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Abstract 

In Bangladesh, pervasive poverty has kept generations of families from sending 

their children to school, and without education, their children�s future will be a 

distressing echo of their own.  Many children from poor families in Bangladesh do not 

attend school either because their families cannot afford books and other school 

materials, or because the children contribute to their family�s livelihood and cannot be 

spared.  In some areas, there is also a lack of schools.  Among those who enter primary 

school, only about 40 percent of them complete it.  The commendable success of the 

Food for Education (FFE) program of the Government of Bangladesh has led to larger 

classes, but do these crowded classrooms crowd out learning? 

How does FFE work? 

The Government of Bangladesh launched the FFE program in 1993.  The FFE 

program provided a free monthly ration of foodgrains to poor families in rural areas if 

their children enrolled in primary school, and maintained an 85 percent attendance rate.  

The family could consume the grain or sell it and use the cash to meet other expenses.  

Before the program was terminated in June 2002, the FFE program covered about 27 

percent of all primary schools and enrolled about one-third of all primary school students.  

FFE beneficiary students accounted for about 13 percent of all students in primary 

schools in Bangladesh.  The cost of the program (including the value of foodgrains) was 

approximately US$37 per beneficiary student per year.  A two-step targeting mechanism 

was used, selecting poor areas, then poor households within those areas. 

Data from school and household surveys conducted in Bangladesh by the 

International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) in September-October 2000 were 

used to evaluate the FFE program.  The surveys included primary schools with and 

without the FFE program, and a cross section of households including program 

beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries.  The sample includes 600 households in 60 villages in 

30 unions in 10 thanas, and 110 schools in the same 30 unions from which the household 
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sample was drawn.  In addition, a standard academic achievement test, designed to assess 

the quality of education received by students, was given to students in both FFE and non-

FFE schools. 

What was the impact of FFE on learning? 

IFPRI analysis showed that the FFE program led to increased enrollment and 

class attendance rates, particularly among girls.  However, classrooms of FFE schools 

became more crowded:  on average, classrooms in FFE schools had 22 percent more 

students (67 students) than classrooms in non-FFE schools (55 students).  Within FFE 

schools, the average test score is lower for FFE beneficiaries than nonbeneficiary 

students, which brings down the aggregate score in FFE schools.  In non-FFE schools, 

average test scores of all students are comparable to nonbeneficiaries in FFE schools.  

Boys consistently outperformed girls in the achievement test in all subjects in all types of 

schools, regardless of FFE beneficiary status. 

Does classroom crowding (resource dilution) or the lower ability of FFE children 

(peer effect) affect test scores of non-FFE students in FFE schools?  IFPRI�s multivariate 

analysis does not support the resource dilution hypothesis.  Class size has no effect on 

student achievement. 

Results of the peer effect analysis, however, show that the learning performance 

of non-FFE students in FFE schools is negatively affected when an average of 44 percent 

of the students in class are FFE beneficiaries.  This is probably due to the teachers having 

to go more slowly to accommodate poorly performing FFE students.  These students 

come from poorer families.  Evidence from household surveys show that children from 

poor families are less likely to have educated parents who could help them in their studies 

at home, afford study materials, and find enough time to do the homework, as many of 

them must contribute to their family�s livelihood.  Moreover, from birth, these children 

are often deprived of the basic nutritional building blocks that they need in order to learn. 

Nevertheless, there are benefits to non-FFE beneficiaries from being in an FFE 

school because FFE schools must meet certain minimum educational quality standards to 
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maintain FFE eligibility.  For example, in FFE schools, at least 10 percent of Grade 5 

students must qualify for the national annual scholarship examination.  No such 

performance standards are required for the non-FFE primary schools.  These benefits to 

non-FFE beneficiaries outweigh the negative peer effects up to the point when FFE 

beneficiaries reached 69 percent of the students in the classroom.  After 69 percent, the 

benefits derived from minimum performance standards vanish. 

The overall effect at the community level is measured by the Minimum Learning 

Achievement; the percentage of children in a community who attain a minimum 

achievement score, weighted by the enrolment rate in that community.  The minimum 

learning achievement in FFE communities is higher than in non-FFE communities 

(despite the latter tending to be richer) due to the increased enrollment from FFE.  

Particularly, major benefits accrued to the children from poor families who would not 

have attended school without the FFE program. 

Implications for food assistance programming 

As a food-based social safety net, the FFE program in Bangladesh served a wider 

purpose than simply providing the poor with immediate sustenance through take-home 

food rations, important as that is.  It has empowered children from poor families with 

education, thereby paving their pathway out of poverty. 

The FFE enrollment increase was greater for girls than boys, yet boys consistently 

outperformed girls on the achievement tests.  Having drawn them into school, improving 

the quality of girls� education will ultimately strengthen the beneficial effects of women�s 

education on various family-level outcomes, such as children�s schooling, child health 

and nutrition, and women�s fertility. 

The concern that learning performance of non-FFE students in FFE schools may 

be adversely affected by increased class size generated by the FFE program appears to be 

unfounded.  But unchecked, the negative peer effect could hinder student achievement.  

In the FFE program, this was offset by the requirement that FFE schools must meet 

certain minimum educational quality standards in order to maintain their school-level 
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eligibility for the program.  Setting clear standards for performance is important, even at 

the primary level.  Minimum performance standards should be incorporated in the design 

of the recently implemented Primary Education Stipend program (a cash-for-education 

program that has replaced the government�s FFE program), as well as in the ongoing 

pilot testing of the school-feeding program launched by the Government of Bangladesh 

with support from the World Food Programme. 
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1. Introduction 

It is hard to overemphasize the importance of quality education for improving the 

welfare of individuals.  In developing countries, providing universal primary education 

connotes a great opportunity to reduce poverty and to promote economic growth.  Quality 

primary education would equip children from poor families with literacy, numeracy, and 

basic problem-solving skills to move out of poverty. 

In Bangladesh, pervasive poverty has kept generations of families from sending 

their children to school, and without education, their children�s future will be a 

distressing echo of their own.  Many children from poor families in Bangladesh do not 

attend school either because their families cannot afford books, other school materials, or 

clothes, or because the children contribute to their family�s livelihood and cannot be 

spared.  Among those who enter primary school, only about 40 percent of them complete 

it. 

In an effort to increase primary school enrollment of children from poor families 

and to retain them in school, the Government of Bangladesh launched the Food for 

Education (FFE) program in 1993.  The FFE program provides a free monthly ration of 

foodgrains to poor families in rural areas if their children attend primary school.  Thus, 

the FFE foodgrain ration becomes a monthly income entitlement enabling a child from a 

poor family to go to school.  The family can consume the grain, thus reducing its food 

budget, or it can sell the grain and use the cash to meet other expenses.1 

A recent evaluation of the Bangladesh�s FFE program, conducted by the 

International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), finds that the program has largely 

fulfilled its objectives of increasing school enrollment, promoting school attendance, and 

preventing dropouts.  The enrollment increase was greater for girls than for boys.  The 

                                                 
1 In June 2002, the Government of Bangladesh terminated the FFE program, and replaced it with the 
Primary Education Stipend program�a cash-for-education program. 
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study also finds that the program significantly increases food consumption in the 

beneficiary households (Ahmed and del Ninno 2002). 

There have been a number of other studies that estimated the impact of the FFE 

program on primary school enrollment in Bangladesh.  They all suggest that the program 

has resulted in increased primary school enrollment (Ahmed 2000; Ahmed and Billah 

1994; Arends-Kuenning and Amin 2000; BIDS 1997; DPC 2000; Khandker 1996; 

Ravallion and Wodon 1997).  However, because of increased enrollment and class 

attendance rates, FFE school classrooms are more crowded than non-FFE school 

classrooms.  Consequently, there have been concerns about the deterioration of the 

quality of education in FFE schools. 

In this paper, we examine whether the FFE program has lowered the academic 

performance of the students attending FFE schools.  The paper is organized as follows.  

Section 2 puts our research issue in perspective by reviewing literature on the effect of 

classroom size on learning.  Section 3 provides an overview of the FFE program.  Section 

4 discusses the data that are used in our empirical work.  Section 5 contains the findings 

of our empirical analysis.  We then present our conclusions in Section 6. 

2.  Review of Literature on the Issue 

In this section we review the state of knowledge about the effects of class size on 

student achievement.  Currently, a very active debate is occurring in the economics of 

education literature on the question of whether large class sizes have a negative impact on 

student learning.  On one side, Hanushek (2003) makes the argument that few published 

studies have found the expected negative and significant impact of class size on student 

learning, indicating that school resources are not utilized well.  Hanushek (2003) notes 

that of 276 published U.S. estimates, 14 percent found positive and statistically 

significant impacts of teacher/pupil ratios on student performance, but an equal 

percentage found negative and statistically significant impacts.  Seventy-two percent of 

the estimates found statistically insignificant effects.  In developing countries, Hanushek 
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reviewed 30 estimates, of which an equal percentage, 27 percent, found positive and 

significant effects of the teacher/pupil ratio on student achievement, as found negative 

and significant effects. 

On the other side of the class size debate, researchers argue that most published 

studies are seriously flawed and therefore, one should focus attention on the few well-

designed studies in the literature.  Krueger (2002) argues that if one analyzes the 

published studies, giving more weight to the well-designed studies, class size has a 

significant and negative impact on achievement test scores.  Glewwe (2002) is highly 

critical of conventional studies of the impact of class size on student achievement test 

scores.  He points out that most studies do not properly control for the unobserved 

characteristics that influence class size and achievement.  For example, governments 

might provide more resources in areas that have low schooling attainment compared to 

areas with high schooling attainment.  In this case, regression analysis that did not control 

for the government�s resource allocation might find that larger class sizes are associated 

with higher school achievement.  Glewwe cites two well-designed studies in South Africa 

(Case and Deaton 1999) and in Israel (Angrist and Lavy 1999) that both find significant 

positive impacts of smaller class sizes on student achievement. 

There are, however, reasons why smaller class sizes might not be associated with 

higher achievement test scores.  Lazear (1999) argues that what matters to classroom 

performance is the number of disruptions.  As class size increases, the probability that a 

disruption will occur tends to increase, other things being equal.  However, disruptive 

students might be placed in smaller sized classes, in an effort to monitor their behavior.  

Hanushek (2003) interprets data from the STAR project, an experiment in the U.S. state 

of Tennessee, where school children were randomly assigned to classes with varying size, 

as showing that there is a one-time benefit to small class sizes in kindergarten, which 

probably represents a socialization effect.  Once students are socialized to behave 

properly in school, there is little benefit to small class sizes. 

In a study on determinants of primary education quality in Francophone Africa, 

Michaelowa (2001) finds a positive effect on of the number of students in each class on 
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student achievement up to a class size of 62 students.  Above this size, however, the 

effect becomes increasingly negative.  Michaelowa then cites Hanushek (1998), and 

Mingat and Suchaut (1998) who find that, below a certain limit, an increase in class size 

would not lower student achievement. 

3.  Overview of the FFE Program 

Origin of the FFE Program 

In 1992, the Government of Bangladesh closed down the Palli (rural) Rationing 

program, one of the largest channels in the Public Food Distribution System (PFDS).  

The government was providing subsidies equivalent to US$60 million per year to run the 

program.  However, about 70 percent of the subsidized foodgrain (mostly rice) was going 

to those who were not poor, i.e., ineligible to receive the subsidy (Ahmed 1992).  The 

high cost of subsidy and heavy leakage to the nonpoor motivated its abolition. 

Following the demise of Palli Rationing, the government commissioned a 

working group, chaired by IFPRI, to review the options for developing food programs 

that would reach the neediest people in a cost-effective manner.  Drawing on the working 

group�s suggestions, the government launched a large-innovative pilot program, Food for 

Education, in July 1993. 

Expansion of the FFE Program in Relation to Overall Primary Education 

Table 1 shows the trends in primary education in Bangladesh during the 10 years 

from 1989/90 to 1998/99.  Over this period, the number of primary schools increased by 

43 percent; teachers employed in primary schools, by 39 percent; and students in primary 

schools, by 59 percent.  Almost the entire expansion in primary education during the 

period was due to the growth in private-sector schools.  There was a sudden and big surge 

in the number of nongovernment primary schools, which increased from 13,043 in 
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1992/93 to 28,640 in 1993/94.  This increase was in response to a new government 

directive that provided incentives to rural communities to build new schools. 

Table 1  Number of government and nongovernment primary schools, teachers, and 
students 

Number of schools Number of teachers Number of students 

Year 
Govern-

ment 

Non-
govern-

ment Total
Govern-

ment 

Non-
govern-

ment Total 
Govern-

ment 

Non-
govern-

ment Total 
       (thousands) 
1989/90 37,760  8,023 45,783 162,237 37,819 200,056 10,494 1,851 12,345 
1990/91 37,659  10,487 48,146 160,744 42,103 202,847 10,722 2,313 13,035 
1991/92 38,097  11,867 49,964 158,180 50,091 208,271 11,157 2,560 13,717 
1992/93 37,855  13,043 50,898 160,497 54,282 214,779 11,239 2,963 14,202 
1993/94 37,528  28,640 66,168 159,538 82,714 242,252 11,266 3,919 15,185 
1994/95 37,717  24,900 62,617 161,251 87,532 248,783 11,826 4,603 16,429 
1995/96 37,752  23,831 61,583 161,026 88,689 249,715 12,026 5,042 17,068 
1996/97 37,348  24,290 61,638 161,597 88,331 249,928 12,248 5,071 17,319 
1997/98 41,248  24,987 66,235 160,677 90,313 250,990 12,423 5,206 17,629 
1998/99 39,709 25,901 65,610 179,710 99,282 278,992 13,521 6,091 19,612 
Source: Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS). �Statistical Yearbook of Bangladesh,� various issues. 

Note:  Nongovernment schools include (1) registered nongovernment primary school, (2) high school-attached primary 
school, (3) experimental school, (4) Ebtadayee Madrasa (EM), (5) high madrasa attached EM, (6) kindergarten 
school, (7) satellite school, and (8) community school. 

 

Data in Table 1 also indicate that the average number of students per teacher in all 

primary schools increased from 62 in 1989/90 to 70 in 1998/99.  There are more students 

per teacher in government schools than in nongovernment schools.  In 1989/90, 

government schools had a student/teacher ratio of 65, while in nongovernment schools 

the ratio was 49.  This ratio increased to 75 for government schools and 61 for 

nongovernment schools in 1998/99. 

The FFE program started in 1993 in 460 unions, one union in each of the 460 

rural thanas in Bangladesh.2  The program expanded to 1,247 unions by 2000.  From 

                                                 
2 The administrative structure of Bangladesh consists of divisions, districts, thanas, and unions, in 
decreasing order by size.  There are five divisions, 64 districts, 489 thanas (of which 29 are in four city 
corporations), and 4,451 unions (all rural).  The FFE program was implemented in all 460 rural thanas. 
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1993/94 to 1999/00, the number of primary schools covered by the program increased by 

262 percent and the number of students in the program schools increased by 245 percent.  

About 40 percent of the students in FFE schools received FFE foodgrains.  Hence, out of 

the 5.2 million students enrolled in schools with the FFE program in 2000, 2.1 million 

students were FFE beneficiaries.  About 2 million families benefited from the program in 

2000.  Before the program was terminated in June 2002, FFE had covered about 27 

percent of all primary schools and enrolled about one-third of all primary school students 

in Bangladesh.  FFE beneficiary students accounted for about 13 percent of all students in 

primary schools. 

In 1993/94, the FFE program started at a cost of 683 million taka (US$17 

million),3 involving distribution of 79,553 metric tons of foodgrains.  By 1999/00, the 

annual cost increased to 3.94 billion taka (US$77 million), and the distribution of 

foodgrains to 285,973 metric tons.  The cost of the program (including the value of 

foodgrains) in 2000 translates into 1,897 taka (US$37.19) per beneficiary student per 

year.  The share of the FFE program in total expenditure for primary education in the 

country increased from 4.7 percent in 1993/94 to 19.9 percent in 1997/98. 

Salient Features of the FFE Program 

The FFE program was funded by the Government of Bangladesh.  The program 

was one of the foodgrain distribution channels of PFDS and was administered by the 

Primary and Mass Education Division (PMED). 

The FFE program used a two-step targeting mechanism.  First, two to three 

unions that were economically backward and had a low literacy rate were selected from 

each of the 460 rural thanas.  The program covered all government, registered 

nongovernment, community (low-cost), and satellite primary schools, and one Ebtedayee 

Madrasa (religion-based primary school) in these selected unions.  Second, within each 

                                                 
3 The official exchange rate for the taka, the currency of Bangladesh, was 40.25 taka per US$1.00 in June 
1994.  The exchange rate was 51.00 taka per $1.00 in June 2000. 
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union, households with primary-school-age children became eligible for FFE benefits if 

they met at least one of the following four targeting criteria:  

1. A landless or near-landless household that owns less than half an acre of land; 

2. The household head�s principal occupation is day laborer; 

3. The head of household is a female (widowed, separated from husband, divorced, 

or having a disabled husband); or 

4. The household earns its living from low-income professions (such as, fishing, 

pottery, weaving, blacksmithing, and cobbling). 

A household that met the targeting criteria, but was covered under another 

targeted food-based program of the government (such as the Vulnerable Group 

Development program or the Rural Development program), was not eligible to receive 

FFE foodgrains. 

If a household was selected to participate in the FFE program, it was entitled to 

receive a free ration of up to 20 kilograms of wheat or 16 kilograms of rice per month for 

sending its children to a primary school.4  If a household had only one primary-school-

age child (6-10 years) who attended school, then that household was entitled to receive 

15 kilograms of wheat or 12 kilograms of rice per month.  To be eligible for 20 kilograms 

of wheat or 16 kilograms of rice, a household was required to send more than one child, 

and all primary-school-age children, to school.  To maintain their eligibility, children had 

to attend 85 percent of total classes in a month.  Thus, the total foodgrain allotment to a 

school could vary from month to month, depending on the variation in the number of 

students who met the attendance requirement. 

Based on the targeting criteria, a School Managing Committee (SMC) and a 

Compulsory Primary Education Ward Committee jointly prepared a list of FFE 

beneficiary households in every union at the beginning of each year.  Due to resource 

                                                 
4 Of the total quantity of FFE foodgrain distributed from 1997/98 to1999/00, wheat accounted for about 64 
percent, and rice, about 36 percent. 
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constraints, the total number of beneficiary households was identified so that no more 

than 40 percent of students received FFE rations.  The beneficiary list was recorded in a 

registry book.  The headmaster of the school, who was a member and secretary of the 

SMC, was the custodian of this registry book.  Each FFE-enlisted household received a 

ration card that entitled it to receive the monthly free foodgrain ration. 

In the beginning of each month, the headmaster prepared a list of students from 

beneficiary households who had met the 85 percent attendance requirement in the 

previous month.  Based on this list, the SMC calculated the foodgrain requirement for the 

school for that month and prepared a procurement request.  The Thana Education Officer 

certified the procurement request and then forwarded it to the Thana Controller of Food, 

an official of the Ministry of Food.  Each union had a designated private grain dealer who 

distributed FFE foodgrains to all beneficiary households in that union.  Based on the 

procurement requests, the Thana Controller of Food issued a delivery order to the 

Ministry of Food�s Local Supply Depot to provide all grain dealers in the thana with 

monthly supplies of FFE foodgrains for distribution to all beneficiary households living 

in that thana.  Each beneficiary student�s parent or guardian holding the FFE ration card 

picked up the monthly ration on a day specified by the school.  Designated officials were 

responsible to supervise the foodgrain distribution (PMED 2000). 

4.  Data 

Our data come from school and household surveys conducted in Bangladesh by 

IFPRI in September-October 2000 for an evaluation of the FFE program.  The surveys 

included primary schools with and without the FFE program, and a cross section of 

households including program beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries. 

The sample includes 600 households in 60 villages in 30 unions in 10 thanas, and 

110 schools in the same 30 unions from which the household sample was drawn.  First, 

the sampling process randomly selected 10 thanas with probability proportional to size 

(PPS), based on thana-level population data from the 1991 census.  Second, two FFE 
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unions and one non-FFE union were randomly selected per thana.  Third, two villages 

from each union were randomly selected with PPS using village-level population data 

from the 1991 census.  A complete census of the households was carried out in each of 

the selected villages.  Then, 10 households that had at least one primary-school-age child 

(6 to 12 years old) were randomly selected in each village from the census list of 

households. 

Only those schools attended by the children in the sample households were 

selected for the school survey.  A total of 110 primary schools (70 FFE and 40 non-FFE 

schools) were surveyed. 

Several questionnaires were used to survey primary schools with and without the 

FFE program, a cross section of households including program beneficiaries and 

nonbeneficiaries, FFE foodgrain dealers, program implementing officials, and FFE and 

non-FFE communities.  In addition, a village census questionnaire collected information 

on household demography, school enrollment, literacy, and FFE participation from 

17,134 households. 

The household questionnaire collected information on a wide variety of topics, 

such as household composition, occupation, education, school participation, dwelling 

characteristics, assets, expenditures, food consumption, anthropometric measurements of 

women and children, and use of the FFE system.  A team of male and female 

interviewers, who completed separate male and female questionnaires for each 

household, administered the household survey. 

The school questionnaire collected information on student enrollment, class 

attendance, dropout and repetition, teacher qualification, school facilities, physical 

characteristics, school expenditures, and FFE program participation. 

Questionnaires administered to foodgrain dealers and program-implementing 

officials captured various operational aspects of the FFE program.  A community survey 

was conducted in all sample villages to collect primary data on union-level and village-

level variables. 
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In addition to the above-mentioned surveys, the data include children�s academic 

achievement test scores.  Two sets of test scores are available.  The test was administered 

twice�once to 3,369 fourth-grade students5 attending the 110 surveyed FFE and non-

FFE schools, and separately to a subsample of 288 children in the household.  

Unfortunately, it was difficult to locate a larger number of children in their households 

who could take the test. 

The test was a standard academic achievement test, designed to assess the quality 

of education received by students.  The household sample of test score data is limited 

because of its small sample size, but it relates to detailed information collected in the 

household survey.  The school sample test score data has the advantage of a large sample 

that relates to school characteristics from the school survey, but lacks information on 

students� socioeconomic background.  However, the school test score data can be 

combined with community data and aggregate data from the household survey to control 

somewhat for socioeconomic background.  The test included four subjects�Bangla, 

English, mathematics, and environmental awareness.  The test was developed by an 

expert from the Institution of Education and Research at the University of Dhaka, and 

was reviewed by researchers from the Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies and 

IFPRI. 

5.  Analysis of Program Effects on Learning 

In this section we address our research issue�the effects of the FFE program on 

learning.  We first present the results of the school-level analysis, which is based on data 

collected in the school survey.  We then provide our findings from the household-level 

analysis, using the household survey data. 

                                                 
5 Primary education in Bangladesh includes Grades 1 to 5. 
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School-Level Analysis 

General Information on Schools 

Observations during the school survey suggest that, in general, nongovernment 

primary school buildings in rural Bangladesh are in much poorer condition than those of 

government primary schools.  Only about 11 percent of the total sample of 

nongovernment schools have a permanent building structure of concrete or tin roofs, 

brick walls, and cement floors, compared to 45 percent of all surveyed government 

schools that have such a structure. 

Table 2 indicates that the average size of FFE schools (in terms of number of 

students per school) is about 27 percent larger than that of non-FFE schools because the 

FFE program entices more children to attend schools.  About half of all students are girls.  

The number of teachers per school (FFE and non-FFE, government and nongovernment) 

ranges from 3.9 to 4.7.  Overall, about 3 out of 10 teachers are female. 

Table 2 also shows that average annual school operating expenses per student 

(excluding teacher salaries) are generally low (around 40 taka per student a year), or very 

low (only 27 taka per student a year) for nongovernment FFE schools.6  Both government 

and nongovernment schools under the FFE program are more intensively inspected than 

schools that are not in the program.  Over 90 percent of teachers in both the FFE and non-

FFE schools received training.  More teachers in nongovernment schools are engaged in 

private tutoring compared to government schools, and this is true for both FFE and non-

FFE schools. 

Table 3 shows that the educational qualifications of teachers in FFE and non-FFE 

schools are about the same.  However, teachers in government schools have higher 

education levels than nongovernment schoolteachers.  About 32 percent of government  

                                                 
6 School operating expenses exclude teacher salaries, and include the costs of stationery and supplies, repair 
and maintenance, utilities, and communication.  Information on school expenses was not available for the 
non-FFE, nongovernment schools. 
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Table 2  General information, by type of schools 
 FFE schools  Non-FFE schools 

Information Government 
Non-

government All Government 
Non-

government All 
Number of students per school in 

2000 350 315 343 286 162 270 
Proportion of girls (percent of total) 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 48.3 49.9 
Average number of teachers per 

school 4.7 3.9 4.5 4.4 4.0 4.4 
Share of female teachers (percent of 

all teachers) 28.9 29.3 29.2 33.1 � � 
Average operating expenses per 

student (taka/year)*  43  27  40  41 � � 
Inspection made by school 

inspectors in 1999 (percent of 
schools) 100.0 92.9 98.6 88.6 80.0 87.5 

Number of inspections in 1999 5.7 3.4 5.2  5.1 2.4 4.8 
Fully follow curriculum (percent of 

schools) 94.6 92.9 94.3  91.4 100.0 92.5 
Teachers who received subcluster 

training (percent of schools) 94.3 90.9 93.7  98.1 100.0 98.3 
Teachers engaged in private tutoring 

(percent of teachers) 14.3 50.0 21.4  25.7 80.0 32.5 

Source: Based on data from IFPRI�s �Food for Education Evaluation Survey, 2000: School Survey,� Bangladesh. 

Note: Ellipsis (�) indicates information was not available.  School operating expenses exclude teacher salaries, and 
include the costs of stationery and supplies, repair and maintenance, utilities, and communication. 

 
schoolteachers have a bachelor�s degree or above.  In contrast, only 9.3 percent of all 

nongovernment schoolteachers have a bachelor�s degree.  There is almost no difference 

in teacher salaries between FFE and non-FFE schools.  However, the average salary of a 

government schoolteacher is about 3.5 times higher than that of a nongovernment 

schoolteacher.  Further, most nongovernment schoolteachers are not paid regularly.  In all 

types of schools, each teacher teaches about four classes per day and five subjects per 

week. 

Table 3 also indicates that, mainly due to much higher salaries, government 

schoolteachers are better-off than nongovernment schoolteachers, as reflected by the 

relative levels of monthly household expenditures.  School salary accounts for about 

three-fourths of total income of government schoolteachers, whereas it accounts for only 

27 percent of total income of nongovernment schoolteachers.  Nongovernment 

schoolteachers mainly depend on agriculture for their livelihood, and are therefore less 

likely to devote themselves to teaching full-time. 
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Table 3  Information about teachers 
FFE schools Non-FFE schools  

Type of information  
Govern-

ment 

Non-
govern-

ment All 
Govern-

ment 

Non-
govern-

ment All  

All 
govern-

ment 

All non-
govern- 

ment 

Educational qualifications (percent of teachers)     
  S.S.C. 37.4 43.6 38.5  34.2 55.0 36.5  36.2 46.7 
  H.S.C. 29.8 43.6 32.2  31.0 40.0 32.0  30.2 42.7 
  Other 1.5 10.9 24.6  28.4 5.0 25.7  27.8 9.3 
Number of classes taught per day 3.9 - 3.2  5.2 - 4.5  4.3 - 
  - 1.3  0.6 - 0.6  1.2 - 
  4.2 4.0  4.0 4.4 4.1  4.0 4.3 
Number of subjects taught 5.3 4.9 5.3  5.2 5.1 5.1  5.3 4.9 
Monthly salary (taka) 4,519 1,279 3,960  4,306 1,300 3,960  4,439 1,285 
Receive salary regularly (percent of 

teachers) 95.8 36.4 85.5  99.4 20.0 90.3  97.1 32.0 
Monthly household expenditure 

(taka) 7,013 3,996 6,489  6,956 4,265 6,635  6,991 4,072 
Source of income (percent of total income) 
  School salary 74.8 29.1 66.9  69.0 20.0 63.4  72.7 26.7 
  Agriculture 12.2 56.4 19.9  18.1 75.0 24.6  14.4 61.3 
  Small business 1.9 7.3 2.8  1.3 - 1.1  1.7 5.3 
  Large business 1.1 3.6 1.6  1.3 5.0 1.7  1.2 4.0 
  Other 3.8 1.8 3.5  7.7 - 6.9  5.3 1.3 

Source: Based on data from IFPRI�s �Food for Education Evaluation Survey, 2000: School Survey,� Bangladesh. 

 
 
School-Level Effects on Learning 

The main focus of our study is to assess the effects of FFE on learning.  The 

relative quality of education in FFE and non-FFE schools could be judged on the basis of 

student/teacher ratio, number of students per classroom, and students� academic 

achievement test scores. 

A large student-teacher ratio is often seen as detrimental to the quality of 

education.  Since the inception of the FFE program in 1993, the number of teachers per 

school has remained virtually constant, while student enrollment has increased 

significantly in FFE schools.  As a result, there are more students per teacher in FFE 

schools than in non-FFE schools.  On average, whereas there were 61 students per 

teacher in non-FFE schools, FFE schools had 76 students per teacher in 2000.  Of the 

nongovernment schools, FFE schools had 81 students per teacher, whereas those without 

the FFE program had only 41 students per teacher in 2000 (calculated from Table 2). 
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IFPRI�s recent evaluation of the FFE program suggests that the overall rate of 

class attendance is 70 percent in FFE schools and only 58 percent in non-FFE schools 

(Ahmed and del Ninno 2002).  Because of increased enrollment and class attendance 

rates, classrooms of FFE schools are more crowded than non-FFE school classrooms.  

Data in Table 4 indicate that, on the average, FFE school classrooms have about 22 

percent more students than non-FFE school classrooms. 

Table 4  Average class size:  School survey results 
 Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 All grades 
 (Number of students per class) 
FFE schools 87 69 68 61 51 67 
  Government 87 69 69 62 54 68 
  Nongovernment 85 67 63 60 41 63 
Non-FFE schools 70 60 55 48 43 55 
  Government 73 64 59 52 46 59 
  Nongovernment 47 35 31 26 23 32 

Source: Based on data from IFPRI�s �Food for Education Evaluation Survey, 2000:  School Survey,� Bangladesh. 

 
To measure learning, we used the results of a standard academic achievement test 

that was administered to students.  This test was given to all fourth-grade students in FFE 

and non-FFE schools, as explained in Section 2.  Table 5 reports on the test scores.  In 

general, high standards are maintained in Bangla, but test outcomes are disappointing for 

English.  Students are intermediate performers in mathematics. 

Table 5 shows that the average test scores are lower in FFE schools (49.1 percent 

of correct answers) than in non-FFE schools (52.0 percent of correct answers), and this 

difference is statistically significant.  Within FFE schools, the average test score of FFE 

beneficiary students (45.6 percent of correct answers) is statistically significantly less 

than that of the nonbeneficiary students (53.2 percent of correct answers), which brings 

down the aggregate score in FFE schools.  FFE beneficiaries score lower than 

nonbeneficiaries probably because of their relatively lower socioeconomic status. 

Table 5 also shows that, the difference in test score is larger between government 

and nongovernment schools than that between FFE and non-FFE schools, with 

government school students performing better than nongovernment school students 
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(Table 5).  Government primary schools have better facilities, have more qualified 

teachers, and provide higher incentives to teachers compared to nongovernment primary 

schools. 

Table 5  Student achievement test scores at the fourth-grade level:  School survey results 
Average rate of correct answers 

Type of school and program participation 

Mean 
achievement in 

Bangla 

Mean 
achievement in  

English 

Mean 
achievement in 
Mathematics 

Mean 
achievement in 

all subjects 
(Percent of correct answers) 

All FFE schools 67.6 27.9 47.3 49.1 
  Government schools 69.2 29.0 48.7 50.5 
    FFE beneficiary students 65.8 27.5 45.5 47.6 
    Nonbeneficiary students 72.7 30.6 52.2 53.5 
  Nongovernment schools 57.5 20.4 38.2 40.1 
    FFE beneficiary students 53.5 17.6 33.9 36.3 
    Nonbeneficiary students 67.8 27.7 49.4 49.9 
  All beneficiary students 63.6 25.7 43.4 45.6 
  All nonbeneficiaries in FFE schools 72.3 30.4 51.9 53.2 
All Non-FFE schools 70.2 30.7 50.5 52.0 
  Government schools 70.3 31.3 51.7 52.7 
  Nongovernment schools 68.4 23.4 35.6 43.7 
All nonbeneficiary students in all schools 71.4 30.5 51.3 52.7 

Source:  Based on data from IFPRI's "Food for Education Evaluation Survey, 2000: School Survey," Bangladesh. 

 
Figure 1 illustrates the differences in student achievement between FFE 

beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries.  In addition to showing average rates of correct 

responses, Figure 1 also shows the share of children in each category scoring at least 40 

percent of correct responses.  The cutoff point of 40 percent is consistent with FFE 

policy.  In 1998/99, in order to improve educational quality in FFE schools, the 

Government of Bangladesh imposed a number of requirements for the schools as well as 

the program beneficiaries to maintain their FFE status.  One of these requirements is that 

students in Grades 3, 4, and 5 obtain at least 40 percent of total points on the previous 

year�s annual examination. 

Achievement test scores presented in Table 6 suggest that gender influences 

student achievement.  Boys consistently outperformed girls in all subjects in all types of 

schools (government and nongovernment), regardless of FFE beneficiary status.  The 

difference in test scores between all boys and all girls is statistically significant.  Figure 2  
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Figure 1  Student achievement at the fourth-grade level 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

illustrates the differences in achievement between FFE beneficiary students and 

nonbeneficiary students, and between all boys and all girls, with girls showing lower 

achievement than boys in all cases. 

Do crowded classrooms reduce student achievement?  If they do, then the concern 

that increased enrollment and attendance due to FFE compromise learning may be a valid 

Table 6  Gender differences in achievement at the fourth-grade level:  School survey results 
Mean 

achievement in 
Bangla 

Mean 
achievement in 

English 

Mean 
achievement in 
Mathematics 

Mean 
achievement in 

all subjects Type of school and 
program participation Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls 

  (Percent of correct answers)   
FFE beneficiaries 64.3 62.9 28.6 23.2 47.1 40.1 48.1 43.5 
All Nonbeneficiaries 73.3 69.8 32.9 28.5 55.6 47.7 55.6 50.2 
Nonbeneficiaries in FFE 

schools 74.4 70.5 31.7 29.3 56.1 48.4 55.9 50.9 
Nonbeneficiaries in Non-FFE 

schools 71.7 68.8 34.4 27.4 55.0 46.6 55.2 49.1 
Government schools 70.8 68.3 32.1 27.4 53.6 46 53.8 48.7 
Nongovernment schools 60.2 58.5 23.2 19.1 41.1 35.3 42.9 38.9 
All students 69.6 67.0 31.1 26.4 52.2 44.6 52.6 47.5 
Source:  Based on data from IFPRI's "Food for Education Evaluation Survey, 2000: School Survey," Bangladesh. 
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Figure 2  Gender differences in achievement 
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according to their place of residence in either FFE program or nonprogram unions.  We 

then illustrate and discuss the results of our analysis of the effects of household-level 

factors on learning. 

Figure 3  Class size and achievement, fourth grade 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Profile of Survey Households 

Table 7 presents the characteristics of households living in FFE and non-FFE 

unions, disaggregated by per capita expenditure quartiles.7  In the FFE program unions, 

about half (52 percent) of all households with primary-school-age children are program 

                                                 
7 Quartile groups are based on household quartiles ranked by total per capita expenditures.  �Expenditure 
quartile� should be understood to mean households in any of the two strata�FFE unions and non-FFE 
unions.  In this study, we use per capita expenditure as a proxy for income for two reasons.  First, 
expenditures are likely to reflect permanent income and are, hence, a better indicator of consumption 
behavior (Friedman 1957).  Second, data on expenditures are generally more reliable and stable than 
income data.  Because expenditures are intended to proxy for income, the terms �expenditure� and 
�income� will be used interchangeably. 
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beneficiaries.  The results presented in the first two rows in Table 7 indicate that the 

distribution of FFE beneficiaries is somewhat progressive.  About 60 percent of the 

households in the poorest quartile (i.e., the bottom 25 percent of households in the 

income distribution) are program beneficiaries, compared to 37 percent of the households 

in the richest quartile that receive FFE benefits.  However, this pattern also shows 

evidence of mistargeting, as many households in the higher income groups are included 

in the program.  About 45 percent of all FFE beneficiary households belong to the richer 

half of all households. 

Table 7  Characteristics of respondent households, by per capita expenditure quartile:  
Household survey results 

Per capita expenditure quartiles 
 1 2 3 4 Total 

FFE unions      
  FFE beneficiary households (percent)   60  53  57  37  52 
  Percent of all beneficiaries  29.0  25.6  27.5  17.9  100.0 
  Percent of households with primary-school-

age children not going to school  19  17  7  8  13 
  Years of schooling, father  0.9  1.9  2.7  3.9  2.3 
  Years of schooling, mother  0.5  0.9  1.1  2.4  1.2 
  No schooling, adult male (percent)  66  59  53  36  54 
  No schooling, adult female (percent)  83  80  77  50  73 
  Per capita monthly expenditure (taka)  335  498  671  1,474  745 
Non-FFE unions      
  Percent of households with primary-school-

age children not going to school  20  32  16  8  19 
  Years of schooling, father  0.8  1.6  3.3  5.0  2.7 
  Years of schooling, mother  0.2  0.9  1.5  3.7  1.6 
  No schooling, adult male (percent)  56  68  56  24  51 
  No schooling, adult female (percent)  92  80  76  36  71 
  Per capita monthly expenditure (taka)  356  521  728  1,597  800 

Source:  Based on data from IFPRI�s �Food for Education Evaluation Survey, 2000: Household Survey,� 
Bangladesh. 

 
 

The results suggest that, for households with primary-school-age children in the 

first two quartiles (the bottom 50 percent of all households), about 36 percent in FFE 

unions and 52 percent in non-FFE unions do not send their children to school.  Overall, 

about 13 percent of all households in FFE unions and 19 percent in non-FFE unions do 
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not send their children to school.  This pattern could be an indication of the success of 

FFE in attracting children from poorer families to attend school. 

The average years of parents� schooling are very low.  Moreover, among the adult 

household members, over half of all adult males and almost three-quarters of all adult 

females never attended school.  In both FFE and non-FFE unions, educational attainment 

of parents and other adults is positively correlated with income. 

The FFE program was designed to target the most �economically backward� 

unions in each thana.  As mentioned in Section 4, the FFE and non-FFE samples of 

unions were randomly drawn, respectively, from the lists of all FFE and non-FFE unions 

in a thana, rather than matching FFE and non-FFE unions on any characteristics.  

Therefore, we expect the FFE unions to be poorer than the non-FFE unions by design.  A 

comparison of average household incomes (in terms of per capita expenditure) between 

FFE unions and non-FFE unions from Table 7 suggests that households in FFE unions 

are indeed somewhat poorer than households in non-FFE unions.  The average household 

income in FFE unions is 6.9 percent lower than the average income in non-FFE unions, 

but this difference is not statistically significant. 

Household-Level Effects on Student Achievement 

Does a family�s economic welfare affect child learning?  Figure 4 portrays the 

relationship between per capita consumption expenditures (as a proxy for income) and 

achievement test scores of children from the same households.  There is a positive 

correlation between the level of family income and child learning, and this relationship is 

more pronounced for households living in FFE unions.  Children from families who are a 

part of the richest quartile scored 47 percent higher on the tests than the children from 

families who belong to the poorest quartile. 

Figure 5 demonstrates that parental education also has an influence on 

achievement.  Children with a parent who completed at least secondary school scored 56  
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Figure 4  Family income and child educational achievement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5  Highest level of education of either parent and child educational achievement 
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percent higher than children with parents who never attended school.  Parents with higher 

educational attainment presumably place more importance on their children�s education 

than the parents who acquired inadequate or no education. 

The household survey results shown in Figure 6 suggest that the average monthly 

per capita expenditure of nonbeneficiary households with children attending FFE schools 

(974 per taka month) is 60 percent higher than that of FFE beneficiary households (608 

taka per month).8  This income difference is statistically significant.  The average per 

capita expenditure of nonbeneficiary households living in non-FFE unions with school-

going children (843 taka per month) is about 13 percent lower than that of nonbeneficiary 

households living in FFE unions.  However, this difference is not statistically significant. 

Figure 6  Income of FFE beneficiary and nonbeneficiary households, and child educational 
achievement 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
8 Per capita monthly expenditures of FFE beneficiary households exclude the income transfer from the FFE 
program. 
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Our school-level analysis (with robust achievement test results from a large 

sample) above suggests that the average test score of FFE beneficiary students is 

significantly lower than that of the nonbeneficiary students in FFE schools.  Further, the 

average score of nonbeneficiary students in non-FFE union schools is slightly lower than 

that of the nonbeneficiary students in FFE schools (see Table 5 and Figure 1).  The 

achievement test results from a much smaller subsample of students from the household 

survey also show a similar pattern (Figure 6). 

Figure 6 plots household income and household-level test scores, which shows a 

clear and positive association between income and learning for the above three groups of 

FFE beneficiary and nonbeneficiary households.  This result indicates that one of the 

main reasons why FFE beneficiary students performed worse on achievement tests than 

their fellow nonbeneficiary students in the same FFE schools is because they come from 

poorer families.  Children from poor families are less likely to have educated parents (see 

Figure 5 above) who could help them in their studies at home, to afford study materials at 

home (books, stationery, etc.), and to find enough time to do the homework, as many of 

them must contribute to their family livelihood.  Furthermore, from birth, children from 

poor families are often deprived of the basic nutritional building blocks that they need in 

order to learn easily.  Therefore, FFE beneficiary students, who mostly come from poor 

families, are less likely to have adequate cognitive ability to learn, possibly due to their 

lower nutritional status at preschool age. 

Figure 7 shows a positive relationship (though not strong) between income and 

nutritional status of preschool age children (aged 6 to 60 months) for households living in 

FFE and non-FFE unions.  The nutritional status of preschoolers is expressed in Z-score 

values for weight-for-age (a measure of underweight), which is a combination of the 
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effects of weight-for-height (wasting) and height-for-age (stunting).9  The differences of 

the average Z-scores between expenditure quartile groups are not statistically significant. 

Figure 7  Nutritional status of preschool children aged 6 to 60 months, by expenditure 
quartile 
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a child who suffers from a nutritional problem. 
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rate.  We calculated this indicator separately for FFE unions and non-FFE unions.  To 

calculate the minimum learning threshold, we used achievement test scores from the 

school survey.  The data used to calculate the ratio of students in fourth grade to the 

number of all fourth-grade-aged children (aged 9-10 years) in a community�the gross 

enrollment rate for fourth grade�came from the household survey. 

Figure 8 shows the minimum learning achievement in FFE and non-FFE 

communities.  The share of all fourth-grade students achieving at least 40 percent of total 

test score is 61.0 percent in the FFE community and 65.7 percent in the non-FFE 

community.  As mentioned earlier, relatively low scores of FFE beneficiary students 

bring down the aggregate score in FFE unions.  On the other hand, the fourth-grade gross 

enrollment rate in FFE unions (47.1 percent) is higher than that in non-FFE unions (41.4 

percent), because the FFE program entices more children to schools in FFE unions.  The 

net result is that the minimum learning achievement in the FFE community (28.7 percent) 

is actually slightly higher than that in the non-FFE community (27.2 percent). 

Figure 8  Minimum learning achievement in FFE and non-FFE communities 
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Multivariate Analysis 

The descriptive statistics presented above do not permit the separation of program 

effects from the effects of other factors.  Therefore, we used an appropriately formulated 

multivariate analysis to isolate the effects of other factors to capture the true effects of the 

FFE program on learning. 

Description of the Model 

To determine the impact of the FFE program on the quality of education, 

researchers must take into account the characteristics of the students who decided to 

enroll in school because of the FFE program.  As the above descriptive analysis suggests, 

these students are likely to be of lower ability than students who enrolled in school 

regardless of the FFE program.  Therefore, a naïve comparison between schools with the 

FFE program and schools without the FFE program would show that students in FFE 

schools had lower average test scores than schools without the FFE program.  The 

relevant research question is whether children who would have been in school without 

the FFE program are now performing worse on tests because lower ability children are 

enrolled or because classrooms are crowded.  These peer effects would be an indirect 

negative impact of the FFE program on children�s performance in school.10 

To investigate the possible negative impacts of the FFE program on learning, our 

analysis focuses on the achievement scores of the students who are not beneficiaries of 

the FFE program.  The idea is to capture the spillover effects or negative externalities of 

the FFE program on the students who are not eligible to receive FFE rations. 

In the sample, two types of primary-school students are nonbeneficiaries of the 

FFE program.  The first group consists of children whose families are not eligible for 

benefits, although they live in unions with the FFE program and send their children to an 

FFE school.  The second group consists of primary school students who live in unions 

                                                 
10 Another relevant research question is whether the students who enroll in school because of the FFE 
program are learning �enough� to justify the costs of schooling to the government and the opportunity cost 
of the children�s time.  The data are not detailed enough to answer this question. 
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that did not have the program in 2000, so that even if the children were poor, they did not 

have access to the program.11 

In our model, student achievement (T), the test score taken from the school 

survey, is determined by a set of explanatory variables.  We estimate the following 

equation: 

T = α + β gender of student + χ FFE school  
+ δ percentage of fourth-grade students receiving FFE  
+ φ classroom crowding + γ teachers� characteristics  
+ η school processes + ι physical characteristics of schools 
+ µ union control variables + ε,  (1) 

 
where α is a scalar, β, χ, δ, φ, γ, η, ι, and µ are parameters of corresponding explanatory 

variables, and ε is an error term. 

The dependent variable, T, is the achievement test score taken from the school 

survey, which covered 3,369 fourth-grade students in 110 schools.  Only the 

nonbeneficiary students are chosen for the analysis.  With missing data and the selection 

of nonbeneficiaries, a total of 1,978 observations are used.  The achievement test score is 

the sum of the scores in Bangla and in mathematics, the most important subjects in 

primary school. 

The controls for whether the school has an FFE program, the percentage of 

children in fourth grade who participate in the FFE program, and for crowding allow for a 

distinction among different impacts that the FFE program might have on student 

achievement.  FFE school is a dummy variable equal to one if the school is an FFE 

school.  To continue being eligible to receive FFE benefits, schools must meet a set of 

minimum educational quality standards, which might have a positive impact on student 

                                                 
11 The FFE program targets children from poor households, most of who would not have attended school 
without the program. The socioeconomic status of the nonbeneficiary students in FFE schools, therefore, 
can roughly be compared with that of the students in non-FFE schools. As mentioned earlier in this report, 
the average monthly per capita expenditure of nonbeneficiary households with children attending FFE 
school is not statistically significantly different from the average per capita expenditure of households with 
children attending non-FFE primary schools. 
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achievement.12  On the other hand, schools in poorer unions are more likely to be 

designated FFE schools than schools in richer unions, so the FFE dummy variable could 

indicate a poor school, which would tend to lower achievement. 

The number of students in fourth-grade classrooms measures the crowding effect.  

Because the schools included in the sample have only one room per grade, the number of 

students enrolled in the school in the fourth grade is a measure of fourth-grade students 

per classroom. 

The inclusion of both the percentage of fourth-grade students who participate in 

the FFE program and the number of students in the fourth-grade classrooms in the 

regression allows for a distinction between peer effects and resource dilution effects on 

nonbeneficiary students� achievement.  Resource dilution effects result when class 

resources, such as the teacher�s time, or classroom seating, are divided among increasing 

numbers of students.  In a class of 20, teachers can spend an average of 3 minutes per 

hour per student, but in a class of 40, teachers can only spend an average of 1.5 minutes 

per hour on each student. 

As the percentage of children who receive the FFE program increases, the 

percentage of poor, low ability students is also likely to increase.  If the achievement of 

nonbeneficiary students decreases as the percentage of children who receive the FFE 

program increases, then that is an indication of negative peer effects. 

If the FFE program results in more children in the classroom, and therefore 

resources such as the teacher�s time and attention are diluted, then the impact of the 

number of children in the fourth grade on nonbeneficiary student achievement should be 

negative.  Controlling for both FFE school status and the percentage of children who 

receive the FFE program distinguishes between the effect of having the FFE program and 

the extent of the program. 

                                                 
12 The minimum quality standards are (1) at least 10 percent of Grade 5 students must qualify for the annual 
scholarship examination, (2) students in Grades 3, 4, and 5 should obtain at least 40 percent of total points 
in the previous year�s annual examination, and (3) the FFE ration is suspended for any school in which a 
random inspection reveals less than 60 percent attendance, until the attendance record improves. 
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Teachers� characteristics include the percentage of teachers in the school who are 

female, the number of teachers in the school who have at least a bachelor�s degree, the 

average teacher salary in the school, and the proportion of teachers in the school who 

have other sources of income besides teaching, which is an indicator of the teachers� 

dedication to teaching.  Although many other teacher characteristic variables are 

available in the data, such as teachers� experience, the teacher variables tend to be highly 

correlated, especially with a variable indicating that the school is a government school.  

Teacher experience, teacher salary, and working in a government school are positively 

correlated.  Regression results that included a dummy variable for government school and 

excluded the teachers� salary variable were no different from the regression results of 

equation (1). 

The school processes variables include the number of inspections per year by 

government officials, whether parents attend meetings at the school, and whether students 

are given daily homework assignments.  The physical characteristics variables include 

whether the school has electricity, the number of blackboards, and whether classrooms 

were classified by the survey interviewers as being in poor condition. 

The regression includes a series of dummy variables that control for the union-

level fixed effects.  Because the government attempted to give priority to poorer unions 

in the FFE program, the regression controls for these union characteristics in the most 

comprehensive manner.  If the variables were left out, the estimates of the impact of 

attending an FFE school would be biased because the error term would be correlated with 

the FFE school dummy variable.  This set of union dummy variables also controls for the 

fact that students who are nonbeneficiaries in schools that do not have the FFE program 

are, on average, likely to be poorer than students who are nonbeneficiaries in schools that 

have the FFE program.  Some poor children go to school even if they do not receive an 

FFE ration.  One could add a variable controlling for the per capita expenditure of the 

nonbeneficiaries aggregated to the union level, but adding the union-level dummy 

variable is equivalent to controlling for this variable, as well as any other union-level 

characteristic, both observed and unobserved. 
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The statistical analysis takes into account the nature of the dependent variable and 

the survey sampling design so as to make correct statistical inferences.  The achievement 

test score ranges from 0 to 19, and therefore the regression is estimated as a Tobit model 

using the �svyintreg� command in Stata.  This command takes into account the fact that 

the dependent variable is censored at 0 and 19, instead of a continuous variable that goes 

from positive to negative infinity.  The command also corrects the standard errors for 

sampling effects�in this case, that the sample was stratified to include both unions that 

participated in the FFE program and did not participate, and that the random sampling 

occurred at the union level and not at the individual level. 

Endogeneity problems could arise in the econometric model specification in 

equation (1) if school characteristics and school achievement test scores were both caused 

by characteristics that were not observed by the researcher.  In the Appendix, we argue 

that in the rural Bangladesh setting, endogeneity is not the problem that often arises in 

other settings. 

Results and Discussion 

The mean, minimum, and maximum values for the variables used in the 

regression analysis are presented in Table 8.  The results of the Tobit model estimation 

are presented in Table 9.  To aid interpretation, the predicted achievement scores from a 

series of simulations that use the estimated coefficients from Table 9 are presented in 

Table 10. 

The FFE program has a statistically significant positive impact on the 

achievement test scores of the nonbeneficiary students.  Students who do not receive FFE 

benefits but go to an FFE school have significantly higher achievement test scores than 

students who do not attend FFE schools, controlling for union characteristics.  However, 

this effect is mitigated to some extent by the negative and statistically significant �peer 

effect� on achievement test scores of nonbeneficiary students, which arise from the 

percentage of students in the classroom who receive FFE benefits. 
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Table 8  Descriptive statistics for variables used in regression analysis, nonbeneficiary 
students, 2000 

Variable Mean Minimum Maximum 
Achievement test score = sum of Bangla and mathematics scores  11.60  0  19 
Male student  0.46  0  1 
School has FFE program  0.58  0  1 
Percentage of students who participate in FFE in Grade 4  0.25  0  0.71 
Measure of crowding�total number of children in Grade 4 classroom  70.27  14  180 
Percentage of female teachers  0.30  0  0.80 
Number of teachers with at least a Bachelors degree  1.54  0  5 
Teachers� average salary per month  4,384.85  1,300  10,577 
Percentage of teachers who report other sources of income  0.20  0  1 
Number of inspections in last school year  5.65  0  14 
Parental participation�parents come to school meetings  0.74  0  1 
Children are given daily homework  0.86  0  1 
School has electricity  0.34  0  1 
Classrooms in poor condition as observed by survey enumerators  0.04  0  1 
Number of blackboards in school  4.84  0  74 
N  1978   

 
 
Table 9  Tobit regression analysis of the impact of the FFE program on the fourth-grade 

achievement test scores of nonbeneficiary students, 2000 
Variable Coefficient t-test 
Male student 1.109 2.35* 
School has FFE program 6.812 2.40* 
Percentage of students who participate in FFE in Grade 4 -9.928 -2.53* 
Measure of crowding�total number of children in Grade 4 classroom 0.020 1.36 
Teacher characteristics at the school level   
  Percentage of female teachers -0.954 -0.58 
  Number of teachers with at least a bachelor�s degree 0.364 1.26 
  Teachers� average salary per month 0.000 0.82 
  Percentage of teachers who report other sources of income -0.522 -0.39 
School processes   
  Number of inspections in last school year 0.060 0.57 
  Parental participation�parents come to school meetings -0.386 -0.59 
  Children are given daily homework 0.459 0.30 
Physical characteristics of schools   
  School has electricity 2.310 1.81+ 
  Classrooms in poor condition as observed by survey enumerators -0.543 -0.55 
  Number of blackboards in school 0.043 2.15* 
Union dummies (F test, 18, 30) Yes 5,991.69** 
N 1,978  
Sigma (goodness of fit) 5.36 33.10** 
Notes:  Significance levels:  + significant at the 10 percent level; * significant at the 5 percent level; ** significant at 

the 1 percent level. 
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Table 10  Simulations of predicted values of learning achievement under various scenarios, 
coefficients from Table 9 

 Predicted 
absolute test 

score 

Predicted percentage 
of correct answers 

on achievement test 

Percentage 
change from 

baseline 
School has no FFE program 10.4 54.9 � 
School has FFE program, 0 percent of students 

receive FFE benefits 17.2 90.7 65.2 
School has FFE program, 44 percent of students 

receive FFE benefits (mean value) 12.9 67.7 23.3 
School has FFE program, percentage of students 

who receive FFE benefits increases by 10 
percentage points to 54 percent 11.9 62.5 -7.7 

School has no electricity 11.2 58.7 � 
School has electricity 13.5 70.9 20.7 
School has 0 blackboards 11.7 61.7 � 
School has 4.8 blackboards (mean value) 11.9 62.8 1.8 
School doubles the number of blackboards to 9.6 12.1 63.9 3.6 
 

The simulation is useful to see whether the positive effect of going to an FFE 

school is larger in magnitude than the negative impact of having a non-zero percentage of 

children receiving FFE benefits.  The simulations present different scenarios.  For 

example, the first row of Table 10 presents the predicted achievement test score that 

would be obtained if no schools had the FFE program.  To calculate the predicted score, 

the variables �FFE school� and �percentage of children in fourth grade who receive FFE 

benefits� are set equal to 0 and then the mean score is calculated for all the 

nonbeneficiary students in the sample.  In schools without the FFE program, on average, 

students would get 10.4 points on the achievement test, or 54.9 percent of the 

achievement test questions correct. 

The scenario presented in the second row of Table 10 shows what would be the 

average score of nonbeneficiary students in FFE schools if there were no FFE 

beneficiaries in fourth-grade classrooms, hence, no peer effect.  The value of the variable 

�FFE school� is set to 1 and the �percentage of children in fourth grade who receive FFE 

benefits� is kept at 0.  Achievement test scores would increase by 65 percent to 90.7 
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percent correct answers compared to the no FFE program baseline (row 1).13  Comparing 

row 2 to row 1 gives us the gross effect of being in an FFE school. 

In the third row of Table 10, the value of �FFE school� is set to 1 and �the 

percentage of children who receive FFE benefits� is set to 44, which is the average 

percentage of children in fourth grade who receive FFE benefits in schools that have the 

FFE program.  A comparison of the first and third rows shows that the net impact of the 

FFE program is to increase school achievement test scores of nonbeneficiaries from 10.4 

points to 12.9 points (from 54.9 percent to 67.7 percent correct answers), or by 23 

percent. 

When the percentage of FFE beneficiary students in a fourth grade FFE classroom 

reaches 68.6 percent, then the negative peer effect arising from a high percentage of FFE 

children in the classroom exceeds the positive impact of being in an FFE school for the 

nonbeneficiary students.  Figure 9 illustrates the predicted impacts of the FEE program 

on student achievement under different scenarios presented above. 

The simulations also show what happens when the percentage of children who 

receive the FFE programs increases in an FFE school.  Comparing rows 3 and 4 of Table 

10, when the percentage of students receiving the FFE program increases by ten 

percentage points from 44 percent to 54 percent, the predicted test score falls from 12.9 

points to 11.9 points (67.7 percent correct answers to 62.5 percent correct answers), or a 

decrease of 7.7 percent. 

The class size or crowding effect is not statistically significant.  As the number of 

children in fourth-grade classrooms increases, there is no statistically significant impact 

on achievement test scores.  This finding is consistent with other findings in the literature, 

which have also found little impact of class size on student achievement (Glewwe 2002; 

Hanushek 2003; Michaelowa 2001).  In the rural Bangladesh context, the finding is not 

                                                 
13 The result should be interpreted with caution, because this simulation is an out-of-sample prediction�
only 2 percent of nonbeneficiary fourth grade students in FFE schools have no students participating in the 
FFE program in their grade. 
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Figure 9  Predicted impacts of the FFE program on student achievement under different 
scenarios 
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to the mean of 4.8 would only increase test scores from 61.7 percent correct to 62.8 

percent correct, or by 2 percent.  Doubling the average number of blackboards from 4.8 

to 9.6 would increase the students� scores from 11.92 to 12.14, or by about 2 percent, or 

an increase of 3.6 percent compared to the baseline of no blackboards.  Other studies by 

Glewwe and Jacoby (1994) in Ghana and Michaelowa (2001) in five Sub-Saharan 

African countries have also found positive and significant, but small in magnitude, 

impacts of blackboards on student achievement.  The impact of electricity is sizable.  

Adding electricity to all schools would increase nonbeneficiary achievement test scores 

by 21 percent, from 58.7 percent correct to 70.9 percent correct.  Currently, only 34 

percent of nonbeneficiary children attend schools with electricity.  The result should be 

interpreted with caution, however, because having electricity could be correlated with 

other unobserved characteristics of the school, such as the neighborhood where it is 

located.  Providing electricity to schools might also be very expensive compared to other 

interventions. 

6.  Conclusions 

The evidence is clear from past studies that the Food for Education program in 

Bangladesh has been very successful at getting poor students enrolled in school, 

especially girls.  However, as Bangladesh has not invested in school resources at the 

same rate that enrollment has increased, class sizes have increased.  Parents, teachers, and 

policymakers have expressed concern about decreasing quality of FFE schools, 

specifically about the perceived negative impact of crowding in classrooms on student 

achievement. 

In this paper, we made an effort to identify the determinants of educational 

quality, and investigated the possible negative impacts of the FFE program on learning.  

We used data collected from school and household surveys.  These data sets include 

detailed information about school- and household-level characteristics, and scores from a 

standard achievement test administered to students. 
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In summary, the results of our analysis at the school-level reveal that the average 

test scores are lower in FFE schools than in non-FFE schools.  About 40 percent of 

students in FFE schools are program beneficiaries and the rest are nonbeneficiaries.  

Within FFE schools, the average score of FFE beneficiaries is less than that of the 

nonbeneficiaries, which brings down the aggregate score in FFE schools.  FFE 

beneficiaries score lower than nonbeneficiaries probably because of their relatively lower 

socioeconomic and nutritional status. 

Gender influences student achievement.  Boys consistently outperformed girls in 

the achievement test, regardless of FFE beneficiary status.  Therefore, interventions 

specifically focused to promote girls� performance need to be considered.  Improved 

quality of girls� education, in turn, would strengthen and expedite the beneficial effects of 

women�s education on various family-level outcomes, such as children�s schooling, child 

health and nutrition, and fertility. 

One of the main sources of children�s capacity and motivation to learn is the 

quality of family environment.  Evidence from the household survey shows that children 

from poor households do worse on achievement tests than children from rich households.  

Children whose parents are educated do better on achievement tests than children whose 

parents are uneducated.  Children from poor households are also shown to have higher 

incidence of malnutrition than children from rich households, which affects learning. 

To investigate the possible negative impact of the FFE program on test scores, we 

analyze student achievement test data collected in schools in a multivariate framework.  

We focus on the impact of the FFE program on nonbeneficiary students� achievement.  

Our approach allows us to distinguish among the effects of students enrolled in an FFE 

school, having a higher percentage of FFE beneficiary children in the classroom, and 

increasing class size. 

The results of our multivariate analysis reveal that the class size has no 

statistically significant effect on student achievement.  Our finding that class size does 

not seem to matter to student achievement in rural Bangladesh is consistence with many 

studies in the economics of education literature.  This finding, therefore, negates the 
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assertion that the increased number of students in FFE school classrooms�basically 

resulting from the success of the FFE program�reduced learning. 

The analysis, however, shows that as the percentage of students who receive the 

FFE program grows, test scores of nonbeneficiary students in FFE schools decrease, 

implying that there are negative peer effects of the FFE program on nonbeneficiary 

students.  For example, FFE beneficiary students are poorer and are likely to be of lower 

cognitive ability than nonbeneficiary students; therefore, teachers may have to pay more 

attention to them than the nonbeneficiary students.  There may be other factors as well.  

We conclude that, although we do find a negative impact of the FFE program on 

achievement of nonbeneficiary students in FFE schools, this negative impact on learning 

operates primarily through peer effects, and not through class size. 

The FFE beneficiary students are poorer and likely to be of lower ability than 

nonbeneficiary students.  High ability and low ability students can be assigned to 

different classes, but this would require more classroom space and teachers.  In rural 

Bangladesh, parents are probably not able to evaluate education quality very well, due to 

their own low-level or no education.  As their education and experience increases, what 

may eventually happen is that wealthier families would take their children out of 

government-supported general primary schools and into well-funded private schools, and 

so the government-supported and private school market will sort children by ability. 

On the other hand, our analysis suggests that the FFE program has a significant 

positive impact on the achievement test scores of the nonbeneficiary students.  Students 

who do not receive FFE benefits but go to an FFE school have significantly higher test 

scores than students who do not attend FFE schools.  This effect probably comes from the 

requirement that FFE schools must meet certain minimum educational quality standards 

in order to maintain their school-level eligibility for the program.  Our simulation results 

suggest that, at the average percentage of FFE beneficiary students in school, the positive 

impact of being in a FFE school outweighs the negative impact of having a non-zero 

percentage of FFE beneficiary students in the classroom. 
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Setting clear standards for performance is important for all levels of education.  In 

Bangladesh, although performance indicators are embodied in certification examinations 

at the secondary and higher levels, they are neglected at the primary level.  We suggest 

that carefully devised, minimum performance standards be incorporated in the design of 

the recently implemented Primary Education Stipend program, a cash-for-education 

program that has replaced the FFE program, as well as in the ongoing pilot testing of the 

school-feeding program.14 

Our study provides evidence that FFE beneficiary students bring down the 

aggregate achievement test score in FFE unions.  We have also found that the gross 

enrollment rate in FFE unions is higher than that in nonprogram unions, because the FFE 

program entices more children to school in FFE unions.  We constructed an index of 

community-level minimum learning achievement, calculated by multiplying the share of 

students in a community above the threshold of minimum learning by the enrollment rate 

in that community.  We show that the FFE program has increased the minimum learning 

achievement in the FFE communities, thereby the FFE community as a whole benefited 

by achieving a higher level of quality education compared to non-FFE communities.  

Particularly, major benefits accrued to the children from poor families who would not 

have attended school without the FFE program. 

All in all we conclude that, as a food-based social safety net, the FFE program in 

Bangladesh served a wider purpose than simply providing the poor with immediate 

sustenance through food transfers, important as that is.  It has empowered children from 

poor families with education, thereby paving their pathway out of poverty. 

                                                 
14 In July 2002, in order to alleviate short-term hunger in the classroom and to promote primary school 
enrollment and retention rate, the World Food Programme and the Government of Bangladesh launched the 
school-feeding program in chronically food-insecure areas of Bangladesh.  The program distributes 
micronutrient-fortified biscuits to all children in the intervention schools. 
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Appendix:  Potential Sources of Endogeneity 

Endogeneity problems could arise in the econometric model employed in this 

study if school characteristics and school achievement test scores were both caused by 

characteristics that were not observed by the researcher.  For example, if parents who 

place a high value on their children�s schooling spend more time doing homework with 

their children and also choose where to live based on school resources, then the impact of 

school resources on children�s achievement test scores is overestimated.  Glewwe (2002) 

discusses at length the difficulties of estimating the impact of school resources, especially 

class size, on student achievement. 

We argue that in the rural Bangladesh setting, endogeneity is not the problem that 

often arises in other settings.  In the Bangladesh FFE program case, one might imagine 

that the following endogeneity problems would arise:  the government allocates the FFE 

program and school resources to low-performing areas, leading to an underestimate of the 

impact of school resources on student achievement; parents choose which schools their 

children attend, so that motivated parents choose schools with more resources; and 

parents who care about schooling are able to get more government resources to their 

children�s schools.  We explain, in turn, why each of these situations does not create an 

endogeneity problem for our study. 

The FFE program is targeted to poor rural areas.  The district administration gets 

funds, which are allocated to the thana-level officials, the lowest level of government 

administration in Bangladesh.  At the thana level, unions are chosen to participate based 

on their socioeconomic levels and their literacy rates.  In the econometric model 

specification in equation (1), we control for this selection by including union dummy 

variables, which control for all observed and unobserved characteristics of the union, 

including those that are used to select the unions for the program.  So, the targeting of the 

FFE program to poor areas is controlled for in the regression, as is any other targeting of 

school resources that occurs at the union level. 
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All selection of schools into the FFE program occurs at the union level.  When a 

union is chosen for the FFE program, basically all the schools within the union are 

eligible, provided that they meet the regulations.  All the government and registered 

nongovernment schools participate.  Only one madrasa within the union is eligible, but 

only about 4 percent of students in our census attend a madrasa.  The Bangladesh Rural 

advancement Committee (BRAC) is a nongovernmental organization (NGO) that 

provides schools in villages at the early primary level.  BRAC opted not to participate in 

the FFE program, but NGOs only enroll about 6 percent of primary-school students. 

The next potential source of endogeneity arises from parental choice of their 

children�s schools.  In the rural areas, where the data were collected, often only one 

school is available in the village.  The census data collected for this study show that about 

80 percent of children go to a school within their village, and the remaining 20 percent go 

to a school within their union.  Seventy-two percent of students attend government 

schools, and about 13 percent go to nongovernment schools.  Students in rural 

Bangladesh do not have much choice in the schools that they attend.  In the sample of 

school test scores, 64 percent of the children lived in a village where there was only one 

school, and an additional 20 percent lived in a village where there were two schools.  

Therefore, in this setting, the school choice does not create as large of an endogeneity 

problem as it would in other settings, such as an urban area of Bangladesh. 

The final source of potential endogeneity arises from parents being able to 

organize and obtain the political power to improve schools.  Even if only one school is 

available in a village, parents who care about their children�s education might be able to 

pressure the government to invest more resources in the local school or to build another 

school when the current school gets crowded.  This scenario is unlikely in rural 

Bangladesh.  Parents have little experience with school, and so are unable to judge school 

quality.  Table 7 in this report shows that in FFE unions, on average, fathers have 2.3 

years of schooling and mothers have 1.2 years of schooling.  The people who live in the 

villages are mostly poor and have little political clout.  Schooling resource decisions are 
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made at higher levels of government, not at local levels, and the administrators of these 

programs often have little incentive to respond to village needs. 

To conclude, endogeneity of school resources and class size is not as much of a problem 

in our study setting as it would be in other settings.  The FFE program created variation 

across schools in class size, and this variation allows us to estimate the impacts of being 

in an FFE school, having a high proportion of students who receive the FFE program, and 

classroom crowding on school achievement. 

 

 



42 

References 

Ahmed, A. U.  1992.  Operational performance of the rural rationing program in 

Bangladesh. Working Paper on Bangladesh No. 5.  Washington, D.C.:  

International Food Policy Research Institute. 

________.  2000.  Targeted distribution.  In Out of the shadow of famine:  Evolving food 

markets and food policy in Bangladesh, ed. R. Ahmed, S. Haggblade, and T. E. 

Chowdhury, 213-231.  Baltimore, Md., U.S.A.:  Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Ahmed, A. U., and K. Billah.  1994.  Food for education program in Bangladesh:  An 

early assessment.  Bangladesh Food Policy Project Manuscript No. 62.  

Washington, D.C.:  International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Ahmed, A., and C. del Ninno.  2002.  The Food for Education Program in Bangladesh:  

An evaluation of its impact on educational attainment and food security.  Food 

Consumption and Nutrition Division Discussion Paper 138.  Washington, D.C.:  

International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Angrist, J., and V. Lavy.  1999.  Using Maimonides� rule to estimate the effect of class 

size on scholastic achievement.  Quarterly Journal of Economics 114 (2): 

533-575. 

Arends-Kuenning, M., and S. Amin.  2000.  Effects of schooling incentive programs on 

household time allocation.  Policy Research Division Working Paper No. 133.  

New York:  Population Council. 

BIDS (Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies).  1997.  An evaluation of the Food 

for Education program:  Enhancing accessibility to and retention in primary 

education for the rural poor in Bangladesh.  Dhaka. 

Case, A., and A. Deaton.  1999.  School inputs and educational outcomes in South Africa.  

Quarterly Journal of Economics 114 (3): 1047-1084. 



43 

DPC (Development Planners and Consultants).  2000.  Comprehensive 

assessment/evaluation of the Food for Education programme in Bangladesh.  A 

report prepared for the Primary and Mass Education Division, Food for Education 

Programme Project Implementation Unit, Dhaka. 

Friedman, M.  1957.  A theory of the consumption function.  Princeton, N.J., U.S.A.:  

Princeton University Press. 

Glewwe, P.  2002.  Schools and skills in developing countries:  Educational policies and 

socioeconomic outcomes.  Journal of Economic Literature 40 (2): 436-482. 

Glewwe, P., and H. Jacoby.  1994.  Student achievement and schooling choice in low-

income countries:  Evidence from Ghana.  Journal of Human Resources 29 (3): 

843-864. 

Hanushek, E. A.  1998.  The evidence on class size.  Occasional Paper No. 98-1.  

Rochester, N.Y., U.S.A.:  W. Allen Wallis Institute of Political Economy, 

University of Rochester. 

Hanushek, E. A.  2003.  The failure of input-based schooling policies.  Economic Journal 

113 (485): F64-F98. 

Khandker, S. R.  1996.  Education achievements and school efficiency in rural 

Bangladesh.  World Bank Discussion Paper 319.  Washington, D.C.:  World 

Bank. 

Krueger, A.  2002.  Economic considerations and class size.  NBER Working Paper No. 

8875.  Cambridge, Mass., U.S.A.:  National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Lazear, A. P.  1999.  Educational production.  NBER Working Paper No. 7349.  

Cambridge, Mass., U.S.A.:  National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Michaelowa, K.  2001.  Primary education quality in francophone Sub-Saharan Africa:  

Determinants of learning achievement and efficiency considerations.  World 

Development 29 (10): 1699-1716. 

Mingat, A., and B. Suchaut.  1998.  Une analyse économique comparative des systèmes 

éducatifs africaines.  Rapport réalisé pour le Ministère Français des Affaires 

Etrangères, Coopération et Francophonie, Paris. 



44 

PMED (Primary and Mass Education Division).  2000.  Project report:  Food for 

Education program.  (In Bangla.)  Dhaka:  Project implementation unit, Food for 

Education Program. 

Ravallion, M., and Q. Wodon.  1997.  Evaluating a targeted social program when 

placement is decentralized.  Washington, D.C.:  World Bank. 

 

 

 

 

 



FCND DISCUSSION PAPERS 
 

 

148 Stunted Child-Overweight Mother Pairs:  An Emerging Policy Concern? James L. Garrett and Marie T. Ruel, 
April 2003 

147 Are Neighbors Equal?  Estimating Local Inequality in Three Developing Countries, Chris Elbers, Peter 
Lanjouw, Johan Mistiaen, Berk Özler, and Kenneth Simler, April 2003 

146 Moving Forward with Complementary Feeding:  Indicators and Research Priorities, Marie T. Ruel, Kenneth 
H. Brown, and Laura E. Caulfield, April 2003 

145 Child Labor and School Decisions in Urban and Rural Areas:  Cross Country Evidence, Lire Ersado, 
December 2002 

144 Targeting Outcomes Redux, David Coady, Margaret Grosh, and John Hoddinott, December 2002 

143 Progress in Developing an Infant and Child Feeding Index: An Example Using the Ethiopia Demographic 
and Health Survey 2000, Mary Arimond and Marie T. Ruel, December 2002 

142 Social Capital and Coping With Economic Shocks: An Analysis of Stunting of South African Children, 
Michael R. Carter and John A. Maluccio, December 2002 

141 The Sensitivity of Calorie-Income Demand Elasticity to Price Changes: Evidence from Indonesia, Emmanuel 
Skoufias, November 2002 

140 Is Dietary Diversity an Indicator of Food Security or Dietary Quality? A Review of Measurement Issues and 
Research Needs, Marie T. Ruel, November 2002 

139 Can South Africa Afford to Become Africa�s First Welfare State? James Thurlow, October 2002 

138 The Food for Education Program in Bangladesh: An Evaluation of its Impact on Educational Attainment and 
Food Security, Akhter U. Ahmed and Carlo del Ninno, September 2002 

137 Reducing Child Undernutrition: How Far Does Income Growth Take Us? Lawrence Haddad, Harold 
Alderman, Simon Appleton, Lina Song, and Yisehac Yohannes, August 2002 

136 Dietary Diversity as a Food Security Indicator, John Hoddinott and Yisehac Yohannes, June 2002 

135 Trust, Membership in Groups, and Household Welfare: Evidence from KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa, 
Lawrence Haddad and John A. Maluccio, May 2002 

134 In-Kind Transfers and Household Food Consumption: Implications for Targeted Food Programs in 
Bangladesh, Carlo del Ninno and Paul A. Dorosh, May 2002 

133 Avoiding Chronic and Transitory Poverty: Evidence From Egypt, 1997-99, Lawrence Haddad and Akhter U. 
Ahmed, May 2002 

132 Weighing What�s Practical: Proxy Means Tests for Targeting Food Subsidies in Egypt, Akhter U. Ahmed and 
Howarth E. Bouis, May 2002 

131 Does Subsidized Childcare Help Poor Working Women in Urban Areas? Evaluation of a Government-
Sponsored Program in Guatemala City, Marie T. Ruel, Bénédicte de la Brière, Kelly Hallman, Agnes 
Quisumbing, and Nora Coj, April 2002 

130 Creating a Child Feeding Index Using the Demographic and Health Surveys: An Example from Latin 
America, Marie T. Ruel and Purnima Menon, April 2002 

129 Labor Market Shocks and Their Impacts on Work and Schooling: Evidence from Urban Mexico, Emmanuel 
Skoufias and Susan W. Parker, March 2002 

128 Assessing the Impact of Agricultural Research on Poverty Using the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework, 
Michelle Adato and Ruth Meinzen-Dick, March 2002 

127 A Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of Demand- and Supply-Side Education Interventions: The Case of 
PROGRESA in Mexico, David P. Coady and Susan W. Parker, March 2002 

126 Health Care Demand in Rural Mozambique: Evidence from the 1996/97 Household Survey, Magnus 
Lindelow, February 2002 

125 Are the Welfare Losses from Imperfect Targeting Important?, Emmanuel Skoufias and David Coady, January 
2002 



FCND DISCUSSION PAPERS 
 

 

124 The Robustness of Poverty Profiles Reconsidered, Finn Tarp, Kenneth Simler, Cristina Matusse, Rasmus 
Heltberg, and Gabriel Dava, January 2002 

123 Conditional Cash Transfers and Their Impact on Child Work and Schooling: Evidence from the PROGRESA 
Program in Mexico, Emmanuel Skoufias and Susan W. Parker, October 2001 

122 Strengthening Public Safety Nets: Can the Informal Sector Show the Way?, Jonathan Morduch and Manohar 
Sharma, September 2001 

121 Targeting Poverty Through Community-Based Public Works Programs: A Cross-Disciplinary Assessment of 
Recent Experience in South Africa, Michelle Adato and Lawrence Haddad, August 2001 

120 Control and Ownership of Assets Within Rural Ethiopian Households, Marcel Fafchamps and Agnes R. 
Quisumbing, August 2001 

119 Assessing Care: Progress Towards the Measurement of Selected Childcare and Feeding Practices, and 
Implications for Programs, Mary Arimond and Marie T. Ruel, August 2001 

118 Is PROGRESA Working? Summary of the Results of an Evaluation by IFPRI, Emmanuel Skoufias and 
Bonnie McClafferty, July 2001 

117 Evaluation of the Distributional Power of PROGRESA�s Cash Transfers in Mexico, David P. Coady, July 
2001 

116 A Multiple-Method Approach to Studying Childcare in an Urban Environment: The Case of Accra, Ghana, 
Marie T. Ruel, Margaret Armar-Klemesu, and Mary Arimond, June 2001 

115 Are Women Overrepresented Among the Poor? An Analysis of Poverty in Ten Developing Countries, Agnes 
R. Quisumbing, Lawrence Haddad, and Christina Peña, June 2001 

114 Distribution, Growth, and Performance of Microfinance Institutions in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, 
Cécile Lapenu and Manfred Zeller, June 2001 

113 Measuring Power, Elizabeth Frankenberg and Duncan Thomas, June 2001 

112 Effective Food and Nutrition Policy Responses to HIV/AIDS: What We Know and What We Need to Know, 
Lawrence Haddad and Stuart Gillespie, June 2001 

111 An Operational Tool for Evaluating Poverty Outreach of Development Policies and Projects, Manfred Zeller, 
Manohar Sharma, Carla Henry, and Cécile Lapenu, June 2001 

110 Evaluating Transfer Programs Within a General Equilibrium Framework, Dave Coady and Rebecca Lee 
Harris, June 2001 

109 Does Cash Crop Adoption Detract From Childcare Provision? Evidence From Rural Nepal, Michael J. 
Paolisso, Kelly Hallman, Lawrence Haddad, and Shibesh Regmi, April 2001 

108 How Efficiently Do Employment Programs Transfer Benefits to the Poor? Evidence from South Africa, 
Lawrence Haddad and Michelle Adato, April 2001 

107 Rapid Assessments in Urban Areas: Lessons from Bangladesh and Tanzania, James L. Garrett and Jeanne 
Downen, April 2001 

106 Strengthening Capacity to Improve Nutrition, Stuart Gillespie, March 2001 

105 The Nutritional Transition and Diet-Related Chronic Diseases in Asia: Implications for Prevention, Barry M. 
Popkin, Sue Horton, and Soowon Kim, March 2001 

104 An Evaluation of the Impact of PROGRESA on Preschool Child Height, Jere R. Behrman and John 
Hoddinott, March 2001 

103 Targeting the Poor in Mexico: An Evaluation of the Selection of Households for PROGRESA, Emmanuel 
Skoufias, Benjamin Davis, and Sergio de la Vega, March 2001 

102 School Subsidies for the Poor: Evaluating a Mexican Strategy for Reducing Poverty, T. Paul Schultz, March 
2001 

101 Poverty, Inequality, and Spillover in Mexico�s Education, Health, and Nutrition Program, Sudhanshu Handa, 
Mari-Carmen Huerta, Raul Perez, and Beatriz Straffon, March 2001 



FCND DISCUSSION PAPERS 
 

 

100 On the Targeting and Redistributive Efficiencies of Alternative Transfer Instruments, David Coady and 
Emmanuel Skoufias, March 2001 

99 Cash Transfer Programs with Income Multipliers: PROCAMPO in Mexico, Elisabeth Sadoulet, Alain de 
Janvry, and Benjamin Davis, January 2001 

98 Participation and Poverty Reduction: Issues, Theory, and New Evidence from South Africa, John Hoddinott, 
Michelle Adato, Tim Besley, and Lawrence Haddad, January 2001 

97 Socioeconomic Differentials in Child Stunting Are Consistently Larger in Urban Than in Rural Areas, 
Purnima Menon, Marie T. Ruel, and Saul S. Morris, December 2000 

96 Attrition in Longitudinal Household Survey Data: Some Tests for Three Developing-Country Samples, Harold 
Alderman, Jere R. Behrman, Hans-Peter Kohler, John A. Maluccio, Susan Cotts Watkins, October 2000 

95 Attrition in the Kwazulu Natal Income Dynamics Study 1993-1998, John Maluccio, October 2000 

94 Targeting Urban Malnutrition: A Multicity Analysis of the Spatial Distribution of Childhood Nutritional 
Status, Saul Sutkover Morris, September 2000 

93 Mother-Father Resource Control, Marriage Payments, and Girl-Boy Health in Rural Bangladesh, Kelly K. 
Hallman, September 2000 

92 Assessing the Potential for Food-Based Strategies to Reduce Vitamin A and Iron Deficiencies: A Review of 
Recent Evidence, Marie T. Ruel and Carol E. Levin, July 2000 

91 Comparing Village Characteristics Derived From Rapid Appraisals and Household Surveys: A Tale From 
Northern Mali, Luc Christiaensen, John Hoddinott, and Gilles Bergeron, July 2000 

90 Empirical Measurements of Households� Access to Credit and Credit Constraints in Developing Countries: 
Methodological Issues and Evidence, Aliou Diagne, Manfred Zeller, and Manohar Sharma, July 2000 

89 The Role of the State in Promoting Microfinance Institutions, Cécile Lapenu, June 2000 

88 The Determinants of Employment Status in Egypt, Ragui Assaad, Fatma El-Hamidi, and Akhter U. Ahmed, 
June 2000 

87 Changes in Intrahousehold Labor Allocation to Environmental Goods Collection: A Case Study from Rural 
Nepal, Priscilla A. Cooke, May 2000 

86 Women�s Assets and Intrahousehold Allocation in Rural Bangladesh: Testing Measures of Bargaining 
Power, Agnes R. Quisumbing and Bénédicte de la Brière, April 2000 

85 Intrahousehold Impact of Transfer of Modern Agricultural Technology: A Gender Perspective, Ruchira 
Tabassum Naved, April 2000 

84 Intrahousehold Allocation and Gender Relations: New Empirical Evidence from Four Developing Countries, 
Agnes R. Quisumbing and John A. Maluccio, April 2000 

83 Quality or Quantity? The Supply-Side Determinants of Primary Schooling in Rural Mozambique, Sudhanshu 
Handa and Kenneth R. Simler, March 2000 

82 Pathways of Rural Development in Madagascar: An Empirical Investigation of the Critical Triangle of 
Environmental Sustainability, Economic Growth, and Poverty Alleviation, Manfred Zeller, Cécile Lapenu, 
Bart Minten, Eliane Ralison, Désiré Randrianaivo, and Claude Randrianarisoa, March 2000 

81 The Constraints to Good Child Care Practices in Accra: Implications for Programs, Margaret Armar-
Klemesu, Marie T. Ruel, Daniel G. Maxwell, Carol E. Levin, and Saul S. Morris, February 2000 

80 Nontraditional Crops and Land Accumulation Among Guatemalan Smallholders: Is the Impact Sustainable? 
Calogero Carletto, February 2000 

79 Adult Health in the Time of Drought, John Hoddinott and Bill Kinsey, January 2000 

78 Determinants of Poverty in Mozambique: 1996-97, Gaurav Datt, Kenneth Simler, Sanjukta Mukherjee, and 
Gabriel Dava, January 2000 

77 The Political Economy of Food Subsidy Reform in Egypt, Tammi Gutner, November 1999. 



FCND DISCUSSION PAPERS 
 

 

76 Raising Primary School Enrolment in Developing Countries: The Relative Importance of Supply and 
Demand, Sudhanshu Handa, November 1999 

75 Determinants of Poverty in Egypt, 1997, Gaurav Datt and Dean Jolliffe, October 1999 

74 Can Cash Transfer Programs Work in Resource-Poor Countries? The Experience in Mozambique, Jan W. 
Low, James L. Garrett, and Vitória Ginja, October 1999 

73 Social Roles, Human Capital, and the Intrahousehold Division of Labor: Evidence from Pakistan, Marcel 
Fafchamps and Agnes R. Quisumbing, October 1999 

72 Validity of Rapid Estimates of Household Wealth and Income for Health Surveys in Rural Africa, Saul S. 
Morris, Calogero Carletto, John Hoddinott, and Luc J. M. Christiaensen, October 1999 

71 Social Capital and Income Generation in South Africa, 1993-98, John Maluccio, Lawrence Haddad, and 
Julian May, September 1999 

70 Child Health Care Demand in a Developing Country: Unconditional Estimates from the Philippines, Kelly 
Hallman, August 1999 

69 Supply Response of West African Agricultural Households: Implications of Intrahousehold Preference 
Heterogeneity, Lisa C. Smith and Jean-Paul Chavas, July 1999 

68 Early Childhood Nutrition and Academic Achievement: A Longitudinal Analysis, Paul Glewwe, Hanan 
Jacoby, and Elizabeth King, May 1999 

67 Determinants of Household Access to and Participation in Formal and Informal Credit Markets in Malawi, 
Aliou Diagne, April 1999 

66 Working Women in an Urban Setting: Traders, Vendors, and Food Security in Accra, Carol E. Levin, Daniel 
G. Maxwell, Margaret Armar-Klemesu, Marie T. Ruel, Saul S. Morris, and Clement Ahiadeke, April 1999 

65 Are Determinants of Rural and Urban Food Security and Nutritional Status Different? Some Insights from 
Mozambique, James L. Garrett and Marie T. Ruel, April 1999 

64 Some Urban Facts of Life: Implications for Research and Policy, Marie T. Ruel, Lawrence Haddad, and 
James L. Garrett, April 1999 

63 Are Urban Poverty and Undernutrition Growing? Some Newly Assembled Evidence, Lawrence Haddad, 
Marie T. Ruel, and James L. Garrett, April 1999 

62 Good Care Practices Can Mitigate the Negative Effects of Poverty and Low Maternal Schooling on 
Children's Nutritional Status: Evidence from Accra, Marie T. Ruel, Carol E. Levin, Margaret Armar-
Klemesu, Daniel Maxwell, and Saul S. Morris, April 1999 

61 Does Geographic Targeting of Nutrition Interventions Make Sense in Cities? Evidence from Abidjan and 
Accra, Saul S. Morris, Carol Levin, Margaret Armar-Klemesu, Daniel Maxwell, and Marie T. Ruel, April 
1999 

60 Explaining Child Malnutrition in Developing Countries: A Cross-Country Analysis, Lisa C. Smith and 
Lawrence Haddad, April 1999 

59 Placement and Outreach of Group-Based Credit Organizations: The Cases of ASA, BRAC, and PROSHIKA 
in Bangladesh, Manohar Sharma and Manfred Zeller, March 1999 

58 Women's Land Rights in the Transition to Individualized Ownership: Implications for the Management of 
Tree Resources in Western Ghana, Agnes Quisumbing, Ellen Payongayong, J. B. Aidoo, and Keijiro Otsuka, 
February 1999 

57 The Structure of Wages During the Economic Transition in Romania, Emmanuel Skoufias, February 1999 

56 How Does the Human Rights Perspective Help to Shape the Food and Nutrition Policy Research Agenda?, 
Lawrence Haddad and Arne Oshaug, February 1999 

55 Efficiency in Intrahousehold Resource Allocation, Marcel Fafchamps, December 1998 

54 Endogeneity of Schooling in the Wage Function: Evidence from the Rural Philippines, John Maluccio, 
November 1998 



FCND DISCUSSION PAPERS 
 

 

53 Agricultural Wages and Food Prices in Egypt: A Governorate-Level Analysis for 1976-1993, Gaurav Datt 
and Jennifer Olmsted, November 1998 

52 Testing Nash Bargaining Household Models With Time-Series Data, John Hoddinott and Christopher Adam, 
November 1998 

51 Urban Challenges to Food and Nutrition Security: A Review of Food Security, Health, and Caregiving in the 
Cities, Marie T. Ruel, James L. Garrett, Saul S. Morris, Daniel Maxwell, Arne Oshaug, Patrice Engle, 
Purnima Menon, Alison Slack, and Lawrence Haddad, October 1998 

50 Computational Tools for Poverty Measurement and Analysis, Gaurav Datt, October 1998 

49 A Profile of Poverty in Egypt: 1997, Gaurav Datt, Dean Jolliffe, and Manohar Sharma, August 1998. 

48 Human Capital, Productivity, and Labor Allocation in Rural Pakistan, Marcel Fafchamps and Agnes R. 
Quisumbing, July 1998 

47 Poverty in India and Indian States: An Update, Gaurav Datt, July 1998 

46 Impact of Access to Credit on Income and Food Security in Malawi, Aliou Diagne, July 1998 

45 Does Urban Agriculture Help Prevent Malnutrition? Evidence from Kampala, Daniel Maxwell, Carol Levin, 
and Joanne Csete, June 1998 

44 Can FAO's Measure of Chronic Undernourishment Be Strengthened?, Lisa C. Smith, with a Response by 
Logan Naiken, May 1998 

43 How Reliable Are Group Informant Ratings? A Test of Food Security Rating in Honduras, Gilles Bergeron, 
Saul Sutkover Morris, and Juan Manuel Medina Banegas, April 1998 

42 Farm Productivity and Rural Poverty in India, Gaurav Datt and Martin Ravallion, March 1998 

41 The Political Economy of Urban Food Security in Sub-Saharan Africa, Dan Maxwell, February 1998 

40 Can Qualitative and Quantitative Methods Serve Complementary Purposes for Policy Research? Evidence 
from Accra, Dan Maxwell, January 1998 

39 Whose Education Matters in the Determination of Household Income: Evidence from a Developing Country, 
Dean Jolliffe, November 1997 

38 Systematic Client Consultation in Development: The Case of Food Policy Research in Ghana, India, Kenya, 
and Mali, Suresh Chandra Babu, Lynn R. Brown, and Bonnie McClafferty, November 1997 

37 Why Do Migrants Remit? An Analysis for the Dominican Sierra, Bénédicte de la Brière, Alain de Janvry, 
Sylvie Lambert, and Elisabeth Sadoulet, October 1997 

36 The GAPVU Cash Transfer Program in Mozambique: An assessment, Gaurav Datt, Ellen Payongayong, 
James L. Garrett, and Marie Ruel, October 1997 

35 Market Access by Smallholder Farmers in Malawi: Implications for Technology Adoption, Agricultural 
Productivity, and Crop Income, Manfred Zeller, Aliou Diagne, and Charles Mataya, September 1997 

34 The Impact of Changes in Common Property Resource Management on Intrahousehold Allocation, Philip 
Maggs and John Hoddinott, September 1997 

33 Human Milk�An Invisible Food Resource, Anne Hatløy and Arne Oshaug, August 1997 

32 The Determinants of Demand for Micronutrients: An Analysis of Rural Households in Bangladesh, Howarth 
E. Bouis and Mary Jane G. Novenario-Reese, August 1997 

31 Is There an Intrahousehold 'Flypaper Effect'? Evidence from a School Feeding Program, Hanan Jacoby, 
August 1997 

30 Plant Breeding: A Long-Term Strategy for the Control of Zinc Deficiency in Vulnerable Populations, Marie 
T. Ruel and Howarth E. Bouis, July 1997 

29 Gender, Property Rights, and Natural Resources, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, Lynn R. Brown, Hilary Sims 
Feldstein, and Agnes R. Quisumbing, May 1997 



FCND DISCUSSION PAPERS 
 

 

28 Developing a Research and Action Agenda for Examining Urbanization and Caregiving: Examples from 
Southern and Eastern Africa, Patrice L. Engle, Purnima Menon, James L. Garrett, and Alison Slack, April 
1997 

27 "Bargaining" and Gender Relations: Within and Beyond the Household, Bina Agarwal, March 1997 

26 Why Have Some Indian States Performed Better Than Others at Reducing Rural Poverty?, Gaurav Datt and 
Martin Ravallion, March 1997 

25 Water, Health, and Income: A Review, John Hoddinott, February 1997 

24 Child Care Practices Associated with Positive and Negative Nutritional Outcomes for Children in 
Bangladesh: A Descriptive Analysis, Shubh K. Kumar Range, Ruchira Naved, and Saroj Bhattarai, February 
1997 

23 Better Rich, or Better There? Grandparent Wealth, Coresidence, and Intrahousehold Allocation, Agnes R. 
Quisumbing, January 1997 

22 Alternative Approaches to Locating the Food Insecure: Qualitative and Quantitative Evidence from South 
India, Kimberly Chung, Lawrence Haddad, Jayashree Ramakrishna, and Frank Riely, January 1997 

21 Livestock Income, Male/Female Animals, and Inequality in Rural Pakistan, Richard H. Adams, Jr., 
November 1996 

20 Macroeconomic Crises and Poverty Monitoring: A Case Study for India, Gaurav Datt and Martin Ravallion, 
November 1996 

19 Food Security and Nutrition Implications of Intrahousehold Bias: A Review of Literature, Lawrence Haddad, 
Christine Peña, Chizuru Nishida, Agnes Quisumbing, and Alison Slack, September 1996 

18 Care and Nutrition: Concepts and Measurement, Patrice L. Engle, Purnima Menon, and Lawrence Haddad, 
August 1996 

17 Remittances, Income Distribution, and Rural Asset Accumulation, Richard H. Adams, Jr., August 1996 

16 How Can Safety Nets Do More with Less? General Issues with Some Evidence from Southern Africa, 
Lawrence Haddad and Manfred Zeller, July 1996 

15 Repayment Performance in Group-Based credit Programs in Bangladesh: An Empirical Analysis, Manohar 
Sharma and Manfred Zeller, July 1996 

14 Demand for High-Value Secondary Crops in Developing Countries: The Case of Potatoes in Bangladesh and 
Pakistan, Howarth E. Bouis and Gregory Scott, May 1996 

13 Determinants of Repayment Performance in Credit Groups: The Role of Program Design, Intra-Group Risk 
Pooling, and Social Cohesion in Madagascar, Manfred Zeller, May 1996 

12 Child Development: Vulnerability and Resilience, Patrice L. Engle, Sarah Castle, and Purnima Menon, April 
1996 

11 Rural Financial Policies for Food Security of the Poor: Methodologies for a Multicountry Research Project, 
Manfred Zeller, Akhter Ahmed, Suresh Babu, Sumiter Broca, Aliou Diagne, and Manohar Sharma, April 
1996 

10 Women's Economic Advancement Through Agricultural Change: A Review of Donor Experience, Christine 
Peña, Patrick Webb, and Lawrence Haddad, February 1996 

09 Gender and Poverty: New Evidence from 10 Developing Countries, Agnes R. Quisumbing, Lawrence 
Haddad, and Christine Peña, December 1995 

08 Measuring Food Insecurity: The Frequency and Severity of "Coping Strategies," Daniel G. Maxwell, 
December 1995 

07 A Food Demand System Based on Demand for Characteristics: If There Is "Curvature" in the Slutsky Matrix, 
What Do the Curves Look Like and Why?, Howarth E. Bouis, December 1995 

06 Gender Differentials in Farm Productivity: Implications for Household Efficiency and Agricultural Policy, 
Harold Alderman, John Hoddinott, Lawrence Haddad, and Christopher Udry, August 1995 



FCND DISCUSSION PAPERS 
 

 

05 Gender Differences in Agricultural Productivity: A Survey of Empirical Evidence, Agnes R. Quisumbing, 
July 1995 

04 Market Development and Food Demand in Rural China, Jikun Huang and Scott Rozelle, June 1995 

03 The Extended Family and Intrahousehold Allocation: Inheritance and Investments in Children in the Rural 
Philippines, Agnes R. Quisumbing, March 1995 

02 Determinants of Credit Rationing: A Study of Informal Lenders and Formal Credit Groups in Madagascar, 
Manfred Zeller, October 1994 

01 Agricultural Technology and Food Policy to Combat Iron Deficiency in Developing Countries, Howarth E. 
Bouis, August 1994 




