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ABSTRACT
This paper examines the child development outcomes of two
cohorts of children who were exposed to the same intervention at
different points in time. One cohort was eligible to access play-
groups during the first year of a five-year project cycle, beginning at
age four. The other cohort became eligible to access these services
during the third year of a five-year project cycle, beginning at age
three. The younger cohort was more likely to be exposed to play-
groups for longer and at more age-appropriate times relative to the
older cohort. The paper finds that enrollment rates and enrollment
duration in preprimary education increased for both cohorts, but the
enrollment effects were larger for the younger cohort. In terms of
child development outcomes, there were short-term effects at age
five that did not last until age eight, for both cohorts. Moreover, the
younger cohort had substantially higher test scores during the early
grades of primary school, relative to the older cohort. We document
the extent to which program impacts can vary as a result of differen-
ces in project implementation.
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Introduction

A growing body of research shows that a child’s early life has consequences for later life
outcomes in education (Bhutta et al., 2002; Brennan et al., 2012; Duncan et al., 2007;
Feinstein & Duckworth, 2006; Melhuish et al., 2008; Moser et al., 2012), health
(Hertzman, 2013), and social capital (Moffitt et al., 2011). Healthy child development is
an enabler of human capability allowing children to reach physical maturity and partici-
pate productively in economic, social and civic life (Conti & Heckman, 2012; Sen,
1999). Many of the problems arising in early childhood have social and financial costs
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that cumulatively represent a considerable drain on a country’s resources (Feinstein &
Duckworth, 2006; Victora et al., 2008).

High-quality pre-primary programs provide an opportunity to mitigate the risk factors
that many young children face (Barnett, 2011; Duncan et al., 2007; Duncan & Magnuson,
2013; Heckman, 2006; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Given the high-risk factors faced by chil-
dren growing up in middle- and low-income countries (Engle et al., 2011), the effective-
ness of pre-primary programs is likely to be large for these children. However, much of the
evidence based on the long-term impacts of pre-primary education has focused on three
“iconic” projects in the United States: Perry Preschool, Abecedarian, and the Nurse Family
Partnerships (Shonkoff, 2014). These studies examined high-intensity interventions in the
United States that were run with small sample sizes in the late 1960s to early 1970s. While
all have had longitudinal follow-ups, few interventions have been implemented since then
that match either the fidelity or the intensity of these interventions.

In developing country settings, rigorous evaluations of pre-primary education pro-
grams have emerged in the last decade. Results have ranged from no effect in Cambodia
(Bouguen et al., 2018) to positive effects in a variety of settings including Indonesia,
(Brinkman et al., 2017; Jung & Hasan, 2016;) Vietnam (as reported in Burger, 2010),
Mozambique (Martinez et al., 2017) and Ghana (Wolf et al., 2019) to name but a few.
Systematic reviews of pre-primary education interventions in developing countries
reinforce the wide range of impacts seen in international settings (Tanner et al., 2015;
Nores & Barnett, 2010). The contrasting evidence from different settings has led some
to question whether early childhood education can even have lasting impacts (Stevens &
English, 2016).

A theme that continues to be much debated is the role of dosage and timing of pre-
primary education. Wasik and Snell (2019) provide a synthesis of the evidence on
preschool dosage from various settings in the US and note that the preponderance of
evidence suggests that more participation in center-based preschool is associated with
increased kindergarten readiness—especially for low income children. Nakajima et al.
(2019) examine different degrees of exposure to playgroups in rural Indonesia as well as
the timing of that exposure and find that longer exposure at the appropriate age leads
to better child development outcomes. Tanner et al. (2015) conduct a large-scale meta-
analysis and document that estimates from four preschool programs in four different
countries—Chile, Colombia, Mozambique, and Uruguay—indicate no clear conclusion
as to whether children’s subsequent schooling outcomes benefit from larger doses of
preschool (Attanasio & Vera-Hern�andez, 2004; Berlinski et al., 2008; Cort�azar Vald�es,
2011; Martinez et al., 2012).

In this paper, we contribute to the growing literature on the longer-term impacts of pre-
primary education in developing countries as well as the literature on the role of dosage
and timing of pre-primary education. We examine the longer-term impacts of early child-
hood education in rural Indonesia by focusing on children who benefited from increased
access to playgroups. The villages studied in this paper received the Indonesia Early
Childhood Education and Development (ECED) Project—a project which lasted five years
and expanded access to community-based playgroups. The project provided block grants
to villages to establish up to two playgroups, providing teacher training, and raising com-
munity awareness about the importance of early education.

JOURNAL OF RESEARCH ON EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 29



We analyze data on two cohorts of children: an older cohort that was age 4 when the
project began and a younger cohort that was age 1 when the project began. Both cohorts
of children live in the same villages and receive the same project. However, the older
and younger cohorts have two important distinctions between them: (1) the phase of
project implementation when they were exposed to playgroups and (2) the length of
exposure to playgroups at a developmentally appropriate age. In this paper, we explore
how features of project implementation as well as different rates of exposure to play-
groups at the appropriate age may have contributed to the contrasting results of the
program’s impact on these two cohorts.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. Section two provides a brief background
about the landscape of early childhood education in Indonesia. Next, we introduce this
paper’s analytical approach and its contribution to the literature. Section four describes
the Indonesia Early Childhood Education and Development (ECED) Project. Section
five describes the data we use in our analysis. Section six describes the empirical strat-
egy. The seventh section provides the empirical results and the eighth section compares
the impacts on the younger cohort and older cohorts. The ninth section presents a cost-
benefit analysis based on our intent-to-treat estimates of additional years of schooling
completed by those living in project villages. The tenth and final section concludes with
a discussion of the findings and their implications for future work.

Early Childhood Education in Indonesia

A variety of different programs for pre-primary education exist in Indonesia and are
overseen by different ministries. Two types of pre-primary education programs are
dominant: playgroups and kindergartens.

Playgroups

The Ministry of Education and Culture regulates playgroups (Kelompok Bermain, KB).
These typically are services meant for children ages 3–4 and meet three days per week
for two to three hours each day. Playgroups are characterized as play-based learning
environments with a combination of both unstructured and structured play activities,
typically facilitated by teachers who have nominal formal early childhood education
training. Structured play activities generally include songs and dance, and exposure to
paints/pencils and paper, and reading sessions where the teacher reads books to the chil-
dren introducing them to books, letters and numbers. These community playgroups will
often have anywhere between 10 and 40 children in some instances.

Kindergartens

In contrast, kindergartens are regulated by either the Ministry of Education and Culture
(for Taman Kanak-kanak, TK) or the Ministry of Religious Affairs (for Raudhotul Atfal,
RA). Kindergartens are typically meant for children ages 5–6 and meet five to six days a
week for three hours each day. Compared to playgroups, kindergartens emphasize a
more academic and structured approach to learning. In addition, the tuition fee for
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kindergartens is usually higher than playgroups. While playgroups are typically appro-
priate for children between the ages of 3 and 4, kindergartens are intended for children
between the ages of 5 and 6, and the formal age to start primary school is age 7.
However, families often do not adhere to these age limits. Children are often enrolled in
playgroups and/or kindergartens at a variety of ages before entering primary school.

Analytical Approach

Given this landscape, we analyze data on two cohorts of children that were selected
when the project began—an older cohort that was age 4 and a younger cohort that was
age 1. The older and younger cohorts have two important distinctions between them:
(1) the phase of project implementation when they were exposed to playgroups and (2)
the length of exposure to playgroups at an appropriate age. These distinctions have
important implications both for the analysis and the interpretation of our findings. On
the first distinction, the older cohort was eligible for playgroups during the project’s first
year since they were already age 4 when the project started. In contrast, the younger
cohort was only eligible for playgroups during the project’s third year when they turned
3 years old. As a result, these two cohorts experienced the project at different phases of
implementation—with important implications for the dose they each received a few
years apart. On the second distinction, the older cohort was at the upper-end of the
appropriate age for playgroup attendance (age 3–4) when they were exposed to the pro-
ject. In contrast, the younger cohort was only 1 year old when the project started, which
meant that they had an opportunity to enroll in playgroups at the appropriate age, start-
ing at age 3 and continuing through age 4. Thus, the two cohorts differed in their likeli-
hood of being exposed to playgroups at the appropriate age.1

Our data allow us to track the development outcomes for both cohorts at ages 5 and
8. To control for children’s baseline development, we use measures of child development
before exposure to playgroups. For the younger cohort, we have data on child develop-
ment measures from when they were 1 and 2 years old. For the older cohort, we
have data on child development measures from when they were 4 years old. We use a
comprehensive set of child development outcomes that measure both cognitive and
socio-emotional development. In addition, we capture children’s performance on a test
of language, mathematics and abstract reasoning in primary school. Together, these
measures allow us to trace out early development on a variety of dimensions.

We build upon previous work by Brinkman et al. (2017), which analyzed the impact
of the project on the older cohort at ages 5 and 8. In this paper, we conduct three new
analyses. First, we present child development outcomes for the younger cohort also
measured at ages 5 and 8. Second, we present new results for the older cohort using pri-
mary school test scores collected when children were age 8 that have not been previ-
ously published. Third, we contrast the longer-term impacts experienced by the
two cohorts.

1During this period, the project team also worked with the government to develop a number of policies and guidelines
for ECED services at the central and district levels. However, most of these were not formally promulgated until the end
of the project in 2013 and do not confound the analyses presented here.
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This paper contributes to research on the generalizability of impact evaluations in
early childhood education. Pre-primary education interventions in developing countries
have produced a wide range of effect sizes, prompting both researchers and policy mak-
ers to question the generalizability of these findings (Tanner et al., 2015). In particular,
it is difficult to understand what causes these variations since each pre-primary educa-
tion program is different in terms of what the program provides, how the program is
implemented and where the program is carried out. In this paper, we explore how fea-
tures of project implementation as well as different rates of exposure to playgroups at
the appropriate age may have contributed to the contrasting results between the two
cohorts. Specifically, we are able to hold constant the program content (what) and the
study context (where) but vary the implementation (how) experienced by two cohorts of
children. In doing so, we document the extent to which program impacts can vary as a
result of differences in project implementation. While such variations in impact likely
exist in many other settings, we are not aware of other papers that are able to document
the implications of these variations.

Indonesia Early Childhood Education and Development (ECED) Project

The Indonesia ECED project was implemented in relatively poor villages in rural
Indonesia. Of the 442 districts in the country at the time, 50 poor districts were selected
based on having high poverty rates, low enrollment rates in early childhood education,
and low Human Development Index rankings. Within each district, 60 priority villages
were identified using a scoring formula based on their poverty rate, population size, and
willingness to participate in the project. Overall, the Indonesia ECED Project was imple-
mented in 3,000 villages.2

The goals of the Indonesia ECED Project were to increase access to early childhood
services and to increase children’s school readiness in rural villages. The project con-
sisted of three components. First, a community facilitator raised awareness about the
importance of early childhood services and shared information about how to prepare a
proposal for the block grants available through the project.3

Second, block grants were provided to each village, in the amount of USD 18,000 per
village over three years.4 Villages could use the grant to establish or support up to two
early childhood education centers. No more than 20% of the grant could be spent on
new infrastructure. The most common form of services established were playgroups,

2The 60 priority villages per district selected to participate in the project were the ones with the highest score using
this formula. Proposals were expected for each of the two centers being proposed in a given village. Funding was
assured by virtue of inclusion of the village in the project. As per the Project Implementation Completion and Results
Report, 99.8% of the expected proposals were received and approved.
3The Indonesia Early Childhood Education and Development project was funded through a credit from the International
Development Association in the amount of $67.5 million and a grant from the government of the Kingdom of the
Netherlands in the amount of $25.3 million. In addition the government of Indonesia provided $34.94 million in
funding for the project.
4The exchange rate to the dollar was around 9000 IDR to 1 dollar at the time the block grants were given. So USD
18.000 was about IDR 162 million. The minimum wage around that period was about IDR 12 million per year (Online at
https://www.bps.go.id/site/resultTab). GDP per capita was about IDR 32 million per year (Source: World Development
Indicators). Civil servant teachers earned about IDR 32 million Rupiah per year (Source: Authors calculations based on
survey data among 2,700 civil servant teachers collected in Nov 2009).
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which are early childhood education services intended to cater to children ages 3 and 4
before they enroll in kindergarten at ages 5 and 6.

Third, the project included a component that provided 200 hours of teacher training
for up to two teachers per project playgroup. Teachers were predominantly women
from the village, who often had children of their own.5 Some had prior work experience
in health and education. Others had no such prior experience.

Villages were asked to identify community members who would be prepared to lead
a playgroup program for children, implement parenting meetings, home visiting, or
other informal parent-child programs as needed. Villages used objective criteria to iden-
tify potential candidates. Although everyone agreed that greater amounts of formal edu-
cation were desirable, in response to the realities of typical education levels in project
villages, a minimum requirement of secondary school completion (SMA) was set.
Additional criteria were interest in young children and commitment to ECED. Because
of a lack of local opportunities, few candidates had any prior experience in ECED serv-
ices, although some were Posyandu (local health clinic) volunteers.

The Treatment

The treatment evaluated in this impact evaluation ultimately refers to this package of
interventions provided by the ECED project—a community facilitator, block grants to
establish playgroups, and teacher training (Hasan et al., 2013).

However, before turning to the evaluation design it is important to describe the play-
groups and how they operated. The majority of playgroups included in the evaluation
operate 3 or more days per week and meet for at least 2 hours a day. Although play-
groups do not use a specific mandated curriculum, most use the government’s Generic
Menu, which follows the principles of the Beyond Centers and Circle Time (BCCT) cur-
riculum. This play-based methodology, using learning centers to promote holistic devel-
opment, is introduced to teachers during their training. The essential principles are: (1)
children learn through play and social relationships; (2) toys and other learning materi-
als should be concrete (hands-on) and, when possible, locally made; (3) teachers
“scaffold” children’s learning by being involved in their activities but do not teach in a
didactic way; and (4) the day should include a balance of quiet and active and child-ini-
tiated and teacher-guided activities that support all areas of child development.

Typically, the day begins with welcoming the children and with songs or movement
activities. Next, the teacher may introduce and discuss with the class a topic or theme
based on recommendations in the Generic Menu. The topic would be something famil-
iar and interesting to the children and would be reflected in other activities during the
day and week. A substantial part of the day is devoted to center time, during which
small groups of children choose to play in different areas such as blocks, dramatic
(make believe) play, creative arts, puzzles, or other fine motor activities. With the teach-
er’s planning and guidance, during this time children may learn concepts and skills that
are important for their holistic development and school readiness. Outdoor play, both
teacher-planned games and free play, is also part of a typical day.6

5Teachers were paid IDR 250,000 per month during the life of the project.
6See Hasan et al. (2013) for the playgroup schedule for a typical day.
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According to project documents, the cost per child for the project’s package of inter-
ventions was about US$27 per year.7 This estimate excludes any voluntary contributions
from the villages to the project. Villages often made available the land on which play-
groups were housed. In contrast, other early childhood programs range in cost from
US$37 per child in India to US$52 per child in Mexico to US$66 per child in Brazil—
suggesting that this package was slightly less costly.8

Evaluation Design

While the project was implemented in 3,000 villages, this paper is based on data for 310
villages. These 310 villages are spread out over nine districts that participated in the
ECED project. The districts were selected on the basis of their willingness to cooperate
with a randomized rollout of the program and their location, the latter to ensure that
the study locations encompassed the regional variety of the project locations.9 In each
of these districts, we sampled three groups of villages: randomly sampled villages which
were assigned by lottery to receive the project either in the first round or were assigned
to receive the project later. In addition, we sampled a matched comparison group of vil-
lages, which were recommended by local administrators as villages that were similar to
the randomized villages, but which were not going to receive the project.

This resulted in 218 treatment villages and 92 matched comparison villages. The treatment
villages were randomly assigned to two batches. 105 villages received the project first in 2009
(referred to as batch 1) and 113 villages received the project 11months later in 2010 (referred
to as batch 2). The comparison villages never received the project. The district governments
selected the comparison villages on the basis of having similar poverty levels to the treatment
villages.10 Comparison villages were therefore not randomly assigned.

In each treatment and comparison village, approximately 10 households with a
1 year-old child (who became the younger cohort) and approximately 10 households
with a 4 year-old child (who became the older cohort) were randomly selected for evalu-
ation.11 Thus, the impact evaluation follows these two separate cohorts of children who
were able to access the playgroups provided by the project at different time points,
based on their age, and when the project was at different stages of maturity. The time-
line in Figure 1 below shows the timing of the project and the ages of the two cohorts.

An earlier paper by Brinkman et al. (2017) documented the impacts of the project on
the older cohort which, based on their age, was eligible to enroll in playgroups estab-
lished under the project as soon as the project was implemented in 2009 and 2010. It
employed instrumental variables and difference-in-differences models to determine the

7This is not the fee that households had to pay. The median monthly user fee was 5,000 IDR in 2010 and 10,000 IDR in
2013. Rural households at the time reported a monthly wage of 1.7 million rupiah as per Bureau of Labor
Statistics (2016).
8See for instance the estimates quoted in Barnett (1997) and Evans et al. (2000).
9Districts included in the project were selected on the basis of a formula described in Appendix 3 of Hasan et al.
(2013). Districts included in the evaluation were willing to randomize participation. However, within districts villages
were selected on the basis of a formula described in Appendix 4. Appendix 7, 8 and 9 test the evaluation design, the
internal validity and external validity of the design. These show no differences that would confound the analysis.
10Appendix 7–9 in Hasan et al. (2013) document that these villages are well balanced on a range of observable
characteristics.
11Only 32 children from the two cohorts are siblings to each other.
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impacts on these children when they were aged 5 and 8, respectively. The paper found
that while the intervention raised enrollment rates and durations of enrollment, there
was little impact on child development. The two models corresponded to different dura-
tions of project exposure. The difference-in-differences model captured greater exposure
and showed that there were modest and sustained impacts on child development, espe-
cially for children from more disadvantaged backgrounds.

The present paper first reports on the younger cohort who, based on their age,
became eligible to enroll in playgroups later in the project’s implementation, in 2011
and 2012. We estimate the project impact for the younger cohort at ages 5 and 8 in
terms of enrollment in pre-primary education and child development outcomes. It then
compares these impacts to those of the older cohort who were eligible to enroll in play-
groups early in the project’s implementation, in 2009 and 2010. We present existing
estimates on a range of outcomes (Brinkman et al., 2017) as well as unpublished esti-
mates on test scores in language (Bahasa Indonesia), mathematics and abstract reason-
ing at age 8. We explore how features of project implementation as well as different
rates of exposure to playgroups at the appropriate age may have contributed to the con-
trasting results of the program’s impact on these two cohorts.

Data

The main analyses in this paper use data on the younger cohort collected in 2013 (at
age 5) and in 2016 (at age 8). The key outcomes of interest are (i) enrollment in differ-
ent types of early childhood education services; (ii) child development outcomes using
the Early Development Instrument (EDI); and (iii) tests scores in early grades of pri-
mary school.

Key: 

Children are assessed using the Early Development instrument. Younger 
cohort is on average 67.7 months old while older cohort is on average 64.1 
months old. 

Children are assessed using the same test of mathematics, Bahasa Indonesia 
and abstract reasoning. Both cohorts are 99.5 months old on average when 
tested. 

Year: 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Survey: Round 1 Round 2   Round 3   Round 4 

Project 
implementation 

phase: 

Start of 
project 

End of 
project 

Teacher 
 training  

starts 

Teacher 
training ends

Younger cohort 
age:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Type of service 
child is eligible to 

enroll in 

Children are too young to 
enroll in playgroups

Children are eligible to enroll 
in playgroups

Children are eligible to enroll 
in kindergartens 

Children are eligible to enroll 
in primary school

Older cohort 
age: 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Type of service 
child is eligible to 

enroll in 

Children are eligible to enroll 
in playgroups 

Children are eligible to enroll 
in kindergartens

Children are eligible to enroll 
in primary school

These children were no 
longer surveyed but would 

have been in primary school

Figure 1. Age of cohort, eligibility for various early childhood education, and project implementation
phase for each survey round. Note: Figure depicts ages of the two cohorts studied and what types of
services they are eligible for at each age. Younger cohort was surveyed in 2009, 2010, 2013 and 2016.
Older cohort was surveyed in 2009, 2010, and 2013.

JOURNAL OF RESEARCH ON EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 35



We measure enrollment in three types of early childhood education services. The first
are project playgroups, those established under the project’s block grant. The second are
non-project playgroups, which refer to all other playgroup services that exist in the
communities. The third are kindergartens, which are early childhood education pro-
grams catering to children before they enroll in primary school. We collected informa-
tion about enrollment in each type of service by collecting a retrospective enrollment
history for each academic year from 2008 to the survey year from the primary caregiver
of the child.12

The EDI measures children’s school readiness across five domains: physical health
and well-being, social competence, emotional maturity, language and cognitive develop-
ment, and communication skills and general knowledge (Janus & Offord, 2007). The
EDI has been validated and tested for reliability. Overall, the construct validity, predict-
ive validity, and inter-rater reliability of the EDI in Indonesia are comparable to that
found in other countries, making the EDI a suitable instrument for measuring school
readiness in Indonesia (Brinkman et al., 2017). In this paper, we use the short-form of
the caregiver-rated EDI.13 Figure 2 Panel A and Panel B show the distributions of EDI
measures at age 5 and age 8, respectively. Each domain is scored on a scale of 0 (lowest)
to 10 (highest). At age 5, the EDI domains are generally normally distributed, with
mean scores ranging between 4.399 and 6.852. The exception is the physical health and
well-being domain, which is left skewed with a mean of 8.48. At age 8, the EDI domains
are all left skewed, with the exception of the emotional maturity domain. These descrip-
tive figures suggest ceiling effects are present with the EDI domain at age 8, which may
contribute to measurement error. For our analysis, we standardized the variables for
each EDI domain to have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1, using the mean and
standard deviation of the comparison group in the younger cohort.

A school-based test was developed for this evaluation based on learning standards in
Indonesian schools. Children were assessed in a classroom under the guidance of a
member of the data collection team and no classroom teachers were present. The tests
were divided into three parts: language (Bahasa Indonesia), mathematics, and abstract
reasoning. The language test consisted of two sections. The first section (match pictures)
evaluated children’s phonological awareness (i.e., whether they can match pictures that
start with a given sound) and letter recognition (i.e., whether they can match pictures
that start with a given letter). The second section (mention objects) assessed children’s
vocabulary skills (i.e., whether they can name the word associated with a given image).
The mathematics test included two sections. The first section (summation) evaluated
children’s ability to add and subtract (i.e., whether they can add to or subtract away
from a set of objects). The second section (order numbers) assessed children’s ability to
recognize patterns (i.e., whether they can order one- to two- digit numbers in ascending
and descending order). The abstract reasoning section was modeled on the Raven’s
Progressive Matrices. Students were presented with an image that was missing a small
section and asked to select the missing pieces from six options, based on color, pattern,
and orientation. There were two versions of the overall test; a shorter test for 6 and

12Data were collected in 2013 and again in 2016.
13We use the short-form to match previously published estimates in Brinkman et al. (2017) with which we compare this
paper’s findings. Results using the long-form of the EDI are qualitatively similar and are available upon request.
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7 year-olds and a longer test for 8 and 9 year-olds. In this paper, we use the common
set of items that were included in both versions of the test.

Figure 2 Panel B shows the distribution of the test scores. In the figure, the x-axis is
the number of test items that construct the section of the test. Like the EDI at age 8,
the test scores at age 8 exhibit some ceiling effects and may contribute to measurement
error. In particular, the math summation section shows a highly skewed distribution
with the mean student correctly answering more than 6 items out of 8. We standardized
the variables for each test domain to have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1,
using the mean and standard deviation of the comparison group in the younger cohort.

Baseline measures of child development were collected for the younger cohort when
they were aged 1 and 2. The EDI is not an appropriate test for that age group so instead
a measure of child development developed by the University of San Carlos Office of
Population Studies that measured skills similar to those in the EDI was used. These
measures were collected by asking the child’s primary caregiver whether the child is
usually able to demonstrate various skills. Specifically, we directly observed (or, with
younger or reluctant children, asked the mother about) children’s gross and fine motor
skills, language, cognitive and socio-emotional development. In one set of questions,
children were asked to demonstrate their ability to perform a specified skill. When the

Figure 2. Density of child development outcome measures. Note: Panel A shows the density of the
EDI at age 5. Panel B shows the density of the EDI and test scores at age 8. The EDI has a scale of 0
(lowest) to 10 (highest) on five domains: physical health and well-being, social competence, emotional
maturity, language and cognitive development, and communication and general knowledge. The test
includes five sections: match picture (3 items), mention objects (4 items), summation (8 items), order
numbers (3 items), and abstract reasoning (15 items). For both the EDI and the test, higher values
indicate better developmental outcomes. Dashed vertical line indicates the mean score.
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child did not want to demonstrate this skill, the mother was asked if the child was usu-
ally able to do it. In another set of questions, the mother was asked directly whether
their child could perform a particular activity. For these skills, the child was never asked
to do a demonstration. In all cases, higher values indicate better developmental out-
comes (Office of Population Studies, 2005). We standardized each of the variables to
have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1, using the mean and standard deviation
of the comparison group in the younger cohort.

Although all children in the sample are from poor, rural areas, we measured the rela-
tive wealth of children’s households. Households were asked if they owned any of the
following items: radio, television, refrigerator, bicycle, motorcycle, car, mobile phone,
and livestock. They were also asked about the materials used to construct the floor,
walls and roof of their homes. Households were also asked if they had access to electri-
city in their homes and whether they received government assistance. Using principal
components analysis on these items, we constructed a single index of household wealth.
We standardized the variable to have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1, using
the younger cohort’s mean and standard deviation.14

As a measure of the child-parent relationship, we collected self-reports from the pri-
mary caregiver on how often they used various parenting practices related to their
warmth, consistency, and hostility. The questionnaire was adapted from the
Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (Zubrick et al., 2008). Higher total parenting
scores correspond to higher levels of warmth and consistency, and lower levels of hostil-
ity. We standardized the variable to have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1, using
the younger cohort’s mean and standard deviation.

For all instruments described above a standard protocol was followed (Pradhan et al.,
2013). Questionnaires were first developed in English. This included a translation of all
items into Bahasa Indonesia. Questionnaires were then back-translated by a different
person to check for accuracy. Any discrepancies were discussed among the research
team and addressed. Discussions were also held between the researchers and govern-
ment counterparts to discuss the relevance and validity of the content of the instru-
ments. Finally, after being trained on the questionnaires, enumerators read and
discussed the translated version in their respective local language(s) and made additional
changes as a group. All of these changes were recorded in the enumerator manual.

Empirical Strategy

To estimate the causal effect of the project on the younger cohort, we would ideally
compare the change in outcomes between age 1 and age 5 (or between age 1 and age 8)
for children in the treatment villages, relative to the change in outcomes for children in
the comparison villages (i.e., a difference-in-differences approach). However, children in
the younger cohort were too young to have baseline measures of enrollment in early
childhood education as they were not yet age eligible. These children were also too

14A comparison of assets ownership by households in the evaluation sample with that of the rural sub-sample of the
SUSENAS (a nationally representative household survey) suggests average rates of asset ownership and education levels
are by and large similar between the two. See also Hasan et al. (2013).
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young to have baseline measures of the EDI as they were not old enough for
the instrument.

Instead, we evaluate the impact of the project using the following regression specifica-
tion:

yijt¼2013 ¼ a0 þ a1Tj þ Xijt¼2013bþVijt¼2009dþ eijt (1)

yijt¼2016 ¼ a0 þ a1Tj þ Xijt¼2016bþVijt¼2009dþ eijt (2)

where yijt is the outcome measure of child i in village j at time t. Tj is an indicator for
whether the village is treatment or comparison, Xijt are time varying covariates (child’s age,
household size, household wealth index, and parenting score) and Vijt¼2009 are time invariant
covariates (child’s gender, whether the child’s mother completed primary education or less,
and baseline measures of child development). The key coefficient of interest is the treatment
effect, a1: Equation (1) is the specification for 2013, which examines the effect of the inter-
vention on enrollment rates and EDI at age 5. Equation (2) estimates the impact in 2016,
which examines the effect of the project on enrollment rates, EDI, and test scores at age 8.

Our key identifying assumption is that the time varying and invariant covariates in our
regression model fully account for any differences between children in the treatment villages
and children in the comparison villages that are not due to treatment assignment.

We also examine the heterogeneity of the treatment effect across household wealth
and parenting practices. We re-run our regression model separately for children with
baseline household wealth below the sample mean (poor) and for children with baseline
household wealth above the sample mean (non-poor). Similarly, we re-run our regres-
sion model separately for children with baseline parenting scores below (low parenting
score) and above (high parenting score) the sample mean.

In Table 1, for the younger cohort, we show the summary statistics of child and family
characteristics in treatment and comparison villages at baseline (2009). Columns 1 and 2
separately present the means and standard deviation for villages that received the project
early (batch 1) and those that received the project later (batch 2), and column 3 presents
these statistics for a sample that combines all treated villages together. Column 4 reports
these statistics for the comparison villages that never received the project but were chosen
because of their similarity to treatment villages. Column 5 reports the differences between
villages that received the project early or late while column 6 reports the differences
between treatment and comparison villages. In both of these cases, the estimates reported
are the results of a regression with standard errors clustered at the village level.

Column 3 shows that at baseline, younger cohort children in the treatment villages were
around 1.5 years old. On average, children lived in households with wealth z-scores and
parenting z-scores slightly below the sample mean. About half of the cohort’s mothers had pri-
mary education or less and about half of the children were male. The mean body mass index
(BMI) of the children in the younger cohort was 14.6 kg/m2 and on a range of cognitive, fine
motor, gross motor and language skills their scores were slightly below the sample mean.

Column 5 reports that there are no differences in these child and family characteris-
tics between the two batches of treated villages. This is to be expected given that the vil-
lages were randomly assigned their batch status. As a result, we examine batch 1 and
batch 2 villages collectively as treatment villages in our regression specification in
Equations (1) and (2).
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Column 6 shows that at baseline, treatment and comparison villages were generally
similar in terms of various child and family characteristics. However, three variables
showed statistically significant differences. On average, children in treatment villages
lived in households with 0.259 fewer people than children in comparison villages. While
this mean difference is statistically significant, the magnitude is small. We also find that
children in treatment villages scored lower in measures of baseline cognitive skills
(–0.143 S.D.) and gross motor skills (–0.153 S.D.). Thus, we control for these baseline
differences in child development in our estimation of the treatment effect.

Results

The intent-to-treat impact estimates for the younger cohort are presented in Tables
2–4.15 In each table, column 1 presents the estimates for all children in the cohort, col-
umns 2 and 3 separately estimate the impacts by relative household wealth at baseline,
and columns 4 and 5 separately estimate the impacts by relative parenting score at base-
line.16 When interpreting these results, it is important to note that the counterfactual is

Table 1. Summary statistics for the younger cohort at baseline (2009).
Treatment

Comparison

Differences

Early (Batch 1) Late (Batch 2)
Both (Batch 1

and 2) Early – Late
Both

– Comparison
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Age (years) 1.520 1.499 1.509 1.508 –0.021 0.001
(0.287) (0.286) (0.286) (0.286) (0.012) (0.013)

Household size 4.678 4.729 4.704 4.964 0.052 –0.259�
(1.529) (1.568) (1.549) (1.705) (0.095) (0.102)

Wealth z-score (S.D.) –0.0125 –0.0301 –0.0217 0.0520 –0.018 –0.074
(1.036) (0.962) (0.998) (1.003) (0.082) (0.073)

Parenting z-score (S.D.) –0.0120 –0.0316 –0.0222 0.0532 –0.020 –0.075
(1.006) (0.968) (0.986) (1.031) (0.070) (0.073)

Mother’s education is primary
or less (1¼ Yes)

0.512 0.514 0.513 0.504 0.002 0.008
(0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.029) (0.030)

Male (1¼ Yes) 0.491 0.516 0.504 0.525 0.025 –0.021
(0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.023) (0.019)

Body Mass Index (BMI) 14.62 14.53 14.57 14.66 –0.092 –0.091
(2.078) (2.117) (2.098) (2.097) (0.107) (0.102)

Cognitive skills (S.D.) –0.0979 0.00907 –0.0421 0.101 0.107 –0.143�
(1.055) (0.982) (1.019) (0.947) (0.076) (0.061)

Fine motor skills (S.D.) –0.0323 –0.00911 –0.0202 0.0483 0.023 –0.069
(0.988) (1.045) (1.018) (0.954) (0.059) (0.055)

Gross motor skills (S.D.) –0.0798 –0.0134 –0.0452 0.108 0.066 –0.153��
(1.013) (1.017) (1.015) (0.954) (0.057) (0.047)

Language skills (S.D.) –0.0216 –0.00990 –0.0155 0.0371 0.012 –0.053
(0.984) (1.031) (1.008) (0.979) (0.058) (0.052)

Observations 1042 1137 2179 910

p< 0.001���; p< 0.01��; p< 0.05�.
Note: Early (Batch 1) villages received the project first in 2009 and late (batch 2) villages received the project later in
2010. Comparison villages never received the project. Standard deviation in parentheses in columns (1) to (4). Standard
errors clustered at village level in parentheses in columns (5) to (6).

15Results by batch are reported in Appendix Tables 1–3.
16In both cases—wealth and parenting practices—we split the sample into those above the mean and those below
the mean.

40 A. HASAN ET AL.



Ta
bl
e
2.

Im
pa
ct

on
en
ro
llm

en
t
ou

tc
om

es
fo
r
th
e
yo
un

ge
r
co
ho

rt
.

Al
l

Po
or

N
on

-p
oo
r

Lo
w

pa
re
nt
in
g

sc
or
e

H
ig
h

pa
re
nt
in
g

sc
or
e

O
ut
co
m
e

Su
rv
ey

Ye
ar

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

Ev
er

en
ro
lle
d
in

pr
oj
ec
t
pl
ay
gr
ou

p
un

til
su
rv
ey

ye
ar

20
13

Co
ef
f.

0.
49
9�
��

0.
49
4�
��

0.
50
4�
��

0.
50
1�
��

0.
49
8�
��

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
22
)

(0
.0
29
)

(0
.0
24
)

(0
.0
25
)

(0
.0
26
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
00
73
2

0.
01
16

0.
00
42
1

0.
00
69
9

0.
00
76
7

O
bs
.

2,
77
8

1,
20
1

1,
57
7

1,
54
0

1,
23
8

20
16

Co
ef
f.

0.
49
8�
��

0.
53
9�
��

0.
47
0�
��

0.
46
6�
��

0.
53
2�
��

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
23
)

(0
.0
29
)

(0
.0
27
)

(0
.0
27
)

(0
.0
26
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
06
73

0.
04
99

0.
08
02

0.
06
86

0.
06
59

O
bs
.

2,
89
4

1,
28
9

1,
60
5

1,
83
4

1,
06
0

Ev
er

en
ro
lle
d
in

no
n-
pr
oj
ec
t
pl
ay
gr
ou

p
un

til
su
rv
ey

ye
ar

20
13

Co
ef
f.

–0
.2
20
��
�

–0
.1
93
��
�

–0
.2
41
��
�

–0
.2
15
��
�

–0
.2
23
��
�

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
37
)

(0
.0
44
)

(0
.0
42
)

(0
.0
41
)

(0
.0
43
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
33
4

0.
28
4

0.
37
1

0.
32
4

0.
34
5

O
bs
.

2,
77
8

1,
20
1

1,
57
7

1,
54
0

1,
23
8

20
16

Co
ef
f.

–0
.2
21
��
�

–0
.1
90
��
�

–0
.2
41
��
�

–0
.2
09
��
�

–0
.2
32
��
�

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
37
)

(0
.0
45
)

(0
.0
42
)

(0
.0
41
)

(0
.0
45
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
40
7

0.
33
8

0.
45
9

0.
38
9

0.
42
7

O
bs
.

2,
89
4

1,
28
9

1,
60
5

1,
83
4

1,
06
0

Ev
er

en
ro
lle
d
in

ki
nd

er
ga
rt
en

un
til

su
rv
ey

ye
ar

20
13

Co
ef
f.

–0
.0
75

–0
.0
74

–0
.0
85
�

–0
.0
90

–0
.0
59

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
40
)

(0
.0
53
)

(0
.0
41
)

(0
.0
48
)

(0
.0
43
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
53
2

0.
44
1

0.
59
8

0.
52
2

0.
54
2

O
bs
.

2,
77
8

1,
20
1

1,
57
7

1,
54
0

1,
23
8

20
16

Co
ef
f.

–0
.0
86
�

–0
.0
68

–0
.0
98
�

–0
.0
98
�

–0
.0
75

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
40
)

(0
.0
54
)

(0
.0
38
)

(0
.0
44
)

(0
.0
46
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
74
3

0.
67
0

0.
79
6

0.
73
5

0.
75
1

O
bs
.

2,
89
4

1,
28
9

1,
60
5

1,
83
4

1,
06
0

M
on

th
s
en
ro
lle
d
in

pr
oj
ec
t
pl
ay
gr
ou

p
un

til
su
rv
ey

ye
ar

20
13

Co
ef
f.

7.
78
1�
��

7.
31
9�
��

8.
12
9�
��

7.
74
8�
��

7.
84
3�
��

(S
.E
.)

(0
.3
96
)

(0
.5
11
)

(0
.4
47
)

(0
.4
54
)

(0
.4
69
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
06
22

0.
12
2

0.
01
89

0.
05
59

0.
06
91

O
bs
.

2,
77
8

1,
20
1

1,
57
7

1,
54
0

1,
23
8

20
16

Co
ef
f.

8.
68
3�
��

8.
84
0�
��

8.
59
9�
��

8.
36
5�
��

9.
02
2�
��

(S
.E
.)

(0
.4
13
)

(0
.5
44
)

(0
.4
69
)

(0
.4
96
)

(0
.4
91
)

(c
on
tin
ue
d)

JOURNAL OF RESEARCH ON EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 41



Ta
bl
e
2.

Co
nt
in
ue
d.

Al
l

Po
or

N
on

-p
oo
r

Lo
w

pa
re
nt
in
g

sc
or
e

H
ig
h

pa
re
nt
in
g

sc
or
e

O
ut
co
m
e

Su
rv
ey

Ye
ar

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
32
7

0.
32
1

0.
33
1

0.
32
0

0.
33
4

O
bs
.

2,
89
4

1,
28
9

1,
60
5

1,
83
4

1,
06
0

M
on

th
s
en
ro
lle
d
in

no
n-
pr
oj
ec
t
pl
ay
gr
ou

p
un

til
su
rv
ey

ye
ar

20
13

Co
ef
f.

–3
.0
01
��
�

–2
.0
94
��
�

–3
.7
43
��
�

–2
.7
21
��
�

–3
.2
84
��
�

(S
.E
.)

(0
.6
37
)

(0
.5
71
)

(0
.8
44
)

(0
.6
29
)

(0
.7
98
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

4.
63
5

3.
29
0

5.
61
3

4.
22
8

5.
08
2

O
bs
.

2,
77
8

1,
20
1

1,
57
7

1,
54
0

1,
23
8

20
16

Co
ef
f.

–3
.1
87
��
�

–2
.4
76
��
�

–3
.7
06
��
�

–2
.9
13
��
�

–3
.4
43
��
�

(S
.E
.)

–0
.6
4

(0
.6
51
)

(0
.8
14
)

(0
.6
60
)

(0
.7
96
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

5.
34
6

4.
24
1

6.
16
7

4.
97
5

5.
74
1

O
bs
.

2,
89
4

1,
28
9

1,
60
5

1,
83
4

1,
06
0

M
on

th
s
en
ro
lle
d
in

ki
nd

er
ga
rt
en

un
til

su
rv
ey

ye
ar

20
13

Co
ef
f.

–0
.1
99

0.
06
8

–0
.5
16

–0
.1
51

–0
.2
73

(S
.E
.)

(0
.4
36
)

(0
.5
05
)

(0
.4
96
)

(0
.4
79
)

(0
.5
13
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

4.
98
3

3.
77
7

5.
85
9

4.
55
5

5.
45
3

O
bs
.

2,
77
8

1,
20
1

1,
57
7

1,
54
0

1,
23
8

20
16

Co
ef
f.

–1
.0
12

–0
.5
89

–1
.3
26

–1
.3
65

–0
.6
92

(S
.E
.)

(0
.6
63
)

(0
.8
44
)

(0
.6
83
)

(0
.7
22
)

(0
.7
67
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

10
.2
4

9.
00
8

11
.1
6

10
.0
6

10
.4
3

O
bs
.

2,
89
4

1,
28
9

1,
60
5

1,
83
4

1,
06
0

p
<
0.
00
1�
��
;p

<
0.
01
��
;p

<
0.
05
� .

N
ot
e:

Ea
ch

ce
ll-
bl
oc
k
is
th
e
re
su
lt
of

a
se
pa
ra
te

re
gr
es
si
on

.S
ta
nd

ar
d
er
ro
rs

cl
us
te
re
d
at

th
e
vi
lla
ge

le
ve
l
ar
e
in

pa
re
nt
he
se
s.
“C
om

p.
m
ea
n”

re
fe
rs

to
th
e
co
m
pa
ris
on

gr
ou

p
m
ea
n
fo
r
th
e

ou
tc
om

e
va
ria
bl
e.

Co
lu
m
n
(1
)
re
gr
es
si
on

s
co
nt
ro
l
fo
r
ch
ild

ch
ar
ac
te
ris
tic
s
(a
ge
,
ho

us
eh
ol
d
si
ze
,
ho

us
eh
ol
d
w
ea
lth

as
se
t
in
de
x,

pa
re
nt
in
g
pr
ac
tic
es
,
m
ot
he
r’s

ed
uc
at
io
n
an
d
ge
nd

er
)
an
d

ba
se
lin
e
ch
ild

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
m
ea
su
re
s
(B
M
I,
co
gn

iti
ve
,f
in
e
m
ot
or
,g

ro
ss

m
ot
or
,a
nd

la
ng

ua
ge
).
Co

lu
m
ns

(2
)
an
d
(3
)
re
gr
es
si
on

s
us
e
th
e
sa
m
e
co
nt
ro
ls
as

co
lu
m
n
(1
)
ex
ce
pt

th
ey

ex
cl
ud

e
ho

us
eh
ol
d
w
ea
lth

.C
ol
um

ns
(4
)
an
d
(5
)
re
gr
es
si
on

s
us
e
th
e
sa
m
e
co
nt
ro
ls
as

co
lu
m
n
(1
)
ex
ce
pt

th
ey

ex
cl
ud

e
pa
re
nt
in
g
pr
ac
tic
es
.

42 A. HASAN ET AL.



Ta
bl
e
3.

Im
pa
ct

on
ED

Io
ut
co
m
es

fo
r
th
e
yo
un

ge
r
co
ho

rt
.

O
ut
co
m
e

Su
rv
ey

Ye
ar

Al
l

Po
or

N
on

-p
oo
r

Lo
w

pa
re
nt
in
g
sc
or
e

H
ig
h
pa
re
nt
in
g
sc
or
e

Ph
ys
ic
al
he
al
th

an
d
w
el
l-b

ei
ng

(S
D
)

20
13

Co
ef
f.

0.
20
8�
��

0.
11
5

0.
26
7�
��

0.
15
1�

0.
27
5�
��

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
51
)

(0
.0
82
)

(0
.0
59
)

(0
.0
64
)

(0
.0
72
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

–0
.1
49

–0
.1
18

–0
.1
72

–0
.1
91

–0
.1
02

O
bs
.

2,
77
0

1,
19
4

1,
57
6

1,
53
3

1,
23
7

20
16

Co
ef
f.

0.
02
3

0.
11
3

–0
.0
47

0.
01
3

0.
02
5

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
65
)

(0
.1
03
)

(0
.0
60
)

(0
.0
85
)

(0
.0
69
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
00
61
0

–0
.1
70

0.
13
6

–0
.1
53

0.
17
4

O
bs
.

2,
87
7

1,
27
9

1,
59
8

1,
82
3

1,
05
4

So
ci
al

co
m
pe
te
nc
e
(S
D
)

20
13

Co
ef
f.

0.
01
8

0.
08
0

–0
.0
31

0.
01
4

0.
01
6

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
53
)

(0
.0
82
)

(0
.0
58
)

(0
.0
56
)

(0
.0
79
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
00
11
2

–0
.1
92

0.
14
0

–0
.1
39

0.
15
7

O
bs
.

2,
76
9

1,
19
2

1,
57
7

1,
53
4

1,
23
5

20
16

Co
ef
f.

0.
00
8

0.
05
2

–0
.0
23

–0
.0
36

0.
04
0

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
49
)

(0
.0
67
)

(0
.0
58
)

(0
.0
70
)

(0
.0
59
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
02
84

–0
.0
53
9

0.
08
92

–0
.2
49

0.
32
1

O
bs
.

2,
87
7

1,
27
9

1,
59
8

1,
82
3

1,
05
4

Em
ot
io
na
lm

at
ur
ity

(S
D
)

20
13

Co
ef
f.

0.
11
5�

0.
24
1�
�

0.
02
5

0.
11
5

0.
11
4

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
56
)

(0
.0
82
)

(0
.0
57
)

(0
.0
76
)

(0
.0
59
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

–0
.1
10

–0
.2
28

–0
.0
25
1

–0
.3
33

0.
13
8

O
bs
.

2,
77
0

1,
19
3

1,
57
7

1,
53
4

1,
23
6

20
16

Co
ef
f.

0.
02
0

0.
09
8

–0
.0
42

–0
.0
21

0.
04
9

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
46
)

(0
.0
61
)

(0
.0
58
)

(0
.0
64
)

(0
.0
59
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

–0
.0
06
63

–0
.1
45

0.
09
55

–0
.3
05

0.
30
7

O
bs
.

2,
87
7

1,
27
9

1,
59
8

1,
82
3

1,
05
4

La
ng

ua
ge

an
d
co
gn

iti
ve

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
(S
D
)

20
13

Co
ef
f.

0.
07
3

0.
09
8

0.
04
3

0.
09
8

0.
05
1

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
56
)

(0
.0
84
)

(0
.0
61
)

(0
.0
64
)

(0
.0
74
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

–0
.0
50
2

–0
.2
85

0.
11
7

–0
.1
54

0.
06
48

O
bs
.

2,
77
0

1,
19
3

1,
57
7

1,
53
4

1,
23
6

20
16

Co
ef
f.

0.
08
0

0.
07
8

0.
09
0

0.
08
5

0.
06
7

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
49
)

(0
.0
74
)

(0
.0
56
)

(0
.0
67
)

(0
.0
67
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

–0
.0
37
1

–0
.1
10

0.
01
69

–0
.1
03

0.
03
24

O
bs
.

2,
87
7

1,
27
9

1,
59
8

1,
82
3

1,
05
4

Co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
n
sk
ill
s
an
d
ge
ne
ra
lk
no

w
le
dg

e
(S
D
)

20
13

Co
ef
f.

–0
.0
05

–0
.0
95

0.
05
5

–0
.0
69

0.
06
7

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
74
)

(0
.1
01
)

(0
.0
76
)

(0
.0
81
)

(0
.0
91
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
01
59

–0
.0
46
2

0.
06
03

0.
00
57
7

0.
02
71

O
bs
.

2,
77
1

1,
19
4

1,
57
7

1,
53
4

1,
23
7

20
16

Co
ef
f.

–0
.1
36
�

–0
.1
45
�

–0
.1
23

–0
.1
53

–0
.1
27

(S
.E
.)

(0
.0
61
)

(0
.0
72
)

(0
.0
74
)

(0
.0
78
)

(0
.0
67
)

Co
m
p.

m
ea
n

0.
13
1

0.
13
7

0.
12
7

–0
.0
18
4

0.
28
9

O
bs
.

2,
87
7

1,
27
9

1,
59
8

1,
82
3

1,
05
4

p
<
0.
00
1�
��
;p

<
0.
01
��
;p

<
0.
05
� .

N
ot
e:

Ea
ch

ce
ll-
bl
oc
k
is
th
e
re
su
lt
of

a
se
pa
ra
te

re
gr
es
si
on

.S
ta
nd

ar
d
er
ro
rs

cl
us
te
re
d
at

th
e
vi
lla
ge

le
ve
l
ar
e
in

pa
re
nt
he
se
s.
“C
om

p.
m
ea
n”

re
fe
rs

to
th
e
co
m
pa
ris
on

gr
ou

p
m
ea
n
fo
r
th
e

ou
tc
om

e
va
ria
bl
e.

Co
lu
m
n
(1
)
re
gr
es
si
on

s
co
nt
ro
l
fo
r
ch
ild

ch
ar
ac
te
ris
tic
s
(a
ge
,
ho

us
eh
ol
d
si
ze
,
ho

us
eh
ol
d
w
ea
lth

as
se
t
in
de
x,

pa
re
nt
in
g
pr
ac
tic
es
,
m
ot
he
r’s

ed
uc
at
io
n
an
d
ge
nd

er
)
an
d

ba
se
lin
e
ch
ild

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
m
ea
su
re
s
(B
M
I,
co
gn

iti
ve
,f
in
e
m
ot
or
,g

ro
ss

m
ot
or
,a
nd

la
ng

ua
ge
).
Co

lu
m
ns

(2
)
an
d
(3
)
re
gr
es
si
on

s
us
e
th
e
sa
m
e
co
nt
ro
ls
as

co
lu
m
n
(1
)
ex
ce
pt

th
ey

ex
cl
ud

e
ho

us
eh
ol
d
w
ea
lth

.C
ol
um

ns
(4
)
an
d
(5
)
re
gr
es
si
on

s
us
e
th
e
sa
m
e
co
nt
ro
ls
as

co
lu
m
n
(1
)
ex
ce
pt

th
ey

ex
cl
ud

e
pa
re
nt
in
g
pr
ac
tic
es
.

JOURNAL OF RESEARCH ON EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 43



children living in comparison villages, who may or may not have access to other serv-
ices such as non-project playgroups or kindergartens.

Table 2 presents impacts on enrollment rates and duration. In 2013 (at age 5), chil-
dren in treatment villages were 49.9 percentage points more likely to report ever being
enrolled in project playgroups compared to children from comparison villages. The
treatment effect on enrollment rate was similar in 2016 when the children were age 8.
Moreover, the effects are largely consistent across sub-samples.17 As expected, there was
virtually no enrollment in project playgroups reported by children in comparison vil-
lages. In contrast to the increase in enrollment in project playgroups, children from
treatment villages were 22 percentage points less likely to enroll in non-project play-
groups relative to a 33.4% enrollment rate among children in comparison group villages.
These estimates were fairly similar at ages 5 and 8. Finally, there was no difference in
enrollment in kindergarten between treatment and comparison villages by age 5.
However, by age 8, children from treatment villages were 8.6 percentage points less
likely to have ever enrolled in kindergartens compared to children from comparison vil-
lages, suggesting that parents to some extent view playgroups as substitutes for
kindergartens.18

The results for months of enrollment are largely consistent with our findings for
enrollment rates. The project increased children’s enrollment duration in project

Table 4. Impact on primary school test scores for the younger cohort.
Outcome 　 All Poor Non-poor Low parenting score High parenting score

Language—match picture (SD) Coeff. 0.134� 0.029 0.213�� 0.179�� 0.080
(S.E.) (0.058) (0.081) (0.068) (0.067) (0.077)

Comp. mean –0.0827 –0.146 –0.0355 –0.163 0.00282
Obs. 2,862 1,274 1,588 1,814 1,048

Language—mention objects (SD) Coeff. –0.027 –0.065 0.006 –0.030 –0.028
(S.E.) (0.053) (0.067) (0.065) (0.062) (0.063)

Comp. mean 0.0333 –0.108 0.138 –0.0354 0.106
Obs. 2,862 1,274 1,588 1,814 1,048

Math—summation (SD) Coeff. 0.068 0.059 0.075 0.055 0.082
(S.E.) (0.054) (0.077) (0.061) (0.067) (0.068)

Comp. mean –0.0407 –0.166 0.0521 –0.0730 –0.00628
Obs. 2,862 1,274 1,588 1,814 1,048

Math—order numbers (SD) Coeff. 0.125� 0.108 0.143� 0.067 0.182�
(S.E.) (0.058) (0.083) (0.067) (0.068) (0.073)

Comp. mean –0.0828 –0.214 0.0143 –0.0905 –0.0745
Obs. 2,862 1,274 1,588 1,814 1,048

Abstract reasoning (SD) Coeff. –0.022 –0.012 –0.032 –0.020 –0.023
(S.E.) (0.044) (0.064) (0.056) (0.058) (0.059)

Comp. mean 0.0310 –0.102 0.130 –0.0317 0.0977
Obs. 2,862 1,274 1,588 1,814 1,048

p< 0.001���; p< 0.01��; p< 0.05�.
Note: Each cell-block is the result of a separate regression. Standard errors clustered at the village level are in parenthe-
ses. “Comp. mean” refers to the comparison group mean for the outcome variable. Column (1) regressions control for
child characteristics (age, household size, household wealth asset index, parenting practices, mother’s education and
gender) and baseline child development measures (BMI, cognitive, fine motor, gross motor, and language). Columns (2)
and (3) regressions use the same controls as column (1) except they exclude household wealth. Columns (4) and (5)
regressions use the same controls as column (1) except they exclude parenting practices.

17Appendix Table 4 provides results which show that the differences between groups—either poor versus non-poor or
low versus high parenting practices are not statistically different from each other.
18Our experience in the field and the data on enrollment histories does indeed underscore the fact that parents view
playgroups and kindergartens as substitutes and do not adhere to the ages of eligibility for the different services.
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playgroups, decreased enrollment duration in non-project playgroups, and kept enroll-
ment duration in kindergarten unaffected.

One way to interpret the months of enrollment in a project playgroup is that it is a
measure of “take-up” of the project. The average take-up of the project playgroup in
treatment villages was 7.781months by age 5 and 8.683months by age 8.19 These large
effects on months of enrollment in project playgroups hold across wealth and parenting
sub-group analyses. Specifically, compared to poor children in comparison villages, poor
children in project villages enrolled in 7.3 more months of playgroup. Non-poor chil-
dren enrolled for 8.1 more months. However, there is no evidence to suggest that these
point estimates are different from each other.20 The project thus had equally large
enrollment effects for children from poor and non-poor households. Similarly, we do
not find treatment effect variation between children from households with high and low
parenting scores.

On average, children in treatment villages were enrolled in non-project playgroups
for 3 fewer months than their peers in comparison villages. At age 5, this decrease in
enrollment duration in non-project playgroups was significantly more pronounced for
children from non-poor households. However, by age 8, there was no treatment effect
variation in non-project playgroup enrollment between poor and non-poor children.

Finally, we do not find significant differences in enrollment duration in kindergarten
between treatment and comparison villages, either in 2013 or in 2016. On average, all
children in the sample seem to have completed about 5months of kindergarten by 2013
and about 10months of kindergarten by 2016—with no substantial variation by house-
hold wealth or parenting.

Next, we turn to results on child development outcomes. Table 3 presents the impact
estimates on the EDI at age 5 (2013) and age 8 (2016). Overall, we find a few positive
impacts of the project on children’s developmental outcomes at age 5 but no positive
impacts at age 8. At age 5, we estimate a 0.208 S.D. increase in scores on the physical
health and well-being domain and a 0.115 S.D. increase in scores on the emotional
maturity domain for the overall sample. However, these effects do not persist to age 8.
We generally observe null effects in 2016, with one negative impact on the communica-
tion skills and general knowledge domain (–0.136 S.D). Our results suggest that the
impact on emotional maturity may be concentrated among those classified as poor in
our data.21 There are no other statistical differences across subgroups—either by wealth
or by parenting practices.

One note of caution in interpreting our results is warranted. As noted earlier, meas-
urement error may contribute to the null effects on the EDI that we observe in 2016. In
the raw densities of the EDI domains presented in Figure 2, we find evidence of ceiling
effects in 2016 that are not present in 2013. The exception in 2013 was ceiling effects on
the communication skills and general knowledge domain, which may also explain the
negative impact on this domain identified in 2016.

19Since all of our impact estimates focus on intent-to-treat, these take-up figures do not affect the interpretation of our
results. The small non-zero estimates of enrollment in project centers among children from non-project villages are
possible in those few cases where households lived near enough to a treatment community and project playgroup.
However, this was rare.
20See Appendix Table 4.
21See Appendix Table 5.
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In Table 4, we find mixed results of the project on primary school test scores, which
were measured at age 8 (2016). We find moderate positive intent-to-treat effects
(0.134 S.D.) on language items involved with selecting a picture whose name began with
a different letter to other pictures (match picture) but null effects on language tasks
associated with writing the name of everyday items (mention objects). For the mathem-
atics section, we similarly find moderate positive intent-to-treat effects (0.125 S.D.) on
tasks associated with ordering sequences of numbers from largest to smallest and vice
versa (order numbers) but null effects on solving addition problems (summation).
Finally, we find no impact on abstract reasoning. Overall, we do not detect treatment
effect variation in the test score results, either by wealth or by parenting practices.22 As
was the case for the EDI outcomes, test scores also seem to have ceiling effects associ-
ated with them, which may undermine our ability to detect certain effects.23

Contrasting Experiences—Comparing Project Impacts for the Younger and
Older Cohorts

As described at the outset, the impact evaluation of the Indonesia ECED Project fol-
lowed two cohorts of children. The focus of the paper so far has been on the younger
cohort. The impacts of the intervention on the older cohort have previously been pub-
lished (Brinkman et al., 2017). In this section, we contrast the impact estimates between
the younger and older cohort, which varied in terms of (1) the phase of project imple-
mentation when they were exposed to playgroups and (2) the length of exposure to
playgroups at an appropriate age. The novel data available to us allows us to paint a
more complete picture of the relationship between these factors and child development
in the longer-term.

As shown in Figure 1, the data collection schedule meant that both cohorts of chil-
dren were surveyed when they were age 5 and age 8. In this section, we contrast the
impact estimates of these two cohorts side-by-side.24 Table 5 presents the impact esti-
mates at age 5 and age 8 for each cohort. Columns 1 and 4 are the results for the
younger cohort previously shown in Tables 2–4 in this paper. Columns 2 and 5 present
the equivalent results for the older cohort, previously reported in Brinkman, Hasan,
Jung, Kinnell and Pradhan (2017). Column 6 presents test score results for the older
cohort, which have not previously been published.25 Columns 3 and 7 show the results
of a t-test comparing the differences in impact between the two cohorts.26 We plot these
columns in Figure 3.

Overall, we find that the project “impact” differed between the older and younger
cohorts. By age 5, children from the younger cohort were 34.6 percentage points more

22Appendix Table 6.
23See Appendix Figure 2.
24See Appendix B for the empirical strategy used to estimate the impacts for the 4 year-old cohort.
25These are obtained using the approach described in Appendix B. The items used to construct scores for the 4 year-
old cohort are identical to those used for the 1 year-old cohort.
26Our test statistic to examine whether the estimates from the two cohorts are statistically different is

cb1yr�cb4yr
SEðcb1yr�cb4yr Þ ¼cb1yr�cb4yrffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

Var cb1yr� �
þVar cb4yr� �

�2Covðcb1yr ,cb4yr Þ

r ¼ cb1yr�cb4yrffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
SE cb1yr� �2

þSE cb4yr� �2
r assuming 2Cov db1yr ,db4yr� �

¼ 0: Since Cov db1yr ,db4yr� �
is

typically positive, our assumption yields a conservative estimate of the test statistic.
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likely to have ever been enrolled in project playgroups than children from the older
cohort. By age 5, they were 17.6 percentage points less likely to have ever enrolled in
non-project playgroups and there was no practical or statistical difference between the
two cohorts in ever being enrolled in kindergarten by age 5. This pattern is also visible
at age 8 though the magnitudes are smaller. The younger cohort was 22.9 percentage
points more likely to have ever enrolled in project playgroups than the older cohort and
15.2 percentage points less likely to have enrolled in non-project playgroups. Even by
age 8, there is not discernible difference in kindergarten enrollment rates between the
two cohorts.

In terms of months of enrollment the pattern is the same. The younger cohort was
enrolled in project playgroups for longer—both by age 5 (6months) and by age 8
(5months) than the older cohort. Similarly the younger cohort was enrolled in non-pro-
ject playgroups for a shorter duration—both by age 5 and by age 8. There is no statis-
tical difference in their duration of enrollment in kindergartens by either age.

Our ability to draw conclusions from the Early Development Instrument results is
constrained by the fact that the instrument starts to display ceiling effects as early as age
5 in some domains (refer to Figure 2). Thus, even though we see some statistically sig-
nificant differences between the two cohorts in physical health and well-being and social
competence by age 5, we refrain from interpreting these as indicative of a difference in
the experience of the two cohorts. By age 8 no differences remain.

However, the test score data provide some insights into whether greater exposure to
the project by the younger cohort results in improved child development outcomes.
There is evidence that the younger cohort did substantially better than the older
cohort—0.23 SD better in language when matching pictures to word, 0.28 SD better in
mathematics when ordering numbers. While the point estimate on summation is posi-
tive and significant, this measure also displays some ceiling effects. Given that these tests
were administered in the early grades of primary school, we also take these results as
indication of the fact that the impacts of this intervention lasted beyond the duration of
the project.

The results are consistent with the fact that the experiences of the older and younger
cohorts were different along two key dimensions: (1) the phase of implementation when
they were exposed to project playgroups and (2) the length of exposure to project play-
groups at the appropriate ages (3–4 years old). On the first dimension, children in the
older cohort were exposed to the project in its first year whereas children in the
younger cohort were exposed to a more mature project in its third year of implementa-
tion. On the second dimension, children in the older cohort were capped (at most) to
one year of age-appropriate enrollment in project playgroups because they were already
age 4 when the project began. In contrast, children in the younger cohort were only age
1 when the project began so they were more likely to enroll in project playgroups at the
appropriate ages of 3 to 4.27

27As a robustness check, we also examine whether treatment effects on the EDI and test scores vary by exposure to
playgroups at the appropriate ages among the younger cohort. Results are reported in Appendix Tables 5 and 6.
Overall, we find larger treatment effects for social competence and emotional maturity among children enrolled in
playgroups for one to two years at ages 3–4 relative to their peers enrolled in playgroup for less than one year at ages
3–4. These results are consistent with the argument we present here that longer exposure to playgroup at the
appropriate age explains part of the different impacts we observe between the younger and older cohorts.

JOURNAL OF RESEARCH ON EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 47



Ta
bl
e
5.

Co
m
pa
ris
on

of
im
pa
ct

es
tim

at
es

fo
r
th
e
tw
o
co
ho

rt
s.

Tr
ea
tm

en
t
ef
fe
ct

at
ag
e
5

Tr
ea
tm

en
t
ef
fe
ct

at
ag
e
8

Yo
un

ge
r

co
ho

rt
O
ld
er

co
ho

rt
(J
O
LE

re
su
lts
)

D
iff
er
en
ce

be
tw
ee
n

co
ho

rt
s

Yo
un

ge
r

co
ho

rt

O
ld
er

co
ho

rt
(J
O
LE

re
su
lts
)

O
ld
er

co
ho

rt
(n
ew

re
su
lts
)

D
iff
er
en
ce

be
tw
ee
n

co
ho

rt
s

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

Ev
er

en
ro
lle
d
in

pr
oj
ec
t
pl
ay
gr
ou

p
0.
49
9�
��

0.
15
3�
��

0.
34
6�
��

0.
49
8�
��

0.
26
9�
��

0.
22
9�
��

(0
.0
22
)

(0
.0
15
)

(0
.0
27
)

(0
.0
23
)

(0
.0
18
)

(0
.0
29
)

Ev
er

en
ro
lle
d
in

no
n-
pr
oj
ec
t
pl
ay
gr
ou

p
–0
.2
20
��
�

–0
.0
44
��

–0
.1
76
��
�

–0
.2
21
��
�

–0
.0
69
��
�

–0
.1
52
��
�

(0
.0
37
)

(0
.0
14
)

(0
.0
40
)

(0
.0
37
)

(0
.0
17
)

(0
.0
41
)

Ev
er

en
ro
lle
d
in

ki
nd

er
ga
rt
en

–0
.0
75

–0
.0
58
�

–0
.0
17

–0
.0
86
�

–0
.1
30
��
�

0.
04
4

(0
.0
40
)

(0
.0
26
)

(0
.0
48
)

(0
.0
40
)

(0
.0
28
)

(0
.0
49
)

M
on

th
s
in

pr
oj
ec
t
pl
ay
gr
ou

p
7.
78
1�
��

1.
91
4�
��

5.
86
7�
��

8.
70
4�
��

3.
85
5�
��

4.
84
9�
��

(0
.3
96
)

(0
.1
58
)

(0
.4
26
)

(0
.4
14
)

(0
.2
54
)

(0
.4
86
)

M
on

th
s
in

no
n-
pr
oj
ec
t
pl
ay
gr
ou

p
–3
.0
01
��
�

–0
.6
47
��
�

–2
.3
54
��
�

–3
.2
74
��
�

–0
.9
43
��
�

–2
.3
31
��
�

(0
.6
37
)

(0
.1
56
)

(0
.6
56
)

(0
.6
45
)

(0
.2
38
)

(0
.6
88
)

M
on

th
s
en
ro
lle
d
in

ki
nd

er
ga
rt
en

–0
.1
99

0.
59
0�

–0
.7
89

–1
.0
37

–1
.5
46
��
�

0.
50
9

(0
.4
36
)

(0
.2
70
)

(0
.5
13
)

(0
.6
64
)

(0
.4
44
)

(0
.7
99
)

Ph
ys
ic
al
he
al
th

an
d
w
el
l-b

ei
ng

(S
D
)

0.
20
8�
��

–0
.0
26

0.
23
4�

0.
00
2

0.
10
4

–0
.1
02

(0
.0
51
)

(0
.0
76
)

(0
.0
91
)

(0
.0
64
)

(0
.0
74
)

(0
.0
98
)

So
ci
al

co
m
pe
te
nc
e
(S
D
)

0.
01
8

0.
22
3�
�

–0
.2
05
�

–0
.0
12

0.
02
4

–0
.0
36

(0
.0
53
)

(0
.0
76
)

(0
.0
93
)

(0
.0
49
)

(0
.0
75
)

(0
.0
9)

Em
ot
io
na
lm

at
ur
ity

(S
D
)

0.
11
5�

0.
01
4

0.
10
1

0.
00
3

0.
15
8�

–0
.1
55

(0
.0
56
)

(0
.0
71
)

(0
.0
90
)

(0
.0
45
)

(0
.0
68
)

(0
.0
82
)

La
ng

ua
ge

&
co
gn

iti
ve

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
(S
D
)

0.
07
3

0.
12
8

–0
.0
55

0.
03
5

0.
05
6

–0
.0
21

(0
.0
56
)

(0
.0
70
)

(0
.0
90
)

(0
.0
40
)

(0
.0
60
)

(0
.0
72
)

Co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
n
&
ge
ne
ra
lk
no

w
le
dg

e
(S
D
)

–0
.0
05

0.
07
5

–0
.0
80

–0
.1
60
��
�

0.
01
4

–0
.1
74

(0
.0
74
)

(0
.0
79
)

(0
.1
08
)

(0
.0
61
)

(0
.1
32
)

(0
.1
45
)

La
ng

ua
ge
—
m
at
ch

pi
ct
ur
e
(S
D
)

0.
13
3�
�

–0
.1
00

0.
23
3�
��

(0
.0
58
)

(0
.0
58
)

(0
.0
82
)

La
ng

ua
ge
—
m
en
tio

n
ob

je
ct
s
(S
D
)

–0
.0
27

–0
.0
50

0.
02
3

(0
.0
53
)

(0
.0
54
)

(0
.0
76
)

M
at
h—

su
m
m
at
io
n
(S
D
)

0.
06
8

–0
.1
48
��

0.
21
6�
��

(0
.0
54
)

(0
.0
51
)

(0
.0
74
)

M
at
h—

or
de
r
nu

m
be
rs
(S
D
)

0.
12
5�
�

–0
.1
55
�

0.
28
0�
��

(0
.0
58
)

(0
.0
61
)

(0
.0
84
)

Ab
st
ra
ct

re
as
on

in
g
(S
D
)

–0
.0
21

–0
.1
24
�

0.
10
3

(0
.0
44
)

(0
.0
57
)

(0
.0
72
)

p
<
0.
00
1�
��
;p

<
0.
01
��
;p

<
0.
05
�

N
ot
e:

Ea
ch

ce
ll
is
th
e
re
su
lt
of

a
se
pa
ra
te

re
gr
es
si
on

.S
ta
nd

ar
d
er
ro
rs

cl
us
te
re
d
at

th
e
vi
lla
ge

le
ve
la

re
in

pa
re
nt
he
se
s.
Re
gr
es
si
on

s
fo
r
th
e
yo
un

ge
r
co
ho

rt
co
nt
ro
lf
or

ch
ild

ch
ar
ac
te
ris
tic
s

(a
ge
,
ho

us
eh
ol
d
si
ze
,
ho

us
eh
ol
d
w
ea
lth

as
se
t
in
de
x,

pa
re
nt
in
g
pr
ac
tic
es
,
m
ot
he
r’s

ed
uc
at
io
n
an
d
ge
nd

er
)
an
d
ba
se
lin
e
ch
ild

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t
m
ea
su
re
s
(B
M
I,
co
gn

iti
ve
,
fin

e
m
ot
or
,
gr
os
s

m
ot
or
,a
nd

la
ng

ua
ge
).
Th
e
di
ffe

re
nc
e
be
tw
ee
n
th
e
tr
ea
tm

en
t
ef
fe
ct
s
fo
r
th
e
yo
un

ge
r
an
d
ol
de
r
co
ho

rt
s
ar
e
es
tim

at
ed

us
in
g
a
W
el
ch
’s
t-
te
st

or
un

eq
ua
lv
ar
ia
nc
e
t-
te
st
.

48 A. HASAN ET AL.



Cost-Benefit Analysis

Before discussing these results in greater detail, we turn to another critical question: was
the Indonesia ECED project a worthwhile investment? This section argues that it was.
Comparable interventions in other countries range in cost from US$37 per child in
India to US$289 in Colombia. The Indonesian project, on the other hand, costs approxi-
mately US$27 per child (all amounts in 2014 dollars).
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Figure 3. Differences in impacts between the younger cohort and older cohort. Notes: Figures show
results in columns 3 and 7 in Table 5. For Panels A-C, results are shown at age 5 (blue) and age 8
(red). For Panel D, results are only available at age 8. Solid bars denote statistically significant differen-
ces at the 5% level. Hollow bars are not statistically significant. Labels in bold denote significance at
the 1% level while those in italics denote significance at the 5% level.
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Using the actual number of children reached by the project (673,162 as at June 2013)
and the actual observed increase in educational attainment (0.1 years on average for the
older cohort and 0.7 years for the younger cohort) allows us to present a rudimentary
cost-benefit analysis (Table 6). It uses a conservative set of estimates of rates of return
to education: which range from 6.8–10.6 percent as estimated by Duflo (2001) and from
6.1 to 12.3% as estimated by Patrinos et al. (2006). We assume that:

a. there is a 6.5% rate of return to education (averaging the bottom end of the rates
of return reported in the papers above in order to be more conservative in
our analysis)
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Figure 3. Continued
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b. children do not begin to realize the benefits of increased wages until age 18
c. they do so for 40 years

Under conservative assumptions, a 0.1-year increase in schooling results in a benefit-
cost ratio of 0.65.28 Similarly, a 0.7-year increase in schooling results in a benefit-cost
ratio of 4.55. Using higher rates of return as assumed in both published literature and
the World Bank Project Appraisal Document (11.2%) suggests a correspondingly much
higher benefit-cost ratio of 1.12� 7.84. Thus reasonable cost–benefit estimates would
suggest that the project did far better than breakeven. This is an underestimate of the
benefit given the conservative estimates of returns to education used, the shorter-than-
usual time horizon for accrual of benefits as well as the fact that these are only private
returns for selected cohorts. Social returns to education have not been factored in, nor
have any gains resulting from improved learning.

Discussion and Conclusion

This paper examined treatment effect variation across two cohorts of children who were
exposed to a project that expanded access to playgroups at different points in the proj-
ect’s lifespan. Although the project had positive impacts for both cohorts of children,
these impacts varied across cohorts. This suggests that the maturity and timing of pre-
primary education services are important factors to consider not only when designing
and implementing impact evaluations but also when designing policy.

There are a number of factors that explain the different outcomes resulting from
expanded access to early childhood education services observed across the two cohorts
in this evaluation.

The first is that children in the younger cohort were significantly more likely to enroll
in project playgroups than the older cohort. The younger cohort was also enrolled in
these services for longer than the older cohort. This was likely due both to the older
cohort being at the upper end of the appropriate age range for playgroups at the onset
of the project, as well as the maturity of the playgroups themselves at the time when the
cohorts were able to enroll.

Table 6. Cost-benefit-analysis.
Older cohort Younger cohort

Per beneficiary ($) Total ($) Per beneficiary ($) Total ($)

Discounted stream of income (B) 96 64,573,510 601 404,598,373
Discounted cost (C) 76 51,469,388 76 51,469,388
B-C 19 13,104,122 525 353,128,985
Return for each USD invested 1.3 7.9

Assumptions: Number of beneficiaries ¼ 673,162; Annual cost per beneficiary¼USD 27; Benefits start at age 18 and
continue for 40 years; Returns to education ¼ 6.5%; Discount rate ¼ 5%.
Average annual earnings ¼ 33% of 2012 GDP per capita in PPP terms; Additional years of schooling for younger cohort
¼ 0.7; Additional years of schooling for older cohort ¼ 0.1.

28The 2012 GDP per capita in PPP terms was US$4,876. In our calculations of rate of return, we assume that rural
wages are a third of this number.

JOURNAL OF RESEARCH ON EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 51



Another factor is how project playgroups evolved between 2009 and 2013 in terms of
user fees. Approximately half of the project playgroups were not charging user fees at
the beginning of the project, meaning that many of the children in the older cohort
accessed the services for free (Brinkman et al., 2015).29 By the end of the project, less
than a quarter of the centers were free, with approximately half of all project playgroups
charging between 10,000 and 25,000 IDR, which was comparable to the amount charged
by non-project playgroups.

Among those children only enrolled in project playgroups, the wealth profile was
very different for the two cohorts of children. On average, children in the younger
cohort had higher wealth z-scores than those in the older cohort.30 In conjunction with
the introduction of fees as the project matured, the change in student composition in
our data implies that it was easier for poorer children to enroll in project playgroups
early in the project’s lifespan than in subsequent years.31

Likewise, the quality of the playgroups likely ebbed and flowed during the period
under study. Brinkman et al. (2017) establish the strong link between child development
outcomes and the quality of the services being provided, as measured using classroom
observation. Emerging evidence on how centers evolved during the life of the project
and once project funding ended suggests that quality was not static (Hasan et al., 2019).
Teacher training was delivered over time. Thus, at the outset of the project, centers
began operating without necessarily having a full contingent of trained teachers. This
process may have meant that centers had lower quality services during their first year
than in later years of the project.

There are some limitations to this study. First, our analysis sample has attrition. Of
the 3,089 children who were surveyed at baseline in 2009, totally 2,894 children
(93.69%) were followed up for data collection in 2016. To limit attrition, enumerators
were instructed to visit children in their homes if students and their primary care-
givers were absent on the day of data collection in schools. As shown in Appendix
Table 9, columns 1 and 2, there was no difference in attrition rates between treatment
and comparison villages. Moreover, the interaction terms included in column 3 show
that the characteristics of those who were not available for follow-up are largely simi-
lar across treatment and comparison villages. The table shows that children with less
educated mothers and lower baseline gross motor skills were more likely to cease par-
ticipation in treatment villages compared to similar children in comparison villages.
However, overall, we do not find evidence that attrition poses a threat to the validity
of our impact estimates.

Another limitation to our study is measurement error of our outcomes. As docu-
mented in Figure 2, several of our key outcome measures suffered from ceiling effects.
This makes it difficult to detect effects that may have existed if an instrument that did
not suffer from such effects had been used.

29See Appendix Table 7. The median monthly fee was 5,000 IDR in 2010 and 10,000 IDR in 2013. Rural households at
the time reported a monthly wage of 1.7 million IDR (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016).
30See Appendix Table 8.
31By the time the younger cohort was old enough to enroll in project playgroups, many more playgroups were
charging fees. The introduction of fees was a direct response to the project funding coming to an end and the centers
needing to devise an alternative sustainability strategy (Hasan et al., 2019).
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Lastly, we are unable to empirically test why the treatment effect varies across the two
cohorts. While we posed several plausible mechanisms, we cannot be sure why we found
larger effects for the younger cohort than the older cohort at ages 5 and 8.

Despite these limitations, this study has meaningful findings. The results from this study
indicate that a low-cost, community-based early childhood program can positively impact
child development. For both cohorts, children who resided in treatment villages were more
likely to enroll in project playgroups, were enrolled for longer, and had substantially better
measures of child development than children in villages where these services were not avail-
able. The results suggest that the effects of this exposure persisted into early primary school
for the younger cohort, as judged by tests of language, mathematics and reasoning.

There are a number of factors to consider when trying to ensure that the benefits of
pre-primary education programs are delivered consistently over time. This is particularly
true in low-dose, center-based environments that are expanding in the developing
world. As future early childhood education projects are designed and implemented,
these myriad considerations will be important to balance against each other if sustained
impacts are to be delivered to successive cohorts of beneficiaries.
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