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Introduction &

O Main Objective: Policy and program decisions
based on evidence

O Devil’s Advocate: There are diverse types of
evidence (simpler and cheaper!)

O Argument: When | have doubts concerning
the effects of an intervention, and those
doubts have strong practical relevance, the
Impact evaluation is generally justified

O


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The purpose of this session is to reflect on the use of impact evaluations as an instrument that helps in the formulation of public policy and program design. 

What role does impact evaluation play within the arsenal of monitoring and evaluation instruments?  We often hear the argument by skeptics of impact evaluation, that ‘alternative methods’ can be simpler and cheaper.

What characterizes impact evaluations (and that no other method alone can achieve) is the ability to establish, in a credible manner, the effects of an intervention (a policy, a program, etc.) on outcomes.  It is this characteristic that gives us a guideline for when and under what circumstances an impact evaluation is justified.  First, when we have doubts about the effects of the intervention.  In other words, in those cases where we already have accumulated sufficient evidence about the type and magnitude of impact expected from and intervention, we can use methods that only monitor results with greater confidence.  However, when we have doubts (because there have not been conclusive studies or because there in some indication of evidence that contradicts results from previous studies) about the causal effects of a public policy or program, there exists a good case a priori to justify an impact evaluation.  Of course, these doubts can be small or may apply to small problems, in which case we can survive without an impact evaluation.


The evaluation problem &

EEEEEEEEEE

O Impact: difference between the outcome
with and without the program. We cannot
observe simultaneously.

O Simply comparing outcomes for people
with and without the program can be
deceptive If program participation depends
on attributes of individuals that also
Influence outcomes

O Simply comparing outcomes before/after
program can be misleading if other things
happened during the period which may
explain changes in outcomes

o
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Participants vs. non-participants &

O Does job training increase employment
and earnings?

O Compare employment & earning of those
who sign up to those who did not

0 Who signs up?

= Those who are most likely to benefit,
I.e. those with more ability

= Would have higher earnings than non-
participants without job training

O Cannot separate effect of ‘ability’ and

training
SIEF O




Before and After &b

AAAAAAAAA

O Effect of School scholarship program on
enrollment

Financial assistance to poor students

Compare enrollment before and after

Find fall in enrolilment

Did the program fail?

Before is normal economy, but after is
recession

= Could not separate (identify) effect of financial
assistance program from effect of the
recession

&



Solving the evaluation problem &

AAAAAAAAA

O Counterfactual: what would have
happened without the program

O Need to estimate counterfactual
m |.e. find a control or comparison group

O Counterfactual Criteria

= Treated & counterfactual groups have identical
characteristics on average,

= Only reason for the difference in outcomes is
due to the intervention

O
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Impact Evaluation design options .

O Randomized Experiments

O Quasi-experiments/non-experimental
m Regression Discontinuity (RD)
m Difference In difference — panel data

m Other (using Instrumental Variables,
matching, etc)

Oln all cases, these will involve
knowing the rule for assigning
treatment




\MPACT

Two paths to Control Groups &

O Retrospective (very hard):
= Try to evaluate after program implemented

= Statistically model how governments &
Individuals made allocation choices

= Cannot alter treatment or control group

O Prospective:

= Can introduce some reasons for participation
that are uncorrelated with outcomes
(randomization)

= Can exploit selection rules (e.g. RD)
= Easier and more robust




Three uses for decision-making %

1. How much better off are the beneficiaries as
a result of the program? Informs decisions
about continuity, size and budget of the
program

2. |Is the program cost-effective? Informs
about alternatives to achieve an objective.

3. How would results change if the program
design were altered? Informs program
design decisions.

O


Presenter
Presentation Notes
I want to discuss how we can use impact evaluations to inform policy decisions and program design.  The presentation is organized around three possible uses. 

In the simplest terms, with an impact evaluation what we are doing is contrasting the impacts of a program with those that would be obtained without it.  The counterfactual, therefore, is to not have the intervention. Thus, the first thing that this comparison permits us to do is to identify programs that do not have any significant impact or at least not for certain groups of beneficiaries.  That information, obviously, tends to be very powerful in influencing the continuity, size and budget of a program. 

Knowing that the impacts are positive is only part of the question.  It is correct to ask oneself how positive impacts are and how they compare with those obtained by alternative programs.  This is what we do when we estimate the cost effectiveness of a program.  Impact evaluations provide more robust estimates of benefits than alternative methods.

Finally, in many cases policy decisions are not limited to deciding whether or not to continue, expand, or discontinue a program, but how to do it.  In other words,  the key decisions are ones of design.  Again, relying on impact evaluations is ultimately beneficial in terms of basing decisions about program design on robust information about the impacts associated to those different designs.
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Impact evaluation can influence i
continuity and size of programs

o D.A.R.E. (U.S.A)
Q Created In 1983 as part of the effort to reduce
drug use
0 Police educated students in the 5t and 6t
grades
O Multiple experimental evaluations in different
parts of the country

0 Lost federal and local funding as a result of
evaluations that revealed no significant impact
(GAO, 2003, West and O’Neil, 2004, and

Weiss, 2003).
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Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.)
D.A.R.E. was founded in 1983 as a major demand-side intervention in the war on drugs.  Police officers visited classrooms for one-hour a week for 17 weeks.  5th and 6th grade students were the primary recipients of this education, although some secondary school classes were provided as well.
The General Accounting Office (GAO) deemed that the program was ineffective in preventing subsequent adolescent drug use.
Multiple randomized experiments (the GAO review cites 6 evaluations) were conducted for DARE throughout the country. Nearly all of these found no statistically significant effect on drug use.  The program had no long-term effects on a wide range of drug use measures, nor did it show a lasting impact on attitudinal measures.  Short-term effects were seen early on, but disappeared by the end of the study.
In 2000, citing the lack of scientific proof of the program's effectiveness, the Department of Education announced that it would no longer allow schools to spend its money on D.A.R.E.
Evaluations led to major reforms in D.A.R.E. in 2001. Changes are being made at the national level in an attempt to improve the program’s effectiveness. D.A.R.E. developers have added social skills training sessions to the core curriculum and have developed a modified version of the curriculum that can be used in older student populations. These versions of D.A.R.E. have not yet been evaluated. Despite the reforms, many cities and states have cut the program in recent years, citing budgetary constraints and lack of positive evidence as reasons for the cuts.


Impact evaluation can influence
continuity and size of programs

O PROGRESA-Oportunidades (Mexico)

o The program began in 1998 and was phased-in over
2 years, accompanied by an experimental evaluation

o Evaluation results were released shortly after
elections in 2000, findings revealed improved
education and health among participants

o Decision to continue the program, include more
families, and extend the transfers to all high school
students was influenced by the rigorous independent
research effort and international confirmation of the
evaluation’s results

o The program now reaches over 5 million households

j
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Progresa-Oportunidades
Perception of Oportunidades as a politically neutral program.
Evaluation results for the first set of impact evaluations were made public shortly after the presidential elections, but before Vincente Fox assumed the presidency.
Decision was made in December 2000 to continue the program, expand its reach to and additional 750,000 families, and extend the cash transfers until the end of high school
Two factors played a key role in the transition:
Results from the first set of impact evaluations were presented to President-elect Fox
Positive opinions about the program held by international financial institutions (IADB and WB) gave independent and credible confirmation of the information received from outgoing administration officials.



...nopefully by using cost-benefit analysis @

o Job Corps (EE.UU.)

a Training for young adults 16-24

0 Experimental design beginning in 1994-1995
and continuing over the course of 4 years

a In the fourth year, earnings of the
beneficiaries were 12% higher than the control
group and the arrest rate was 16% lower

0 Cost-benefit analysis supported the program’s
funding (Mathematica, 2001)

I - - @
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Job Corps
National job training program for young adults 16-24 years old.  Initiated in 1964 by the U.S. Department of Labor, the program provides vocational training, academic instruction and additional services to make the job placement process easier.
Evaluation is based on the random assignment of applicants to either a program or control group in 1994 and 1995.  The program group could enroll in Job Corps, while the control group could not.  Data was collected on the two groups over a 4 year follow-up period.
The program increased vocational skills training and GED and vocational certificates.
During the fourth, and last, year of the evaluation earnings among the program group were $1,150, or 12% higher, than in they would have been in the absence of the program.
The arrest rate decreased by 16 percent.
Job Corps returns to society about $2 for every dollar spent on the program.
Participants gain from increased earnings and fringe benefits net of increased taxes and child care costs after leaving Job Corps.
The rest of society benefit by the increased taxes paid by participants, reduced use of education, training, and public assistance programs, and the reduced costs of crime.

Sources: Mathematica reports [Decker (2004), Burghardt et. al. (2001)]
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...nopefully by using cost-benefit analysis @

O Familias en Accion (Colombia)

= A conditional cash transfer program that seeks to
iImprove child health and increase school enroliment

= On average, child weight increased by 420 grams,
height-for-age increased by 0.25 SD, and secondary
school enrollment increased by 5-8 percentage points

= Using the impact evaluation results, the net present

value of increased earnings as a result of better health
and increased schooling were calculated

= The value of the benefits (US$259 million) are 60%
greater than the costs (US$163 million)

#
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Birth weight increased by 420 gr.
5% increase in future earnings for every 0.4 kg increase in birth weight
Height-for-age increased by 0.25 z-score 
2% increase in future earnings for every 0.25 z-score increase

Nutrition
Calculations made in constant dollar terms and with a constant discount rate of 10%
Increased earnings due to increased child weight = US$ 21.6M
Benefit of nutrition component = US$111.8M
Cost for nutrition component = US$67.3
For nutrition program: Benefits outweigh the costs by 66%

Education component
Increased productivity is calculated using the minimum wage as the base
Costs include the operation of the education program, increased costs for school infrastructure due to increased enrollment, and private costs of participating in the program
Impact is based on secondary education enrollments
8% return to a year of education is assumed
Benefit of education component = US$147.6M
Cost of education component = US$95.7M

Source: Final Evaluation Report on Familias en Accion (2007)
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Three uses for decision-making

1. How much better off are the beneficiaries as
a result of the program? Informs decisions
about continuity, size and budget of the
program

2. Is the program cost-effective? Informs
about alternatives to achieve an
objective.

3. How would results change if the program
design were altered? Informs program
design decisions. @»



Presenter
Presentation Notes
I want to discuss how we can use impact evaluations to inform policy decisions and program design.  The presentation is organized around three possible uses. 

In the simplest terms, with an impact evaluation what we are doing is contrasting the impacts of a program with those that would be obtained without it.  The counterfactual, therefore, is to not have the intervention. Thus, the first thing that this comparison permits us to do is to identify programs that do not have any significant impact or at least not for certain groups of beneficiaries.  That information, obviously, tends to be very powerful in influencing the continuity, size and budget of a program. 

Knowing that the impacts are positive is only part of the question.  It is correct to ask oneself how positive impacts are and how they compare with those obtained by alternative programs.  This is what we do when we estimate the cost effectiveness of a program.  Impact evaluations provide more robust estimates of benefits than alternative methods.

Finally, in many cases policy decisions are not limited to deciding whether or not to continue, expand, or discontinue a program, but how to do it.  In other words,  the key decisions are ones of design.  Again, relying on impact evaluations is ultimately beneficial in terms of basing decisions about program design on robust information about the impacts associated to those different designs.


Informs about alternatives to achieve an -
objective (cost effectiveness) &

O Teacher incentives (India)

almprove learning outcomes by:

Monetary incentives to groups of teachers and
individual teachers conditioned on student
performance

More inputs to schools (extra teacher, block
grant for school supply needs)

olncentives increased test scores by 0.15 SD

olnputs increased test scores by 0.09 SD
(Muralidharan and Sundararaman, 2006)

0
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A randomized experiment, in which schools were assigned to one of five intervention groups: (1) group incentives provided to teachers conditioned on student performance, (2) individual incentives for teachers, (3) extra para teacher added to the school, (4) extra block grant provided for school supply needs, and (5) control group without any intervention.
Incentives increased test scores by 0.15 standard deviations (0.19 SD for math and 0.12 SD for language)
Inputs increased test scores by 0.09 SD (0.101 SD for math and 0.079 for language)
Variable cost of running a school is approximately $7,000.  Additional inputs added 16% of a normal year’s learning at an annual cost of $222 per school.  The incentives packages added 26% of a normal year’s learning at an additional cost of $222.  This reveals that early results point to teacher incentives as a more cost effective method of increasing learning in schools.
Source: Muralidharan and Sundararaman (2006)



Informs about alternatives to achieve an -
objective (cost effectiveness)

= HIV/AIDS prevention among girls in

Kenya:
o Four methods were tested
1.training teachers in the Kenyan government’s HIV/AIDS-
education curriculum
2.organized debate and essay contest on the role of condoms in
protecting teens against HIV/AIDS
3.reduced cost of education through the supply of school
uniforms
4.information campaign for Kenyan teenagers to spread the
awareness of high HIV prevalence among adult men
o Informing girls about the high level of HIV among adult males was
the most cost-effective method (Duflo, Dupas, Kremer, and Sinei,
2006).

I if_‘ :;‘.‘_"



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Education and HIV/AIDS Prevention
This study randomly assigned participants to treatment and control groups.
The four methods tested are the following: (1) training teachers in the Kenyan government’s HIV/AIDS-education curriculum, (2) organized debate and essay contest on the role of condoms in protecting teens against HIV/AIDS, (3) reduced cost of education through the supply of school uniforms, (4) information campaign for Kenyan teenagers to spread the awareness of high HIV prevalence among adult men
Teenage pregnancy out of marriage is seen as a proxy for unsafe sex, which in turn is seen as a cause of the spread of HIV.
Cost per averted pregnancy is approximately $525 using teacher training, $300 for the student uniform, and $91 for the information campaign.
Source: Duflo, Dupas, Kremer, and Sinei (2006)
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Prevention of HIV/AIDS &

$700 A

$500 ~
$400

$300

$300
$200 ~
$100 ~

$0 |

Cost per pregnancy averted

[ Teacher training B Uniforms M Info. Campaigns

Source: Duflo, Dupas, Kremer, and Sinei (2006)
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Three uses for decision-making

1. How much better off are the beneficiaries as
a result of the program? Informs decisions
about continuity, size and budget of the
program

2. Is the program cost-effective? Informs
about alternatives to achieve an objective.

3. How would results change if the
program design were altered? Informs
program design decisions.

@
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More often, still, the question we face is not one of choice between alternative programs but rather specific design aspects of a particular program. In other words, the situation we often face is one in which we ask ourselves, ‘given that I am going to have the program, what is the best design?’  In many cases, by evaluating the impact of those alternative designs we are able to base implementation decisions on robust evidence. 
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Informs program design decisions %

O RAND Health insurance experiment
(U.S.A)

0 5809 people in 6 sites throughout the country were
randomly assigned to insurance plans that either
had no cost sharing, or 25, 50, or 95% coinsurance

with a maximum family out-of-pocket payment of
$1000 in current dollars

0 Rates of hospitalization was equivalent for the
groups

0 The study found that cost sharing reduces spending

0 Health Savings Accounts, established by the federal
government in 2003, applied high-deductibles to

Insurance options
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RAND Health Insurance Experiment
5809 people in 6 sites throughout the country were randomly assigned to insurance plans that either had no cost sharing, or 25, 50, or 95% coinsurance with a maximum family out-of-pocket payment of $1000 in current dollars.
The cost sharing options had no deductible, while the no cost sharing option had a deductible of $150 for outpatient services.
The experiment began in 1976 and participants were a part of the program for 3 to 5 years
The study found that cost sharing reduces spending
Rates of hospitalization was equivalent for the groups
Results were similar across income levels.
Following the study, insurance companies began to use more cost sharing and deductibles.
Health Savings Accounts, established by the federal government in 2003, are a good example of the high-deductible option put into practice.
Source: Newhouse (2004); Keeler (1992)
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Informs program design decisions

EvaLyaTioW

O Conditional cash transfers for
school attendance (Bogota,
Colombia)

a Pilot program involving 10,000 students

O Experiments with different payment methods

1.Transfer of $15/month conditional on school
attendance

2.Transfer of $10/month, plus $50 at the end of the
school year

3.Transfer of $10/month, plus $240 at the end of
secondary school

a Allows for different timing and size of
payments to be tested
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CCT Bogota
Pilot CCT is randomly assigned at the school level. Initiated in 2005
Included 10,000 beneficiaries
Three treatments are tested: (1) simple transfer of $15 per month conditional on school attendance, (2) $10 per month plus $50 at the end of the school year, and (3) $10 per month plus $240 at the end of secondary school
Results show that transfers 1 and 2 lead to similar outcomes
Transfer 3 increased the progression rate from secondary to tertiary school
Source: Barrera et al 2008.



If it is so obvious, why aren’t there more @
impact evaluations? = e

O Ignorance has political advantages
(Pritchett, 2002)

O Technical capacity is limited (and there iIs
a strong tradition among other evaluation
methods)

O Benefits are not clearly appropriated to
those who bear the costs: Evaluations as
a public good

D)



There is an array of possible responses @

O Legal mandates (e.g. Social
Development Law in Mexico)

O Institutionalization within the state
(e.g. SINERGIA in Colombia)

O Facilitating independent evaluation:
methods, information, case studies
(www.policyhub.gov.uk)
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Mexico:
Established the Consejo Nacional de Evaluación de la Política de Desarrollo Social to oversee the evaluation of government programs

Colombia:
SINERGIA centralizes the oversight and control of impact evaluations
Impact evaluations include those for Familias en Accion, Empleo en Accion, public administration reform

UK:
Policy hub is aimed at policy makers and researchers in order to improve the way policy is shaped and delivered and to promote the highest standard of research and evaluation




http://www.policyhub.gov.uk/�
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There is an array of possible responses @

O International coordination

o Exchange of information from evaluation results
(individual and meta-analysis, guides, etc.)
= Campbell Collaboration

= Aims to prepare systematic reviews of social and
educational policies and practices

= (www.campbellcollaboration.org)

o Multi-country projects for impact evaluation
= DIME initiative
= Coordinates impact evaluation in critical, policy-
relevant areas (i.e. CCTs, education, slum
upgrading)
= Systematic review of development interventions

Q)
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Mexico:
Established the Consejo Nacional de Evaluación de la Política de Desarrollo Social to oversee the evaluation of government programs

Colombia:
SINERGIA centralizes the oversight and control of impact evaluations
Impact evaluations include those for Familias en Accion, Empleo en Accion, public administration reform

UK:
Policy hub is aimed at policy makers and researchers in order to improve the way policy is shaped and delivered and to promote the highest standard of research and evaluation

Campbell Collaboration:
Systematic review of research evidence from social, behavioral, and educational arenas



http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/�

Road map: The next 5 days &

- Today: The Context
- Why do results matter?
- Linking monitoring with evaluation
- Importance of evidence for policy

- Today, Monday, Tuesday: The Tools
- Cost-benefit and cost effectiveness
- ldentification strategies
- Data collection
- Operational issues

- Wednesday, Thursday: The Experience
- Group work on evaluation design and

presentations
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