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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A pnmary focus of the Basrc Educatron Strengthening (BEST) project m Guatemala has been the 
development of low cost innovative educa~onal reforms for the classroom A multigrade classroom 
prlot ~ c t ~ v l t y  (fiueva Escuela Cnrtana), based on active Learnrng principles has targeted the rural 
dispersed population whrch has been difficult to reach w~th  full prrmarv education servlces The 
brl~ngual educatron program (DIGEBI) has targeted the Mayan-spealung population which has 
tradrtronally been delayed In rts educatronal progress because of lnabrlity to understand Sparush, the 
language of rnstructron In primary schools T h s  document surnmmzes the final results of a cost- 
effectiveness study of these two classroom Interventions 

B Method 

The study used Mmstry of EducaQon stahstrcs on per- student costs over the six-year penod 
that the two lnnovatrons have been supported by the BEST project These data were augmented bv 
the per-student costs for operatrng the programs throughout the project The research and 
development costs of the mnovative programs were also consrdered All schools for whrch data 
were available in the Nueva Escuela Unltarza (NEU) program and all complete schools rn the 
Natronal Bilingual Intercultural Education (DIGEBI) program are Included rn the analysis 

The lndrcators of cost-effectrveness were the percentage of chldren rn the base year (199 1) 
who progressed normally through pnmary educatron and the average cost per student to produce a 
sixth-grade graduate rn 1996 The cumulatrve costs per student for all years were drvrded by the 
number of students m srxth grade m 1996 These costs were compared to those for a populatron of 
chldren rn sunilar rural schools operatrng m the same Departments as the two programs 



C Major Flndlngs 

NEU and DIGEBI have been more efficient than slmllar schools wlthout the innovatwe 
programs 

Both NEU and DIGEBI schools had hgher percentages of children m&ng normal progress 
through the pnmary grades than cornpanson groups 111 both cases, the innovative programs had 

hlgher percentages of first graders who were 
enrolled In second grade than the cornpanson 

Normal Progress 
schools and in each case t h ~ s  translated into 
higher percentages of children in slvth grade 

(I 991 -I 996) As can be seen m Exhibit A, the differences 
favorlng NEU children in sixth grade were 
1: 4% for boys and 7 9% for girls For DIGEBI 
these differences were 4 2% for boys and 2 9% 
for girls 

NEU and DIGEBI were more cost-effechve 
than slmllar schools w~thout the lnnovatlve 
programs 

Girls Boys G~rls Boys 
The greater efficiency of the two a N E U  a EiJ lnnovatrve programs resulted m a lower per- 

DIGEBI control student cost for each chld who made normal 
progress to slxth grade Th~s  occurred despite the 

add~tronal operating costs that totaled Q239 64 for NEU and 22 94 for DIGEBI for each student each 
year Even when research and development costs, whch wll m reality be spread over a much longer 
trme frame than the six years ~ncluded m t h s  study, were included, the lnnovatlve programs were 
cost effective for male students 

There is a "gender effect" 1n Guatemalan primary schools that has not been overcome by the 
BEST project classroom lnnovat~ons 

In Guatemalan schools m general relatively fewer grrls make normal progress through the 
p~vnary grades than thelr male counterparts Although both NEU and DIGEBI were successful in 
lncreaslng the norrnal progress of girls when compared to female students not participating m the 
programs, thelr progress did not match that of the male classmates nor of rural male students m 
general 
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B Recornmendatlons 

Cont~nue to monltor the efficiency and cost-effechveness of NEU and DIGEBI 

This study only encompassed the six years for which consistent national statist~cs were 
avaiIable As the Mimstry of Education MIS now routlnelv produces national stat~stlcs the success 
of both mnovative programs In reiation to appropnate compmson groups should be continued Thls 
is especially Important w~th  NEU which has drarnaticallv ~mproved eficlencv in a relatlveIy short 
time As the program IS now In place ~t IS likely that costs w~ll go down and efficiency w~ll  continue 
to Improve 

Increase emphasis on the importance of g~rls' schooling 

Both DIGEBI and NEU have Integrated glrls' education to some degree Into their programs 
Glven the different success rates of boys and girls in the innovative programs, these efforts should 
be continued Efforts to promote girls' should also be expanded to the entire rural pnmarv school 
population, given the lower success rates and hgher cost of producing a female sixth grader 

Conduct targeted cohort studles to determine the characterls~cs and evperlences of chlldren 
malung normal progress compared to those who do not 

Tl-us study was a quasi-cohort study m that groups rather than mnd~viduals were followed over 
a six year penod Small cohort stuhes involvmg mdividual students should be mtiated to d e t e m e  
those aspects of chldren's successful expenence that can be repllcated 

Utdlze the Mlnlstry MIS to conduct cost studles for poilcy declslons 

As reliable hstoncal data exist for a siu-year penod studies of cost-effectiveness for the 
system as a whole can be conducted These would include urban rural cornpansons and the cost to 
the national of drop-out and repetition 
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I INTRODUCTION 

This document presents the final results ot a cost-effectiveness study of the two principal 
classroom ~nterventions supported bv the USAID Basic Education Strengthening (BEST) project 
The studv uses Ministrv ot Educatlon statistics on per student costs over the slu year penod that the 
two lnnovatlons have been supported by the BEST project This is augmented by the per student 
costs for operating the pilot programs throughout the project The research and development costs 
of the innovative programs are also considered All schools for which data were available in the 
Nueva Escuela Unztaria (NEU) program and all complete schools In the National Bilingual 
Intercultural Educatlon (DIGEBI) program are included m the analysis These schools are compared 
to the population of similar rural schools operating In the same Departments as the two programs 
The study was carried out bv members of the Academv for Educational Development (AED) 
techlcal assistance team for the BEST project as part of the regular evaluation and monltonng 
activities for the project 

A BACKGROUND 

The primary focus of the Guatemala BEST project has been to improve the efficiency, 
coverage, and quallty of basic education services to underserved populations By focusing on 
populabons that have trahbonally had less access to pnmary education and less success m primary 
schools, the project has also addressed Issues of equity The activities of the BEST project were 
undertaken in close collaboration w t h  other donor agencles to maxirmze the impact of project 
acbvibes The target populations for BEST project activities have been Mayan-speakng mdigenous 
people, isolated rural populations, and girls, especially those m Mayan areas 

The project focused on the development of low cost innovative educatlonal reforms and on 
strengthemg the Mlnlstry of Education's ability to manage the educatlon system Under classroom 
mnovations, the mulbgrade classroom activity (Nueva Escuela Unztaria), based on active learmng 
principles, targeted the rural dispersed population, whch has been difficult to reach wth full pnmary 
educatlon services The bilingual educabon program targeted the Mayan-speakmg populabon whch 
has traditionally been delayed In ~ t s  educatlonal progress because of Inability to understand Sparush, 
the language of lnstructlon m pnmary schools In addrt~on a gxls' educahon program supported by 
BEST developed achv~tles amed at lmprovlng the ab~lity of the educat~on system to keep girls In 
school, ensung  their advancement through the pnmary education system, and Increasing their 
achevement Owlng to the shorter duratlon of the glrls program, the results are reported elsewhere 
(see Chesterfield and Rubio 1997) 
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The combined effect ot these programs has been to address the needs of a widespread target 
population In rural Guatemala The technical ~nnovations were to be cost-eifective when fully 
developed, they were designed to teach chldren how to learn, and to help chlldren to complete 
school on tlme Comrnun~ty participation and the involvement of local organizations formed an 
important part of each activity Each program Included bullding coal~t~ons for increasing 
participation in basic educat~on 

The NEU and DIGEBI ~nnovatlons are designed to change the leamlng envlronrnent of the 
school to improve qualitv As the success of the programs in meeting then classroom objectives is 
discussed elsewhere (see Chesterfield and Rublo 1996 and Rubio 1996), this study focuses IS on 
the effects of such changes In terms of the programs' effic~ency In asslstlng children to advance to 
a new grade each year In order to evamlne equity, the other objectlve of the BEST project, the 
student population of each intervention has been separated by gender 

The following pages d~scuss the procedures used to carry out the analysis Subsequent 
chapters present the findings of the cost effectiveness study by program and gender and draw 
conclusions and recommendations based on these fmdlngs 

B METHOD 

1 Indicators 

The mdlcators of cost-effect~veness were the percentage of chldren m the base year (1 99 1) 
who have progressed normally through pnmary educat~on and the average cost per student to 
produce a sixth-grade graduate in 1996 The indlces of normal progress and the average cost to 
produce a s~xth-grade graduate m each intervention were contrasted with the same Indices for 
appropnate compmson groups 

2 Procedures 

Cost Per Student The annual planned budgets were used for the study, as t h s  information 
was avsulable m the stahshcd yearbooks published each year by the M~mstrv of Educat~on F~gures 
on executed budgets were not available Imtial enrollment by gender and bv area (ruraVurban) of 
the official or public sector by year as published In the statlstrcal yearbook was used The fo l lowg  
steps were taken 

1) The yearly budget for chldren's pnmary educahon was taken from the statistical yearbook 
In order to determine the total budget for rural pnmary education, the budgets for rural 
pnmary educat~on and rural bilingual educat~on were added together 
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2)  The Ministry of Education s adrn~nistrative budget was taken from the statist~cal yearbook 
To calculate the amount allocated for admrnlstration by area, this budget was multiplied by 
the percentage of the budget for pnmarv education allocated to each area 

3) The budget for investment and other budget items were not included 

4) The number of children in the official sector was calculated by gender and bv area tor each 
year In the absence or data by sector tor 199 1 the percentage of students in the official 
sector in urban and rural areas m 1992 \\as used to estlmate the number of students In the 
official sector In 199 1 in each area 

5) To calculate the cost per chld by area the total Quetzales allocated by area each year was 
dlvlded by the total number of students m each area For the natlona1 figure, the respectwe 
natlonal values were used 

6 )  Fmally, the average cost for six years was calculated to obtan the sole annual cost whch was 
applied to each year 

Progam Costs For NEU and DIGEBI, all of the costs mcurred by year for all items, except 
technical ass~stance, were Included Technrcal asslstance was not included as the work of such 
individuals generally extended to schools and chlldren bevond a speclfic program and d ~ d  not 
necessarily take place on a yearly basis The costs technical assistance were estimated by totaling 
the number of chldren in schools Influenced bv the technlcal asslstance effort and dlvlding thls 
number by the total cost of t echca l  asslstance for each program 

The total costs obtained for all years, less technlcal assistance was divided by the total 
number of chldren served during this penod In the case of NEU, t h s  total Included the children 
served m NEU schools d u n g  the pilot phase of the program and the total number of chlldren served 
in NEU schools in the consol~dat~on phase For DIGEBI, it mcludes all of the chldren in the 
pmary  grades of the complete schools served by DIGEBI Although DIGEBI has an extensive pre- 
pnmary program, these chldren were not included for consistency wlth the compmson group 

All program costs were charged exclus~vely to the programs That is, the costs of 
developmg, validating, and pnntlng matenals or tranlng packages was charged to the programs, 
even when such matenals or trsumg were used outside the programs or had been produced for use 
in futwe years 

As wth the national statisQcs, the cost per chld in each year was calculated This was added 
to the average cost per chld in rural schools in general to create a cost per child by program No 
adjustments to the value of the Quetzal due to changes in tne cost of living were made 
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Cost Effectiveness Lists of program schools, as reported by the programs were used to 
determme the uverse  From these llsts all those schools wluch had reported data to the Miustry's 
MIS from 1991 to 1996 were selected A school may not appear In the MIS tor dlstinct reasons 
Among these reasons are a school dld not exist in 199 1 but rather began to function later, a school 
evlsted but was not officially registered, a school did not have a teacher for one or more years and 
the teacher(s) or supervisor d ~ d  not turn in reports m one or more years 

Nineteen n~netv-one was taken as a base year For each year an indicator of effectiveness 
was estimated uslng the following formula 

I E = Students by grade I in Year I / Year 

where 

I E = Indicator of effectiveness 

Students by grade I m Year I I = total students m the respectlve grade in each 

subsequent year 

Year = Total number of students in the base year 

The I E used corresponds to 6th grade m 1996 The number of students in each grade for 
each respective year was multiplied by the estimated cost per chld T h ~ s  amount was then totaled 
for each of the SIX years of the study T h s  quantity was d~vided by the total number of students m 
slxth grade Th~s  provided the cost of one sixth grade graduate m six years 

3 Operational Defmtlons 

Normal progress= The percentage of students m a glven cohort who are found in the next grade 
m the subsequent year 

Cost per slxth- 
grade enrollee= The total number of students m a cohort enrolled m the next grade over a six- 

year penod, multiplied by the average cost of operation for the students, 
divided by the number of students m sixth grade Sixth grade enrollees were 
used as data for 1996 graduation rates were not avsulable As 1995 slxth 
grade graduation rates were urzlformly hlgh (93%) across the educational 
system, enrollees were considered an adequate proxy Indicator 
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Cost of operation= Average cost per rural student wh~ch has been reported dunng the years 
under study (The sum of the costs for rural bilingual education and rural 
pnmary education divided bv the total number of students enrolled In these 
two sectors) 

System costs= The operational costs plus admin~strative costs dunng the vears studied 

Program costs= Operational costs plus the donat~on over the life of the project minus the cost 
of techn~cal assistance 

Enrollment= Total number of students reported In a given grade in a given year (takmg 
into account the cost of grade repetition) 

As it was ~mpossible to track mdiv~dual children owng to cost considerations several 
assumptions are bmlt Into the analysis They are 

The groups of chldren advancing m grade are made up largely of chlldren who were 
promoted and are continuing m school rather than chldren who have dropped out and are 
returmng to school or who are repeaimg a grade Tlxs seems to be a valid assumption given 
the consistency of promotion reported by teachers in other BEST studies with subsequent 
year enrollment rates used m thrs study 

The rate of grade repetilon is simlar throughout the rural education system and across 
programs Agam, prevlous studies suggest that this is a valid assumption It should be 
recopzed, however, that by including repeaters in the analyses, nonnal progress rates for 
sixth grade graduates are somewhat inflated m all programs 
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I1 FINDINGS 

A Nueva Escuela Unitana 

As rnent~oned the percentage of chlldren ~n each program who began first grade m 199 1 and 
enrolled m the nelt 111gller ,mde each year untrl completrng pnmary school 111 1996 was used for the 
analysis Table 1 ~llustrates this Indicator of normal progress for glrls and bovs m the NEU and 
cornpanson group As can be seen, in the crucial first year when the greatest loss of students takes 
place, NEU had a greater percentage of children enrolled m second grade in 1993, than dld simllar 
unitary schools (esczlelas unltarzas) not implementing the NEU program 

This lnitral advantage 1x1 efficiency was maintained and both bovs and girls in NEU had 
slgmficantly hgher percentages of chldren who made normal progress through pnmarv school than 
the comparison group The normal progress indices of 18 3% and 24 5% compare favorably with 
those for all Guatemalan rural pnmary schools whch are 17 9% and 2 1 9% respectivety It must 
be polnted out, however, that over three-fourths of the boys and above 80% of the glrls do not make 
normal progress through rural pnmary schools in Guatemala 

As can be seen fiom Tables 2 and 3 the greater efficiency of the NEU program is translated 
Into lower costs on the indicator of normal progress through sixth grade The cost of a male student 
reachng sixth grade in six years is almost 2000 Quetzales less (41 807) than that for traditional 
mtary schools As the NEU program was less successful m assistrng glrls to make normal progress 
through pnmary school, the cost efficiency is less dramat~c for female students However, the NEU 
program st111 results m a savings of Q666 for girls reachng sixth grade ~n six years over traditional 
one-room school programs The cost savlng for the NEU program, as a whole, is Q 1379 25 

Table 1 NEU Normal Progress Rates for First and Suth Grade by Gender 

Gender/ 
Promohon Rate 

Percent of Flrst Grade 
Cohort in Second In 1992 

I 

I In Sxth Grade in 1996 

BOYS GIRLS 

NEU 

66 3% 

24 5% 

NEU 

5 8% 

18 3% 

EU 

5 1 9% 

10 9% 

EU 

53 2% 

10 4% 
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Table 2 Cost Effectiveness of the Nueva Escuela Unitaria 

Year Grade Total* NEU Glrls NEU Bovs 

1991 1 st Grade Q58l 340 46 Q263,036 82 4318 303 64 

1992 2nd Grade Q573 282 50 Q240 45 1 06 4332 83 1 44 

1993 3rd Grade Q415 384 17, Q209 002 42 Q206 38 1 70 

1994 4th Grade 4286 968 84 Ql 10 070 24 Q 176 898 60 

1995 5th Grade 4220,140 18 Q 78,621 60 Q141,518 88 

1996 6th Grade Q199 174 73, Q 76,000 88 4123 173 84 

Cost per 6th Grade Graduate 47 487 80 Q8,423 99 Q6 910 15 

*Cost per NEU Student = 4655 18 (4415 54 t- 4239 64) 

Table 3 Cost Effectiveness of the Escuela Unltaria 

Year Grade Total* 

- - -- - 

EU Guls EU Boys 

1991 1st Grade Q1 908,575 22 4819,029 34 41,089,545 88 

1992 2nd Grade Q1 001,866 94 4435,901 46 Q 565,965 48 

1993 3rd Grade Q 628,296 48 4272,178 70 Q 356,117 78 

1994 4th Grade Q 364,013 04 4147,516 70 Q 216 496 34 

1995 5th Grade Q 249 739 54 Q103,469 46 Q 146,270 08 

1996 6th Grade Q 204 030 14 Q 85,185 70 Q 118,844 44 

Cost per 6th Grade Graduate Q8 872 75 49,089 18 Q8 717 62 

*Cost per student = 415 54 

It IS dlff~cult to estlmate the research and development costs of pllot programs W l e  the 
costs in terms of international development projects are those of technical assistance, and can be 
measured easily The scope of a t ecbca l  assistance effort IS generally broader than only the schools 
in a given pilot program The NEU technical assistance prov~ders, for example, worked mth 
programs having a total of 1203 schools, In additron to the 200 schooIs in the NEU program The 
matenals deveIoped ulth t e chca l  assistance have been used m many of these schools and w~l l  be 
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used for three to fite years in the future by cohorts of children not included in this analysis 

In order to examine the cost-effectiveness of the NEU program w~th  research and 
development costs, the total cost of NEU techcal  assistance (49,426,948 or slightlv more than 1 5 
milllon dollars) was divided by the total number of clldren in schools ~nfluenced by the technical 
assistance effort (45 130) This resulted In a cost per student of Q 163 The cost etfectiveness data 
were then reanalyzed adding this additional cost to the cohort of students T11is resulted in costs of 
Q8345 27 for male sixth graders who made normal progress in NEU The ~ o s t  tor female students 
was 4996 1 45 Thus even when all research and development cost were ascnbed to a single cohort 
of NEU students the program was more cost-effective for male students than for students in similar 
schools wthout the NEU program As girls were less successful than boys in malung normal 
progress to sixth grade they did not overcome all of the research and development costs and had 
costs Q872 hlgher than compmson girls The overall NEU program cost was less than one hundred 
Quetzales hgher than the compmson group (Q8961 97 versus Q8877 83) 

B DIGEBI 

As shown in Table 4, DIGEBI had hgher percentages of the 1991 cohort of first graders 
enrolled m school than did slmilar schools operating m the same areas of the country Over five 
percent more of the 1991 female first graders were m second grade m 1992 than m the compmson 
group For boys, the figure was over 7% 

W e  DIGEBI boys and girls both conmued to have hgher percentages of the 1991 cohorts 
enrolled m surth grade, the advantage d m s h e d  to 4 2% and 2 9%, respectively Th~s  suggests that 
the first year of bilingual education is especially important for mdgenous ch~ldren The normal 
progress indices of 17 5% and 23 8% are slightly below that of 17 9% for all girls in Guatemalan 
rural pnmary schools and somewhat above that of 2 1 9% for boys 

Table 4 DIGEBI Normal Progress Rates for First and Sixth Grade 
by Gender 

Gender1 
Promotion Rate 

Percent of Flrst Grade 
Cohort in Second in 1992 

In Sixth Grade in 1996 

GIRLS BOYS 
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As shown m Tables 5 and 6, DIGEBI was more cost effective than the cornpanson group in 
terms of chldren reachng sixth grade 1x1 SIX years A male DIGEBI student costs 4620 25 less than 
a male sixth grader who makes normal progress in the compmson group Girls are Q3 17 18 less 
costly and costs for the program as a whole are 45 13 68 less The additional opentlng for DIGEBI 
are much less than those of NEU both because of the greater stze of the program whch distnbutes 
the costs over more students and the longer lifespan of the btl~ngual educat~on program As DIGEBI 
started prlor to I991 ~t d ~ d  not have the start-up costs associated w ~ t h  NEU which was a new 
Intervention 

Table 5 Cost Effect~veness of the DIGEBI Pro, =ram 

Year Grade Total* DIGEBI Glrls DIGEBI Boys 

1991 1st Grade 4 4  394,885 04 Q1 983 683 52 Q2 411 201 52 

1992 2nd Grade 4 3  177 664 56 Q1,356 218 64 Q1 821,445 92 

1993 3rd Grade 42,368,230 48 Q 959 394 24 Q1,408,836 24 

1994 4th Grade Q1 709 633 52 Q 646,758 00 Q1 062 875 52 

1995 5th Grade Q1 227,744 00 Q 453,826 80 Q 773,917 20 

1996 6th Grade Q 921,246 48 Q 346,399 20 Q 574,847 28 

Cost per 6th Grade Graduate 46,568 02 47  273 77 4 6  142 73 

*Cost per DIGEBI student = 4438 48 (4415 54 = 422 94) 
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Table 6 Cost Effechveness of the DIGEBI Compar~son Schools 

Year Grade Total* Girls Bovs 

199 1 1st Grade 453 359 906 94 424 343 995 36 Q29 015 911 58 

1992 2nd Grade Q35 931 743 80 Q15 088 357 40 420 843 486 40 

1993 3rd Grade Q28 095 074 94 Q 9 741 088 68 Ql8 353 986 26 

1994 4th Grade 417 000 572 48 Q 6 782 028 34 QlO 718 544 14 

1995 5th Grade Q11 901,381 14 Q 4 655 294 62 Q 7 746,186 52 

1996 6th Grade Q 9,119 025 30 Q 3 510 066 38 Q 5 608 958 92 

Cost per 6th Grade 47  081 70 
Graduate 

*Cost per student = Q415 54 

When research and development costs were included m the cost effectiveness analysis, the 
same pattern as that of NEU was found Although the cost-effectiveness analvsls was limted to 
chldren In DIGEBI complete schools where normal progress could be tracked, DIGEBI also 
supports preschool programs and schools m whch the program only operates at the early grades 
Obviously these chldren benefit from matenals and t r a m g  developed with technical assistance 
As the total number of students particrpating m DIGEBI is estimated at between 150,000 and 
200,000, the conservative estimate, whch would result in hgher per student costs was used 
T e c h c a l  assistance costs totaled Q5,910,462 ($985 077) over the llfe of the BEST project 
Applylng these costs to the 150,000 students m the program results in a cost per student of Q39 40 
Th~s  quantlty was added to the cost-effectiveness analysis glvlng a cost per sixth grader of Q6703 15 
for boys and 47910 69 for girls Thus, as in NEU, boys costs are below those of the comparison 
group, although only by about Q60 Glrls, on the other hand, are Q320 above the cornpanson group 
Overall program costs for ch~ldren reachng slxth grade m SIX years are 47910 69, or about 477 
more than the compmson group 
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111 CONCLUSIONS 4ND RECOMMENDATIONS 

NEU and DIGEBI have been more efficient than similar schools without the innovahve 
programs 

Both NEU and DIGEBI schools had higher percentages of chldren malung normal progress 
through the pnmary grades than comparison groups In both cases the innovative programs had 
hgher percentages of first graders who were enrolled in second grade than the compmson schools 
and in each case this translated into higher percentages of chldren in sixth grade The differences 
favonng NEU chldren in sixth grade were 12 1% for boys and 7 9% for g~rls For DIGEBI, these 
differences were 4 2% for boys and 2 9% for girls 

NEU and DIGEBI have been more cost-effectwe than similar schools w~thout the innovative 
programs 

The greater efficiency of the two innovative programs resulted m a lower per-student cost 
for each child who made normal progress to sixth grade Tlxs occurred despite the additional 
operating costs that totaled 4239 64 for NEU and 22 94 for DIGEBI for each student each year 
Even when research and development costs, whch wll  in reality be spread over a much longer tune 
fiame than the six years included in thls studv, were included, the innovative programs were cost 
effective for male students 

There is what mlght be called a "gender effect" in Guatemalan pnmary schools that has not 
been overcome by the BEST project classroom mnovahons 

In Guatemalan schools in general, relatively fewer girls make normal progress through the 
pnmary grades than their male counterparts Although both NEU and DIGEBI were successful in 
increasing the normal progress of glrls when compared to female students not participatrng m the 
programs, their progress did not match that of the male classmates nor of rural male students m 
general 

B Recommendations 

Contlnue to monitor the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of NEU and DIGEBI 

This study could only encompass the six years for whch consistent nat~onal statistics are 
avalable As the Ministry of Education MIS now routinely produces national statistics the success 
of both innovative programs m relation to appropnate cornpanson groups should be continued Th~s 
is especially important with NEU whch has dramatically ~mproved efficiency in a reIatively short 
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time As the program 1s now In place it ts ltkely that costs wtll go down and efficlencv w111 confinue 
to improve 

Increase emphasis on the importance of ~ r l s '  schoolrng 

Both DIGEBI and NEU have Integrated glrls' education to some degree Into their programs 
Gtven the different success rates of bovs and glrls in the innovative programs, these efforts should 
be increased Efforts to promote glrls' should also be evpanded to the entire rural pnmary school 
population 

Conduct targeted cohort studles to determine the character~st~cs and experiences of chlldren 
malung normal progress compared to those who do not 

This study was a quasi-cohort study in that groups rather than mdv~duals were followed over 
a SIX year penod Small cohort studies lnvolvlng mdlvldual students should be lnrtlated to deterrmne 
those aspects of chldren's successful experience that can be replicated 

Utrllze the Ministry MIS to conduct cost studies for policy decisions 

As rellable historical data exlst for a SIX year penod studles of cost-effectiveness for the 
system as a whole can be conducted These would mclude urban rural cornpansons and the cost to 
the natlonal of drop-out and repebtlon 


