on what specific
education policies lead to beneficial socioeconomic outcomes. This is evidenced
by the continuous education reforms in all countries, rich or poor, that soon have
to be replaced by other reforms in the hope of improving the system.

The purpose of this paper is to take stock of what education policies seem
to work and what do not. Section 2 reviews the education-related problems that
all countries face and policy solutions that have failed. Section 3 provides a
theoretical framework and reviews research findings on the many links between
education and socioeconomic outcomes. Section 4 presents a series of evidence-

based policies for a more efficient and equitable education system.

Common Problems, Failed Solutions

“Education crisis” is found in the title of many books and scholarly articles
yielding over 200,000 references in an internet search, e.g. Fleisch, 2008;

Gandara, 2010; Blumenstyk, 2015. Although education problems are similar in



all countries of the world, they differ in intensity between high-income and low-

income countries.
Basic education coverage

A fundamental objective of education policy in all countries has been
to enroll and graduate all children aged 6 to 12 in primary education. This
objective has been achieved with a varying speed in several countries, mostly
high-income ones. Yet achieving this goal in low-income countries has remained
a challenge to date.

There is a long history of international organizations setting numerical
targets for education. As of today, none of these targets has been achieved. In
1961 Unesco convened a high level conference of African States in Addis Ababa
on the development of education Africa (Unesco, 1961a). A goal was set that
by 1980 primary enrolment in Africa should be 100%, relative to 40% in 1960
(Unesco, 1961b). Yet, by 1980 the net primary enrollment ratio in sub-Saharan
Africa stood at 56% (Unesco, 1993).

In 1990 the World Bank joined forces with Unesco, Unicef and the UNDP
to launch the Education for All initiative calling for universal primary education
by the year 2000 (WCEFA, 1990). Of course by 2000 the target was not
achieved, and it was shifted to 2015. The target was missed again, with about 60
million children out of school in 2015.

So a new target was set in the United Nations Post 2015 Millennium
Development Goals to achieve universal primary education by 2030 (UNDP,
2013). Based on past enrollment trends, this target very likely will be missed
again. According to the latest Unesco data, over 200 million children are still

out of school.
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Secondary education

With progress made in primary education coverage, many countries shifted
attention to secondary education. Yet, there are about 70 million children
without access to it, most of whom in South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa (World

Bank, 2014).
Early school leaving

Setting never-fulfilled education targets is not only a phenomenon in
developing countries. In 2000, the European Union set a goal to reduce
secondary education dropouts to no more than 10% by 2010 (European
Commission, 2006. Yet, by the stipulated 2010 target year, 16% of males were
leaving school early in the European Union. So the target was shifted to 2020.

Given the latest data on secondary school dropouts, this target is likely
to be missed again. The highest incidence of secondary school dropouts are

recorded in Malta (19.6%), Spain (19.0%) and Romania (18.5%).
Learning

Beyond enrollment and graduation, another objective of education policy is
to ensure students actually learn the subject matter.

The World Bank (2011) issued its education strategy for 2020 pledging
learning for all, meaning that “all students ‘--acquire the knowledge and skills
they need to live happy, productive lives”. Although the target year of this noble
goal is two years away, one wonders how it would be achieved given the huge
gaps in educational achievement documented in the most recent PISA data

(OECD, 2018).



World-wide, 123 million youth aged 15 to 24 lack basic reading and
writing skills, over 60 per cent of which are women (United Nations, 2013b). In
OECD countries, about 20% of students perform below Level 2, considered the
baseline level of proficiency in science that all students are supposed to attain by

the time they leave compulsory education (OECD, 2018).
Financing

A common complain of education Ministers, is that they are short-
changed in the country’s budgetary allocations. International comparisons of
public spending on education are used as an argument for requesting additional
funds for education. Lack of finance is the most cited reason for failing to
meet education targets, calling for increased foreign aid (Oxfam, 2002; Global
Campaign for Education, 2003).

There is a large variation between countries on what is spent on education
ranging between 2% and 7% of their GDP. Education expenditure seems to
be a very sensitive matter, many countries appearing with “m”, i.e., missing,
in international data bases (e.g., OECD, 2017). Yet there is no relationship
between education expenditure and school performance. Figure plots education

expenditure per secondary student in US$ PPP against students’ score in PISA.
Employment

Every country faces labor market imbalances resulting to unemployment.
Several policies have been devised and applied to fix the problem, none really
succeeding. Typical policies amount to introducing a technical/vocational
element in the school curriculum and providing out of school training. Education

policy aimed at improving the employment prospects of graduates seem to have
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failed.

Many countries share dismal statistics on youth and unemployment,
exceeding 20% in some Mediterranean countries. But is education policy to
blame for Greece’s 43% youth unemployment rate or something else, such as
the economic crisis the country has been going through for a decade?

The earliest attempt to tune the education system to the labor market was
the forecasting of manpower requirements. Based again on intuition, there have
been efforts to predict what would be the labor market needs in the future so
that the school system provide the “required manpower”. In the early 1960’s,
many countries assisted by the ILO, the World Bank and the OECD attempted
to forecast the number of “qualified” or “high-level manpower”, as it was called
at the time, namely the necessary amount of scientists, engineers and the like
needed to produce a unit of output in the various sectors of the economy (Parnes,
1962; OECD, 1965). In the early 1970s many of the forecasts became mature.
An evaluation of the accuracy of manpower forecasts has shown forecasting
errors of thousands percent, even for occupations such as teachers (Ahamad and

Blaug, 1973).
Social inequities

One noble goal of the educational system is to improve social mobility
and reduce social inequities. Although the supply of education has increased
considerably over the years, inequality indices have increased instead of been
reduced (Piketty, 2015).

Why policies fail?

The short answer to this question, is because education policies typically



are formulated based on hunch, intuition or political expediency. They are
seldom based on research findings whether a particular policy would work or
not. Even when there is consensus in the literature that a given policy works,
politicians may ignore it if enacting it means they lose votes in the next election.

Typical example of this, is charging tuition in public universities. Providing
free education for all at all levels sounds great to the people and generates
votes, even if it is impossible to enact it in practice, let alone inequitable of
charging the same price (zero) to rich and poor students. Budgetary allocations
for education as a whole, and distribution to the various levels and types
of education are governed by inertia from year-to-year, perhaps adjusted
for inflation. There is no reallocation of resources away from inefficient or
inequitable activities toward better ones.

In the next section, we review the evidence on which policies could be

based.

Research Evidence

Traditionally, education was in the hands of pedagogues, psychologists and
sociologists. In the last 60 years or so, however, economists play a dominant
role in identifying effective education policies. According to human capital
theory, formulated in the early 1960s, education is a form of investment creating
human capital that is subject to analyses similar to that for physical capital
(Schultz, 1961; Becker, 1964). For example, providing education involves a cost
in terms of resources that can be compared to the benefits of education. Based
on this theory, education policy could give priority to the expansion of those
levels or types of education that exhibit the highest profitability.

Initially, research focused on the link between education and labor market
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outcomes documenting high returns to investment in education, especially at the
basic level. As a result of such finding, the World Bank in the 1990s changed
dramatically its lending portfolio towards basic education. In the last ten
years or so, the significance of education for development has been reinforced
following the documentation of a series non-market effects of education such as
better health, less crime and better civics.

The higher the level of educational attainment of a person the more likely
for that person to participate in the labor market. The education effect in this
respect is particularly strong for women (OECD, 2009). As evidenced in many
countries, the higher the level of a person’s educational level the lower the
probability that the person would be unemployed (OECD, 2014).

Before blaming the educational system, i.e. the supply side, that is not
producing the right number and types of graduates to be employable in the
market, one should look at the demand side. High unemployment could be due
to a structural or institutional factor. Excessive labor market inflexibility by
means of a minimum wage, labor hiring-and-firing laws and the non-wage cost
of labor, deter employers from hiring, especially the young.

It is a universal fact with no exceptions that, on average, better-educated
persons earn more than the less educated. The education earnings premium is

especially high in developing countries.
Education returns

The higher earnings of graduates were obtained at a cost, equal to their
foregone earnings while studying and the resources needed to operate schools
and universities.

Two types of returns are usually estimated, each answering a different



question: First, the private rate of return, that compares the costs and benefits of
education as incurred by and realized by the individual student who undertakes
the investment. Second, the social rate of return that compares costs and benefits
from the country-as-a-whole or society’s point of view. The main computational
difference between private and social rates of return is that, for a social rate of
return calculation, the costs include the state’s or society’s at large spending on
education. Traditional social returns to education are called “narrow-social,” and
returns that include externalities “wide-social.” The distinction between narrow
and wide social returns is more than theoretical. By adding externalities to the
narrow-social returns, one can reach diametrically opposite policy conclusions,
e.g., if primary and tertiary education have differential externalities, by
considering the latter the ranking of profitable education investments could be
changed.

A meta-analysis of over 1000 rate of return estimates in over 100 countries
showed that primary education exhibits the highest returns, followed by
secondary and higher education (Psacharopoulos and Patrinos, 2018).

Since the costs are higher in a social rate of return calculation relative to
the one from the private point of view, social returns are typically lower than a
private rate of return. The difference between the private and the social rate of
return reflects the degree of public subsidization of education. Hence, public
subsidy to education is shown to be regressive.

Several macro-studies have produced results consistent with the micro
evidence. A one-year increase in the average years of schooling of the labor
force raises output per worker between 5% and 15% (Topel, 1999) and is
associated with a 0.30% per year faster growth rate. Krueger and Lindahl
(2001) found a macro-estimated rate of return to schooling between 18%

and 30%. Sala-I-Martin, Doppelhofer and Ronald Miller (2004) found that a
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10-percentage-point increase of the primary school enrolment ratio is associated
with a 0.27-percentage-point increase of the growth rate.

Regarding efficiency in the use of resources, spending on human capital is
a good investment. For example, in the United States the long-term 19662015
average return on stocks and bonds is 2.4% (Damodaran, 2016) versus a 10.5%

overall private return to investment in education.
Vocational education

Within levels of education, and counter to any intuitive thought, general
secondary education is more profitable than vocational education. The reason is
that whereas general and vocational secondary school graduates have more-or-
less equal earnings after graduation, the vocational track of secondary schools
costs about twice that of the general track (Psacharopoulos and Loxley, 1985;
Psacharopoulos, 1987).

In many countries, the wage returns to academic qualifications are
significantly higher than the returns to vocational qualifications, government
training programs and adult skills training (Blundell, Dearden and Sianesi, 2005;
Dearden et al., 2002; Dickerson 2005; Carneiro and Heckman, 2003).

In a large World Bank follow-up study of students in the technical-
vocational curriculum stream of secondary education in Colombia and Tanzania,
it was found that the graduates did not seek or find employment in the sector
they studied. It was such finding that made the World Bank change its lending
portfolio as late as the 1990s away from secondary vocational schools, an
activity the institution had been engaged nearly exclusively since its inception
(Psacharopoulos, 1985).

Beyond the formal school system, a very robust research finding is that



retraining programs for the unemployed are ineffective (Heckman et al.,
1999). The costs of such programs grossly exceed the benefits, the latter being
measured by the length of time needed for a graduate of these programs to find
a job, and by the earnings differential of those who graduated from the program
relative to those who did not (Heckman and Hotz 1989; Ashenfelter and Card
1985; Ashenfelter 1986; Ashenfelter and Lolonde 1997).

Preschool

There have been many cost-benefit studies on the effect of preschooling
on eventual educational attainment, adult earnings. Experimentally-induced
changes in non-cognitive skills at an early age explain a sizable portion of later
education, employment and earnings (Heckman 2000, 2008; Chetty et al, 2011;
Wall Street Journal, 2013).

A World Bank study documented a long list of benefits associate with
preschool education in Brazil, with an estimate of 12.5 - 15 percent return on the
investment. On cost-benefit grounds, preschool is a better investment relative to
the Bank’s industrial and agricultural projects (World Bank, 2001).

Yet, given its importance, preschool coverage is still low around the world,
ranging from an enrollment ratio of 18% in sub-Saharan Africa to 81% in

industrialized countries (Unicef, 2014).
Early school leaving

In recent years, there has been a surge in the literature on the loss or
cost to society associated with an educational system that falls behind agreed
benchmarks such as early school leaving (Psacharopoulos, 2007). For example,

reducing early school leaving in Romania would produce a benefit of about 1%
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of the GDP according to one study (EFILWC, 2012), or 8% according to another
(Varly et al., 2014). It would produce 40% higher lifetime earnings in Estonia
(Anspal et al. 2014), 120,000 pounds in the UK (Oreopoulos, 2006), $8.2 billion
in Australia (Applied Economics, 2002), or 50,000 euros per Roma graduate in
Hungary (EU, undated).

Education quality

Average years of education may not be a sufficient statistic to predict
growth (Pritchett, 2001). A year of primary schooling in the UK compared to
Brazil will provide different learning outcomes.

On the micro side, cost-benefit analysis of education quality is not as
plenty as for education quantity. Many econometric studies have found that
increased resources for education (an input measure of school quality) have
not led to statistically significant improvements in test scores — a standard
measure of education quality. In a survey of 376 education production functions
relating school resources to student achievement, most studies report negative
or insignificant effects of expenditure per student, teacher salaries or class size
(Hanushek, 2003).

A review of 30 randomized control trials designed to improve test scores
in the developing world, found that two-thirds of them report near zero or
insignificant effects of alleged school quality enhancing interventions such as
textbooks, improved buildings or smaller class sizes (Kremer et al., 2013). A
meta-analysis of 76 quality-improvement experiments in developing countries
concluded that there are insufficient data to assess the relative cost-effectiveness
of interventions (McEwan, 2013).

On the macro side, Hanushek and Woessmann (2009) report a one



standard deviation advantage in test scores is associated with a 2.6 percentage
points higher per capita income growth rate. Hanushek et al. (2015) report that
differences in human capital account for 20-35 percent of variation in per-capita
income among states, with roughly even contributions by school attainment and

cognitive skills.
Equity

There are four main equity dimensions related to the role of education for
inclusive growth and development:

* Access to schools

* Learning in school

* Distributive incidence, i.e., who pays and who benefits from public
education financing

¢ Income distribution

Based on data from 114 countries in the 1985 to 2005 period, one extra
year of schooling is associated with a reduction of the Gini income inequality
coefficient by 1.4 points (on the Word Bank scale the Gini ranges from 0-100).
Gylfason and Zoega (2003) report a significantly negative relationship between
secondary school enrollment and income inequality, the latter measured by the
Gini coefficient. The reduction of inequality can greatly reduce the number of
households in poverty (van der Hoeven, 2000).

Another equity dimension is the distributive incidence of education
subsidies, or who really pays and who really benefits from public education
expenditure. Hansen and Weisbrod (1969) were the first to find that public
financing of education is regressive, i.e. the poor through their taxes pay for the

education of the rich. This finding has been replicated in many countries (Yang,
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2002; Vawda, 2003).

The soft skills

Research has shown that employers want to hire workers who possess
very general, rather than specific, skills. General skills make workers easily
trainable for unforeseen occupations in the future (Murnane and Levy, 1996).
Soft skills, such as personality, goals, motivations, and preferences are valued
and rewarded in the labor market (Heckman and Kautz, 2012). In addition, civic
behavior, especially as manifested by trusting others, has an economic value.
Civics cultivates interpersonal skills to tolerate others that, among other things,
promote social and economic stability, conflict resolution, voting participation,
democracy and better governance (Gallego, 2010; Temple, 2001). A higher
level of trust in a society facilitates investment and lowers the cost of market
transactions (Sequeira et al., 2011; Knack and Keefer, 1997).

Arrow (1972) linked social capital to economic outcomes, noting that
virtually every commercial transaction has within itself an element of trust,
and argued that much of the economic backwardness in the world might be
explained by the lack of mutual confidence. Fukuyama (1995) noted that distrust
in a society imposes a kind of tax on all forms of economic activity.

In a cross-country study, using data from the World Value Survey, Knack
and Keefer (1997) found that a 10% increase in their measure of trust leads to a
0.8 percentage point increase in the rate of economic growth.

Dincer and Uslaner (2010) using data from U.S. states over a 5-years
period and controlling endogeneity, found that a 10 percentage point increase in
trust increases the GDP growth rate of by 0.5 percentage points over a five-year

period. In the United States, trust explains nearly one-half of the variation of the



growth rate of GDP (Dincer, 2011).
Externalities

That education has many benefits beyond what can be monetized has
been recognized since millennia. In 300BC Aristotle wrote: “If a man neglects
education, he walks lame to the end of his life”.

Several terms are being used in the literature all referring to the non-
monetary benefits of education such as non-pecuniary, non-market, non-
production, private, social, wide-social or external.

Documenting the non-monetary benefits of education has been the subject
of extensive research in recent years. In reading this evidence, a distinction
should be made between a correlation and the causal effect of education on non-
monetary outcomes. The reason is that a simple correlation might hide a myriad
of factors other than education that affect outcomes. For example, if more
educated people are more satisfied in life than less educated people, this might
be due to the fact the more educated have a higher income. In OECD countries,
education associates positively with a wide range of indicators.

The evidence presented below on each category of non-monetary benefits
is based on studies that have controlled for many factors other than education
that might affect outcomes. This is done by means of econometric techniques
and natural experiments that resulted in one group of the population receiving
a different level of education than the other due to factors not associated with

education or income.
Health

Beyond the level of income, more-educated people are more likely to
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interpret health information and use the right health inputs. This is an example
of the allocative efficiency effect of education, first postulated by Welch (1970).
Also, they may be more prone to protect the value of their human capital by

being non-smokers.
Crime

In the United States, there is a sharp drop in the probability of
imprisonment of blacks who have completed secondary education vs. high
school dropouts. A one-year increase in years of schooling in a State reduces
arrests by 11%. A 10-percentage-points increase in secondary school graduation
rates reduces arrest rates by 7%. A follow-up of the High/Scope Perry preschool
program that followed children to adult life found that by age 40 the fraction
arrested was reduced by 0.24 percentage points. A Syracuse preschool program
reduced participants who have been placed on probation to 6% relative to 22%
of the control group (Lochner, 2011).

High school graduation is associated with a long list of social benefits
lowering dependence the state for health and welfare benefits, lowering prison
costs and generating additional tax revenue. In the United States, a 1% increase
of high school completion rates generates an annual social benefit of $1.4 billion
due to the reduction of violent and property crimes (Lochner and Moretti, 2004).

In the UK, those without an education qualification have an eight times
higher probability to be convicted. A one-year increase in the average years
of schooling reduces arrests for property crimes by about 25%. Educational
subsidies for coursework completion reduces burglary rates from 22% to 6%. In
England and Wales a 1-year increase in the average years of schooling reduces

conviction rates for property crime by 20-30% and violent crime by roughly



one-third to one-half (Lochner, 2011).

Relative to a high school graduate, an extra year of college reduces the
likelihood of a low birthweight child by about 20% and pre-term birth by about
15%. An extra year of college reduces smoking during pregnancy by roughly
one- third and increases the incidence of prenatal care by 3% (Currie and
Moretti, 2003).

More educated mothers spend more time with their children than less
educated mothers (Kalil, Ryan, and Corey, 2010). As a result, parenting is
the most important determinant for children’s cognitive and non-cognitive
development, even among families with similar incomes (Cunha and Heckman,
2009, Angrist and Lavy, 1996; Murnane 1981, Edwards and Grossman 1980).
In addition, more educated parents have healthier children (Currie and Stabile,
2003; Lubotsky and Paxson 2002).

Increased schooling is negatively correlated with fertility resulting in fewer
children. The reason can be traced to a trade-off between the number of children
and parental investment per child that (Becker and Lewis 1973; Becker and
Tomes 1976).

Educating one member of society is associated with a series of benefits
that accrue not only to the educated person but also to others. Including such
externalities would raise the traditionally estimate social rate of return to
education.

One well documented non-market effect is that educating women reduces
fertility and child mortality. In Pakistan, it has been found that giving 1000
girls one extra year of schooling reduces fertility and child mortality rates by
about 8% (Summers, 1992). In Taiwan mothers with 9 vs. 6 years of education
resulted in saving one child life per 1000 births (Chou et al., 2010). A child born

to a mother who can read stands a 50% greater chance of surviving past age five
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(United Nations, 2014).

Beyond health, it has been found that each additional year of education
on average reduces a country’s chances of falling into civil war by 3.6 percent
(Winthrop and Graff, 2010).

Combining micro and macro estimates, Breton (2010, 2011) reports that an
externalities-inclusive rate of return on investment in schooling in the lowest-
income countries exceeds 35%.

Including just one non-market effect, reduced mortality, Pradhan et al.
(2018) report that the wide-social rate of return to eone exstra year of schooling
in low income countries could be 16%, relative to a narrow social rate of 11%.

The distinction between narrow and wide social returns is more than
theoretical. By adding externalities to the narrow-social returns, one can reach
diametrically opposite policy conclusions, e.g., if primary and tertiary education
have differential externalities, by considering the latter the ranking of profitable

education investments could be reversed.
Institutions

Following the work of North (1990), there has been a lot of work on the
importance of institutions in economic growth (Acemoglu et al., 2005). There
are several ways a country’s institutions affect the formation of human capital.

Education does not operate in a vacuum. The environment in which schools
and universities operate is heavily influenced by the country’s political and
other institutions. Education policies typically try to fix a problem by narrowly
focusing on one component of the education system, abstracting from a host of
non-education factors that may prevent or assist in the policy success. Classic

omission of such factors relate to institutions.



Centralization

Most education systems in the world today are heavily centralized. The
Ministry of education regulates how schools operate, the curriculum, the
way teachers are hired or, rarely, fired and how much they are paid. In some
countries, the regulations also apply to private schools imposing tuition caps and
teacher hiring practices.

Education and labor market policies can be viewed as institutions that
affect the quantity and quality of human capital formation in a given country.
Take as an example the degree of centralization of an educational system, i.e.
the extent to decisions pertaining to schools such as hiring or firing teachers,
the curriculum and budget allocation are determined by the central Ministry of
Education rather than the school master or the local authorities. Evidence from
OECD’s PISA shows a negative correlation between the degree of centralization
of an education system and student achievement. Finland’s shine in student
performance has been attributed to the freedom school teachers have to
determine the curriculum and timetable.

One of the reasons private schools outperform public schools has to do
with decentralization. When education decisions are taken at the school rather

than the central level, achievement is higher (OECD, 2004, 2005).
School choice

In most countries, the institutional and political ideological setting is
against private schools, imposing all sorts of restrictions in their operations such
as a ceiling on tuition fees and regulation of teachers’ pay. Yet, evidence form

PISA and many studies shows that students in private schools exhibit higher
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learning outcomes than students in public schools. In 16 OECD countries and
10 partner countries, private school students outperform their public school
counterparts by 30 points in reading scores (OECD, 2011c). Much of this
difference remains after adjusting for socioeconomic background

Education yields many of its benefits through the labor market. An
inflexible labor market does not augur well for human capital formation. Too
much regulation on firing and hiring practices and the difficulty of doing
business choke educational development. Such regulations deprive the system
of incentives that would contribute to better delivery. They also deprive the
system of additional finance that would come from those who are willing to pay
for better service.

There are several ways the public and private sector could share the
provision and delivery of equation services (Patrinos et al., 2009). Various
forms of Public Private Partnerships operate in many countries (LaRoque, 2008;
Aslam et al., 2017). In New Zealand, for example, Independent schools receive
government subsidies about one third of the average cost per student in public
schools. In the Netherlands, public and private schools are equally funded by the
government, and schools are free to determine what is taught and how (Patrinos,
2013). In the USA, the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program provides vouchers
to poor families to allow them to send their children to private schools.

Studies examining the UK academies have generally found that they have
had a positive impact on student performance and degree completion (Eyles et
al., 2016).

In Sweden, Free Schools allow students to choose any public or private
school, the latter financed by a voucher. Bohlmark and Lindahl (2007) report
positive and significant learning outcome benefits for students in the program.

The relative effectiveness of government versus private schools on student



learning has been a hot subject in the literature. In Colombia, vouchers were
given randomly to low-income students in order to attend private secondary
schools. Angrist et al. (2002) found positive effects of private school enrollment
on grade progression and test scores. Similarly, in India, vouchers given
randomly to public school students in order to attend private schools raised test
scores in a cost-effective way (Muralidharan and Sundararaman, 2015).

Evidence from PISA and other studies shows that students in private
schools exhibit higher learning outcomes than students in public schools. In 16
OECD countries and 10 partner countries, private school students outperforms
their public school counterparts by 30 points in reading scores. Much of this
difference remains after adjusting for socioeconomic background. OECD
concludes that private schools benefit the individual students who attend them,
although not raising the level of performance of the school system, as a whole
OECD (2011c).

School choice and vouchers are an anathema in most country institutional-
political settings —. Yet several studies have shown that when there is school
choice, as in the Netherlands, students are doing better (Dronkers, 2003).

Several studies have found achievement advantages of private schools
(Rouse, 1998; Hoxby, 1998; Green et al., 1999). Neal (1997) finds that urban
minorities gain the most, having a 26 percentage points increased probability
graduating from high school graduation. Hoxby (2001) reports that competition
between public schools raises student achievement at a reduced cost.

Belfield and Levin (2002) reviewed over 41 empirical studies in the US,
on the effects of competition on educational outcomes, such as test scores,
graduation rates, wages and teacher quality. Most studies found that increased
competition improves outcomes and has the strongest effects for low-income

students. Increased competition raises school quality, effectiveness and
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efficiency.

Charter Schools in the United States are publicly funded but privately
managed. Charter schools are given autonomy while held accountable through
a contract to produce specific results. Evaluations of charter schools found that
the largest benefits accrue to less privileged students (Gleason et al., 2010). A
general finding from this literature is that the benefits from charter attendance
are larger in math than in reading test scores (e.g. Hoxby et al., 2009; Angrist et
al., 2010; Flaker, 2014).

Institutional changes such as the introduction of monitoring and evaluation
systems, central examinations, teacher incentives and accountability are more
likely to improve school quality, although difficult to cost (Hanushek and
Woessmann, 2011).

Toward Better Policies

Given the state of our knowledge, let us summarize what policies we are
confident would be conducive to education contributing to socioeconomic

development.
Fix institutions

First of all, fix the environment. No education policy will succeed unless
the institutional environment is right. Before attempting to enact any education
policy, one should look outside the education system. Are the country’s
institutions conducing to or hampering the success of any education policy?
Specific areas to look at are the structure of incentives, regulations and public

finance.



Establish priorities

Education systems in all countries, rich or poor, are plagued by a myriad of
problems no country or donor can fix entirely. Millennium Development Goals
are a utopia (Economist, 2015).

Priorities should be established based on efficiency and equity
considerations. Use cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analysis to establish
priorities.

Professor Heckman’s famous graph succinctly summarizes priorities that
should guide education policies: Target the early ages. If so, why countries keep

expanding universities and adult training?

/ Programs targeted towards the earliest yeas

reschool programs

Schooling

Job training

4-5
0-3 Pre-
school

Rate of return to investment in human capital

0 Age

Figure 1: Heckman’s grand summary
Source: Heckman (2008)
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Is too much spent on tertiary education relative to preschool that has the
highest returns? Is too much spent on vocational education and training relative
to general education that has the highest returns? Is too much spent on trying to
train older workers? Give priority to general rather than vocational curricula and
training. The reason is that a good foundation of general education facilitates
later specialization and training. In addition, employers today want trainable
employees with soft communication skills who could learn on the job, rather
than narrow specialists (World Bank, 2013).

Before asking for additional money for education, assess the way the
present budget is allocated. Are education funds used in the most efficient and
equitable way? Are they been used in the most cost-effective activities, or those
with the highest social benefit-cost ratios? To what extent do present education
funds allocation promotes social equity?

Reallocation of resources from traditional uses to new ones is a painful
process in any organization, public or private. It is most difficult in the public
sector because it requires political support. To the extent politicians may fear
that because of the new allocation they would lose votes in the new election,

reallocation will not happen.
Provide incentives

To the extent that teachers and university professors are civil servants, their
salaries essentially are based on years of service. In such scenario, good teachers
may have less incentive to shine. How are the teachers selected? Is the teacher
occupation a well-regarded one as in Finland and Switzerland, or attracting only
those who cannot find another job? Merit-based pay might be the right policy in

this case, but usually abhorred by unions and not enacted.



Teacher evaluation may sound a good policy, but again hated by unions and
rarely enacted. It is difficult to find an example of firing a public school teacher
because of bad performance. Private schools seem to be able to offer incentives
to attract and retain better teachers. But labor market regulations may prevent

pay differentiation and hamper the easiness of hiring or firing a teacher.
Evaluate

Does the country have a system of external assessment of schools? The
external element of assessment is essential, since so-called self-evaluations are a
self-fulfilled prophesy.

Assuming there is an effective evaluation system in place, what are the
implications of a good or a bad evaluation? Have good teachers been rewarded
or bad ones fired? Has there ever been a closure of a school because of sub-
standard performance?

Do school teachers and principals have the authority to innovate? Do
parents’ associations have a say in the running of a school? Can school vouchers
be used as an incentive for students in low-performing public schools to move
to a better private school?

Should privatization and vouchers be politically unpalatable, try private-
public partnerships. Not only in the main school system but also between public
universities and industry (as done in South Korea).

Having a centralized system, means that there is no need to evaluate how
well it is performing. If schools follow the Ministry’s dicta, all is supposed to
run well. Even when an evaluation system is in place, more than often it is not

enforced, typically because teachers’ unions are allergic to it.
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Train closer to the firm

Consider adopting a dual training system, such as in Germany (Hamburg
Chamber of Commerce, 2012) or the Training Consortium in South Korea (Lee,
2009). Only on the job will a trainee be able to learn to cope with the constantly-
changing demands of the labor market.

Even better, move vocational training completely out of the secondary

school system, as done in Singapore (Law, 2008).

Decentralize

Decentralize the education system by giving education-related decision
authority to schools accompanied by evaluation and accountability. One without

the other two in the golden trio will not do

Accountability

Figure 2: The golden trio
Source: Adapted from Patrinos et al. (2017)



Split financing from provision

Consider indirect financing of public education. Separating the financing
from the provision of education is associated with strong incentives. The
government can still finance schools but let the money flow in an indirect way
through the hands of students in the form of a voucher allowing them to choose
a public or a private school.

Although the state could finance training, the delivery of training services
could be provided more efficiently by private firms dedicated to vocational
training. By giving the training money to the candidate trainee, the trainee can
chose the school that would best fit his or her interests. To the extent private
training schools will depend on the revenue collected as fees paid by the
students, they will be competing between them. The good ones will flourish,
and the bad ones will close down. One can hardly think of a Government run
training school closing down because of low quality. The indirect flow of funds
can have significant redistributive power if a higher amount of training voucher
is given to the poorer trainees.

The hardest part in adopting evidence-based education policies, as those
outlined above, is persuading the politicians who have the ultimate say. Human
capital takes years to build and several decades to realize its full benefits.
Such long horizon is at odds with the short life span of an Education Minister.
Perhaps it is for the electorate to make politicians realize that education is not an

expedient investment.
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FERELE - HEFRERTT (2011) fRH—IE2020 REHHE RN > 5% "irE
B HEEMEFGREREE - DURTEE ERIANE - ) ERCEE S
= H IR HIR A R 1% (B R B BRE AR RE JI5F(d 5T (PISA)
HIBEARE » SBHERREEmRA - 2 NEEOE (A B2 EAEER

(OECD, 2018) °

2HRE—ERWT=A815- 4% EF N EMEAEREREE - HA
60% 222 % (United Nations, 2013b) = OECDARVE & 1F K 3% AR B 52 &
H o KIE20%P9B A RTURRE —f (FrE 2L RER B IR IEZT
RREGHIE R KHE ) -

h-EFER

HEAEMEE BB EBRRHEE S EE PRS2 - hEE
A E A S R ZORE S 8E HalamE - REEEREEH
TRV R DU B iR i e 5 7, - MR R FR SRR s, -

HE UG GDPHYELBITE RS B & FEIZEFERE R » #ERI/22%E7% » 2
B P2 s SRR Y B5 R 31 2% B 2 2 B AG B S AL sk g B = A0 DA

"ABH, (m, missing) —gETraE (A0 0 OECD, 2017) < {HEE
TERCFRE & AT S BRI B -

7N FLE

H B S5 E TS A PEPE R R SRR - (E Ry a8 R RE I
BEHHIBORE T A A—HERES D) o 5 7RSS R
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HRIARTER ~ RSN - DIdE R AR B EHENEE
BURAAF A AR AL

HF LR FERENEE S NH AR » FEt g R Ak FERE
ZHE20% o (HAIREE43%N T ERERZAFBOREBE I EEH]
BHMER (PR RE T FERREEHE) 2

HHBEERLRASZEHTHGRENSEERET  DANEREREER M
oo NAMF R DLE B AR FE M R 2R 25 B i 3 I R 3K+ B A% A48 DU fit
IS TEHRRATT S - FE1960FERFH - FF 2 B #ME S BB SS LA %
(ILO) ~ HFERIT - REETF LEREBIHD - AERENRER " &
1% B0 T ERE AT ) BB TR - R R T S FIRS B AL P Al
B EEMFRIRESR - TEMEE AL 1EE (Parmes, 1962; OECD,
1965) - FFZTHIEN 970 AR HABRIN SR - —THEH B A I THERAG T R P
A FHE R » BIEE 2N SE AV 3 - THERAR A A R BT 4 B
( Ahamad and Blaug, 1973 ) -

+  HETEE

HEEREE—EEENEE - JREMEETERE) - BEEEAF
% - AHERAATEEENFLSFEROARENRE » N FEREAIA
[Z#4 (Piketty, 2015) -

N\~ BURRAIRRL ?

FHEEMENEEE - RREFEECRIGIE EERE R - BEREE
EEEE - D DIER E BUORZ S RETTRUMTTE B R R BE R - RIS E UK
BETTAENT ISR TP E IS 3% - BOh AYE 2 rIRERLEEZ R T DL
B o

TEE ALK EEEREMAE T - IRHATE AR EHRE

i



PR HAE - A DemEER  HER LIRAEERNT > EAERYEE
N FEIRR (F) SEEHEWAPE -
RAEENF—(EREEMESHE - BB 2N R AR -
B LETRB R AL BT - [BXREERIRINAZRE - 4liE fX
SRS AN PEBT (S E IR L -
HATHE T — B A A E R BURES B R B R 5T -

BERRERBEXRET - DHEEFNHFEZFE - NERIIA+F
- R EZIE S PA N EBER T E T EERAE - 196057
FRETI AN TEARE GmE R - MBE 2 —HAEANTEANKRE - IRYEE
A—KE R DIRE 34T (Schultz, 1961; Becker, 1964 ) - BlAIHREHE =W F
BIRBCA - TE v AFIZ B s i P - DUE ([P RR R 250 - BOEBGR ]
DAE S AR L = i 2 I 2K B i e s )

AR FE R R R R BB M2 BT B 2 BRI - BB BB
EREHRIE - CD W ERB - R R - HRTTEEEM R - 78
1990 A SR S BB MERE YT E R E - fTERol T4 - AidiEd
THEHEE RV - BIAIGE R - REILSE - AR
FEE  WEEERE R ENE A G R N BTSSRI -

—E AN ZHEWEERS - S T ReE AL BT - EME T
HRsfE 2 & B HBHEE (OECD, 2009) - 2 EFH A EBER
HEREAR - KEMEDE (OECD,2014) -

TEE B 1R BIHEAS 77 2/ (BIANREE R FE S5 Bl i SR 75 SK M 2 Hi
EHHE R EEENREESE) - RPEE M GETE RS - SAERARE
HHEBERHEEARRA - BRELE  SEER - IELESEmAER
FE B SETHSEEEL - MR EEErREEERE (LU REF
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JOR
BB SO TGR G ERERIEY - F B IEA 0
BISh « SETEM A B BB R R P L -

—  HERIRE N

FRAERR SIS ERA - #E HE2A R A SGEMFER
MIREFTHRER -

BEWMATIE S R - S EMRE—ERNE - E—EEERNEIEL
AR - B R e BB OE R A 5 [ 20E AR R A PR -
HRZHRERMAE & TR - BB B RS Bt & Y A R AR EL R A AT
)

RERMAFLA LERAH & LR B EET R AR - R
HIETERAEE T B Bt @88 EE R ARE - Ffat &%E
FREERATEERY " kER A, AR - ST ASNBIERALE T B E &
B -t ERERMEESCLA R R A& o RS R E R
Bl _EAnETANESE - SIS R E R BN AIBCR SRR - BIA0  HYIFEGEEH
BIAAEZERINRYE - EAREZ R - (THEHEREEHN (profitable )
HIBFAL S AL -

T 8 30— 5 8 [ 2 gl i ‘T‘flﬁ:‘f B IR B AT TR R

RTATER - W)FHE R EHRBIR BT ERENESEFNE
( Psacharopoulos and Patrinos, 2018 ) °

LA BRI EE T » S LSRRI N s HEEREHR
=R LB AA AR B RIRK - & AR E IR 72 2 S
AR ERAEIEE - % AT B I AN 8RR E A R
M -

LB TR AT S B S SR B OBEE IR A — B - PR E IR



n—4 - BB ZE HERGINS-15% (Topel, 1999) -+ HEEEH0.30%
HIER 3R FHRE » KruegerfiLindahl (2001 ) DIZZEIHIE GRS HAF18%
F130%. I B I E WM - Sala-I-Martin * DoppelhoferfdRonald
Miller (2004) HIZEH - W) E I AZRES HEH 7B - 8d0.27(EH
B RERAERA -

SEAREEN T - HEFRRENRANEARGRFIRE - BHIME
1966 F-F201 5 2 [ » £ BRI R EEELE TR B = BASE 5918 & =R F52.4%
( Damodaran, 2016 ) * HEHYEEREFA A A HRIERAE510.5% -

— - BHHE

BERBAEMHLLEE  SETERBHLRBAHETE A&
(profitable) - B8 —BiA[REEN R AW EHE - BRA BN iwEZIEZ
LHGERBTERT  BEREEROBTARE LEANSL - HERH
BRI L AR E — BB BIRIfS (Psacharopoulos and Loxley, 1985;
Psacharopoulos, 1987 ) °

LR B UE R BUT E0F AR B A BRERIIRY A - B
BENSCEEN TERMRILE S @ & —RAEFZEIZEER (Blundell,
Dearden and Sianesi, 2005; Dearden et al., 2002; Dickerson 2005; Carneiro and
Heckman, 2003 ) -

TSR ERTT $1 %5 BF A b BE A1 W JE B0 A B2 R AR T AR B BT
gt BRI WORAEFT R B By S B B TAF - HFURTT B kLA
RGP AR A B R &7 S - 2219904 Rl A Ry 38 TERF FTHS 5 11 Do
HEFH & (Psacharopoulos, 1985) ©

TEIER BT 25 - —HE T RIE R R 26 N R A FIlRRET
=R E, (Heckman et al, 1999 )« FLEHEFEAYRCA KR H 30 -
& ERE RS2 W FE B REFEE T TIEA R - DL
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Je 22 B LS A A R S A B R ) 2 BE A IUA 22 ] (Heckman and Hotz
1989, Ashenfelter and Card 1985, Ashenfelter 1986, Ashenfelter and Lolonde
1997) -

= BEiHE

AL ARSI FE R E R AT 2R B H RS E R BE R AR
2 o [WHEMTRRR - SIS E R S (AR A ERE L - HHERRY
HE -~ MENWALEHERNZE -

HFRTTE — e Y PRI E R - HIE W5
F512.5-15% ° {ERARESHIBIE R E - RENRERTHE L FERfTR T3
HIEESEET 1752 (World Bank, 2001 ) e

BHIBEREEE - H2RE RAE2EE - 2R REh D
FENEI R 1T 18%F TALBIZKI81% 5% (Unicef, 2014 ) -

g~ FRER

RN B A RIEESEAKLE (048 ) SRR E BB
TG E KREWIFZEHIE (Psacharopoulos, 2007 ) ° Fla0H — G ifF
JUHER » RERG e RER (R B IER - H.GDPff Al $2=1% (EFILWC,
2012) - SH—HHFFERIFRGDP A $258% (Varly et al., 2014) - fiff 5%
R R R A] B D B R AR B A $215140% (Anspal et al. 2014) -
RIS 1289582 (Oreopoulos, 2006) » fE BN IR E82(EETT

( Applied Economics, 2002) - {fERFHIA R —RE A RS L EEUT
(EU, undated ) -

A -HERE

SPEHCE IR DIERTHR R BET ERE (Pritchett, 2001) © [A]



FRE—FENHE » REEEEFHA AR RR -

MBS - P EENE TR RS 58T BEENU
HEFMAITHT - L5 ERE 2 IE R - HBEEREI (R
e E R AR ) A& B SO B AR 2 AR B s TR B TR (L (I
BB MBI ) - F—IEMREZE3 A B EENE - FETE
A VREL A SR 2 RO RAGE - ASSREURE A A HY ~ ZETHE ~ TR
R/ PRIFR BB AR SRHR 7 [ 25~ R R el R B (Hanushek, 2003) -

TE30fE DAk 325 2% Fee B 22 B2 AR T B AR s H IR BB RS B A B B
B=0 2 “HZE B R —RERHGRAERFENTHEE’ (202
RIE ~ BEYIRER ~ NIHET) B RTENWCEEM (Kremer et al.,
2013) - fEREHBEERIE LB BB E TR OTER - 8E
JE SRS AT & R T TERS fa R A B A % (McEwan, 2013) e

MAEZZE 5 > HanushekEl WoessmannHYHF5E (2009 ) ZHs » ]
B AR B — (B ISR VR AR, 72 (R B4 B A B A B R SR FE 2. 61 1 70 B FH B -
Hanushek<5 AHIHFSE (2015) #UR » N JTEARRZ RSB AIIBALEE
20-35E [ 7 BERYZERE - REE E SR 2 B2 E SR NIER AR RERY 2 2

A E

4

BB AR KRR E A G E RSN -
- NEHE
- BT EC  TRETE AR EE I RN AR
- WA S
1£1985F(2005 A 4L 114 B i SR B BB R - 2 — RV
BREBFEBREUA 1488 (HFIRITHIEE R EF50-100) - Gylfasonfd
ZoegafJHt5e (2003) BUR » HEERHIAZRMPANFE Z BIFEE

1§

gt
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RSB - RAEEEDEEREOGEER - AT FEF ] IR EE
IR ZZ FE# (van der Hoeven, 2000 )

HEMESE T (RREHA T - ]EHE AR BF %
H) B VFFENS—EHA - HansenEdWeisbrod (1969 ) AL /\NIHLHE
e BRI - HEEE N ZEmRmeEE 72 AEE - EHEM7EE
X B EESEBESTE (Yang, 2002; Vawda, 2003) ©

T~ EidsE

WroeEr - B R IEE R N ZHEE — M MERRE M IR & M BECRERY
BT - B — M MERCRE 7 PR AE 4 B2 57 3l SR T 1L S5 AN T T 1 R 2IE BB 755
(Murnane and Levy, 1996 ) ° FE0EE ~ HAE ~ 8% © [RiFF0EREan<
A ETE DS EGASEE) (Heckman and Kautz, 2012) ©

HAh  ARTR (LHEHEZEBEMEA) thiEE EAREEE - ARH
BREBAIMANAEGET » AR EELRRE - ERMEHR - HE2
B > R EERTE « FEAEZIEHE (Gallego, 2010; Temple, 2001 ) ° #5&
It (S E n R ERE RS B (Sequeira et al., 2011; Knack
and Keefer, 1997 ) -

ArrowHIIFE (1972) K+ & & A BRI o R BARREE R M FE i - %7
FrA BIREER S A B R - il R 5 AR 5 12 T REHET AJ
DA% K ik A AZ T 158 - Fukuyama (1995) fRH @ BRZ FHERIRE
LI LEAE AT R TS B _E#INEER

KnackflIKeeferfli H "t FEEEFHZE ; (World Value Survey) R 44
BRSBTS - BB EEEH I REIN10% - AEEEOE R ERE S
0.8([E 5 508 -

DincerBdUslaner (2010) BN T HARI A BB E TS -
EFFE 2RI N4 (endogeneity ) » FE SR BN ETEERINOEE S



B AER A AIR0.5E EH 4 BEHIGDPRLE » fEEE] - BT —ERIGDP
Y 3R = BN A DUB R S SR -

I\~ FhERIE

BB AR BB B TRE R - E MR T HFESS
o ATTHI = HAC T AT SR AR T R E 2 AR R
(A

WFFESOCE A = A DB 2B 1IEE B A4t (non-monetary
benefits ) * AIFIEEEEME (non-pecuniary) ~ JETHiE1% (non-market) - JE
£ZE M (non-production) ~ FAAME ~ &4 ~ BRIt g M ERINEEME -

ITHERET LR BB IR A5 - fEEIUE L BT EE

» BB MIFEM R R 2 AR (correlation) FIASREARR (causal
effect ) WiIR[FEI—[E1ZE - K BEMIAYAHRBIE S B2 bR T2 B R ECE - 7]
REEIEEE T HMAER - BHME - AFREER S AEEREREA]
RELLHBIEE BRI A G - SRR AR &R EIEE T E K
RO o #RUE & 1F 3 IR AR AR B % 1 BB MIFF 2 R A AH BRI 2R

DUTt &I EE Mt AR MR35 - HEE B AR T RIRe o S R
B - EREREF L RRETHERIIE - FRERIGTERBE T K

HARE R - Bl AR R B E sl AR BRI A 3R T 15 B LA A AN A7
JEMEE -
(—) R

TEW AT Z A - BB TR B = B A A L # G E S fige 30 TE e (50 FH BRI TR
ERIIEIE. © 528 E R AEEE (allocative efficiency effect) Z—
B+ B F 2 HWelch (1970) FrgHt o BLAh - BERREE S AEEHRAR
FB AR AR ORE R N TJEA -
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(Z) 385

ECRER AR AHEL - BT FRE R A Z B KIER T -
BB FHEEIN—5 B ABERA 1% o P REERE S
BB ERES LR R TRT7% - —HEBIRZEERFENEELERERTET
= (High/Scope Perry preschool program ) :BHtFH &R - PUTBRFHIHE
RN 70.24% - —ITHETIERFTET#E] (Syracuse preschool program )
B 22 Bl 7 A7 T B S I LR R E 6% » FHE R EIRAHAY22% (Lochner,
2011) -

— SR A FE AN R T B 2 R R AR A R RO ARHE ~ R RBR A e A
GRS - SEEFREER - £EE - SFHETHERES
1% - [ERESEE A 148 LTI &% - ME KRR T %00
FEILIERIREFR (Lochner and Moretti, 2004 ) °

TEBEE - 1A BRI AR BRI 2R E S H /A - SEIER
I IN—4 - R ZEICIE MR AR R K25% - SEGERERNHE
AETTHRE A ZE FE IR ELRTE 22% K E6% o FE AT LT » SEIThEE a8
fEm— - I ERE U IR I #E SEATHIRY EEE084220-30% » 2 TR T
H R A =432 —Z—2f (Lochner, 2011 ) -

MERERERER - ERBLME—F a4 R E N YA RE
PERER20% » FLEE S LR EK15% - REAEE L —FHERIARRT R
AR =0z — » Wi ERT AR 24 FIEm3% (Currie and Moretti,
2003) -

B H R BRAIRPEAHLL - ZBE BB IRt 5 ERIIRERHE
th[t#% (Kalil, Ryan, and Corey, 2010) ° AZRESIYE 5EHAREDA M AR 5t
B AT AR R EH B ERFR - AR A E R E Z [t
#JR4R (Cunha and Heckman, 2009; Angrist and Lavy, 1996; Murnane, 1981;
Edwards and Grossman 1980) © [toh » ACREZEAZ L8 =AY £ - th bl



¥ (Currie and Stabile, 2003; Lubotsky and Paxson, 2002 ) °

BRABREENRSHEETREEMHN - 8RN 8Rd - HIFER
AJREAEIR ACREEAE M ENE BB £ T B ERYIE & IRE A -

HE SR E B RIS - &Ly 2ENMEE 2
WHEE - WAREMA o KIHEINTERNAZE - AIiEm ST
BRIt G EHRME -

BERIIEHGEREEF - F—HE SR P B - 2
BYREZENEFTRMAEINTE - EREEFEHRE R » &
—THRLEEZ L —FNEREE - AT R E IR T RREELNI8%
(Summers, 1992) - {5 » HILREZ ASENHE » ZEVEHEH
RERETEEEEH T4 Z— (Chou et al., 2010) ° REHERTHY L ELE ALK
BRAFIER R FE BN G 7% 5 H150% (United Nations, 2014)

PR TR TR E - TR - SEIBEFEEIN—&F - AR
— BN EL RS #3#3.6% ( Winthrop and Graff, 2010) -

Breton (2010, 2011 ) & (i e 28 b5 HFaH - R A SRR B %2
o B AN R B BB T & RN 3 5% -

Pradhan® ARUIF5E (2018) HARA—IEIETEGERE (BIsE T
1K) - EREBRARRY - BREEEII—FEZ G &R R]E
16% » PRFEH G E WA AE 1% -

e E R E AN E R M R ERVERS o R A iR
INETANEE » FEaESE R Se R IR A am - B0 - BB NESE
BERIINTEAE - BIINEH B A S G AR ERNPE -

(=) fIE

NorthfJHFFE (1990) Z1& HIFE T 3 2 B Al B e e e B 2P R
WH5E (Acemoglu et al., 2005)  — BRI AR T A N TEAZE

B 9B
G730
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FEA A REAE R HEE - 2RAAELEFRYBRIRRZ —BBEUGHH
IR - ZEBORARIREER 1% - B AR ERAE R NRE—
fipy - E AR LB — R AT RE R BB B BUR R FEE B TR A FR
FERUHIZR - 38 2 AR P REED B I R A B -

(M) BAOED

RS FLHMNAFERAT S EEIERRM - BEIBHAEER
HESE « BRA2 ~ HATESE (CHIGBERRETE) FM#HE - FEEEE
L SR HE R RLTT 2R - BUE R e IR R ATHE R -

HEBR KRS ETHGECRA SRR E B ANEREGHENHE -
B AN EFRRERHP 0 Wil 2BAMIS e e - R2 - THE
oy BeSE L ER A A BRI SR A R B B - TR £ Bt T X
JiF - OECD K PISAGT EI# H BN - ZE IR SERERR BRI 2
M EZEME - — RS HELE ZFUREL - BEBAMBEA R
TEEFIR R E R -

ST T IR B ERBEN AT ERMFEEZ — - B REERAN
M3EH B R Rt - AT R SRR (OECD, 2004, 2005) -

(1) SRRE

ZHE R N BUA SR EE AR ERAL - FEHENE LNgE
AR > AR E B2 BRI N SE - ARMPISARIE AR Z W52 4T
BUR » ROT R A B BOR AT EE  ( » FEOECDRYH/R Bl K 55
TR E T R A BB RE AR LA TR B2 AR = 3093 (OECD,
2011c) & HZARERIEETRE SRKAREK -

AEEEZETHIMW KT LR - BRSBTS AFRADER
HITERK - (RIBAIARIETT R 2 ERZ UM - DURIE S Rg SR in BRI EE - 47
PHEBEAE HFE R - 5 XREHRER 1A MR ELSR N B H » tPpR



FEE R ER B M B2 iY N AT DI 2R VBRI NE & -

INFRES YA 3% T 735 AT DA 83 i AR B AR E A 22 £+ (Patrinos et
al., 2009) - FFZBIFEFEENRT XL GEBHER LR (Public-
Private Partnerships ; LaRoque, 2008; Aslam et al., 2017 ) - DU PG REE B
B - B B BUN BB SRR - AR AL BRI SR
=2 o MR BUSEARIIERREERFAENES  ABRNE K
FiERIBRER BT E (Patrinos, 2013) - EFEERXREFEERE

( Milwaukee Parental Choice Program ) ¥ &N pEfEHEEE » 5/ 2] DA
BRI E -

FHE BRI R AR EUR - B R AR ALHY
NS EAIEHF2: (Eylesetal, 2016) -

LAY FHEE AR 2 (Free Schools) FEE24= ] DAE TR AN TIER
RS - RO B B2 HI DU SR A S A - BohlmarkEH Lindahl AR/
g8 (2007) B » ZetENEAEFEHBEIERAZEERRE -

PR FIRA L B AR B2 AR B2 AR A B — E 2 E AP 2R
*E o fEEHMmEtED - BRIF iR (A (BRI A R IERY A - 2 HAF DU AFL
L EER LA o AngristSE A (2002 ) HIMFZEEEIR - HE ARLIL 2R RE
RCAEAE D M ER AR A & IR - BN AP ZES] - FERESE 2275
HIA LR B A AR AR B » B B DUE A A e Y 5 =X
5427t (Muralidharan and Sundararaman, 2015) °

PISA j HAAFFE IR RYFE IR R - RIS B AR R R N5
A4S - TEOECDIITAB kS HEFBHBEIZ E - B AR
FCAAT BB A S HA3097 < B AR I E R RIRIKAE R - G
THARE S A e R FATL M B ARV A A - AR RETR T2
FCRMEERR R Z K EE (OECD, 2011c) ©

ELHEFIFIEEEOEERRE T » B EERAY I RE B 75 IFAE
HANE - BTN - ERE S T DUE RSB R - BAERREE

/
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Hi# £ (Dronkers, 2003 ) -

BB TR AL L A BB A R E (Rouse, 1998; Hoxby, 1998;
Green et al., 1999) ° Neal (1997) HIWFFERE L& 6D EEE 5 H <&
% mHEIERERE S T 26{E H 3% - Hoxby (2001) HIMFFERIE R -
INTTERREZ [R5 T+ AR A RROCAS (o B2 A A 1S F2 7 -

Belfield#LevinfHF 58 (2002) DUSEFHAFRIR (ATHIEERAE - 2
¥R TEHETES) W8 RE - il 7 EEr41HEEE - 28
T - B ES g REAZERE - AR EREARENZE S
BORHHEE « B E T RI T2 RIRE - BRIEFIREE -

EE VR (Charter Schools) MIALEE - HEMNEH - FF
AR BI6tE - FIRSE G MSE LR EMARE T - $HERFHE
BOETTHIRHE R - N EESE4A HHAER R (Gleason et al.,
2010) - EEEAFFEECRE FE —EHBE - TEEE LR B A TS
%S RS = RIS (4 : Hoxby et al., 2009; Angrist et al., 2010;
Flaker, 2014 ) -

R PR B R A 5 [EE BRI B A A ~ SRHPEE - AT B R =
Hi5E - #ATREIRTIT 2R E - (HERERAAERNE (Hanushek and
Woessmann, 2011 )

B~ B EEBUR

DU RAHEREA R ARRESE £ - st E A IR AT
PR — A -

—  BiadlE

BEREEIY - HHERENE - BEPOREAATRERKT) - fERHT



MAEBORNFETZAT > BMSem B E iR ZIME— il - — B
EHEAEBORR R EGMEREE 7 8 E Ta & HE TR HE
B - ARERR ] R ARG -

VA ] 52

Nt EmEEERNNEE - AEERANZIFZHENZE -
172 75 WIRA1E] [ 2R BB X BE A0 50 A B SE TR - B GBI T EF %R H
£ (Millennium Development Goals ) ANiE7E{E&FEFAERH (Economist,
2015) -

18 SRl Fe ROME VL E DU R E AT A S R 2 B AR - DIRCARIR (cost-
benefit ) FIE AR (cost-effectiveness ) ST INLAERE °

HeckmanZ# & AR 1#84S - D43 83 5 =UHAS B 208 BORIY
BIeEIE - ELLRHIIEE R HAR - EH2AL - IERTET 2 BIZGE N E Y
R B A FIIR 2

MEREERNEE SEAE - RMESSHE LEGHRAG
% ?HE R SR ERME BT - HZMEEBEEIIR LR AE
% ? LR A B MEZEE N BRI - B ARER RFaE @S E &
AR Z RV ZEACAIFNRR - thAh - 5 HiE EIEERERefE TIF L2
o BAREERRER AL - MIFREAIE S (World Bank, 2013 ) -

TEEREBEIMIA B E R A EEFHETHEEN B TR - ZHEES
Bt DU BRSPS EH 2 HEE SSRGS 5=
HEE) - 22N AR LE R R EITEE) © HETSE EER5 BT
HELRIEE LrEs e E A2

FHAE AR AT - BERFE IR N R BT 3 BO 23 Rk BN —
HHETE o EAEFIETERNE SR EZPE RS - RS R E
g - BUBAYIAIREE LE D ECE S5 N TOER PR ETL - M E IR
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H oy RCsEre L -

/ LA ReitE8 HAR

HEHINES PN > INKE

0 Tl

1 Heckman 89855
& AR - Heckman (2008 )

ERBATNRBEREG LB A - Wi EFE LR FERE
B - FEERAVEI T - ATREEIR A 2 DB N EE AT Z R AT - Zanan
AR 7 FET— R B S e L — R ZEREEE - EE RS L
FABNHAM TAERIA 2 EERM (merit-based pay ) fEILFEEN NAIRER
Pesgdr B9 - AR 2B T R BCEmNEE AT -

AN I ACE M R ZBOR - (BRI E T g SR D8 E



B o AT BN R T NME T ARSI ZBIFEE TR - BT A
BREETR LA LA TR 5 [N B (R (R E - (HAZ S (pay differentiation )
fE

AIRER R S BE R N EE IR - (SIS (R AR R BETE A TE R 5 -

- 5F{h

—BUE A AN SN RFEHIRE 2 FPE SRt H B SN IR R
RyFray B EREHEE AT e B EHRNES -

[EE S — (B A RHE R - A ERHERS RV SRR
FE 0 G OEAT TS SZ 255 - 1= SR BAT BRI S © A SR A f 3k
B ZTREEARI BT 2

BREEIMR R T AN ? FRESWIGEE LESERSME
RETS DAER S5 A BN 22 A0 1 SR B R B A T SR A BRI RATL B2 2

EREERIEZFHHEBEE EAZEGH - ARAETEEET AT « B3R
AR AR EE RN > ] DUEMAEA TS MESE S ZH (HEE
R REEEE) -

RN R IEE - FHEERIMERIRA L - SRR
BESHITE RS RENBAESE T - PR RIS — ERFERA - AEERS
AT T EH LK E R RIS T FEEAT -

A~ BRE 3R FE KAYEIIR

e AR EE E R A (Hamburg Chamber of Commerce, 2012 ) B{#%
B HYEEFIBEEE ( Training Consortium 5 Lee, 2009 ) #55& 0] LLE FEBATHY
HlE - ZEllE A TR A G220 A eSS BT LA BT #LEITR
TdE o

S B B R Bk 5E 2 B T R R SE AR SR 2 A - WY
fiti#: (Law, 2008) -



RBRMAE  BRAM? 61

AR IRY

BT SR B O - A DIRHE AR (LR - (AT DMEHHE R
PR NI (HER — (s = =&sk— ]

SR

2 BEE=HA
&R AR IR - B2 4% B Patrinos et al. (2017)

T BEERHEEHE B

DILERBE A LIS BRI TR R A E - RaSie e & B /s
HBERETV BRI R - BUF AP DHRHEEE & - (HIEE RS E R
SR TR A RAE - TEA R it 8E 75 - B4 n] DUSREE
AN BRI A

B % n] DLE B EAE R R B S - ERBUTRBESERIRREIRLA
EEREFNRIE G ERERES - KllRE e 2dlE - EZIIEET
SRR REE & H R AY AR o AL ERI A (IR O B S A B8 -
e RS - FEE1SDABLEE - S5 MEEIRA o B SCRATAIRRER Al
ANRATRER R RE R MEAR - He 2 ARl ia B s & R A ZHl



o BERREENE ATRERR — IR E RN ES A E -

TERTE AR E PR - HE R AR EE— 40 il - e SRR
BV RSB EHE - AEATEFZFA ISR - &
BRI A RE R R At - SE E AU R 2 RBly > BEHRNE
JHANRAEY - BET R RIEZREBIE AYE - BF e A EEER

RE -

H R e fR A 2

3 EEREESE



