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1. Introduction

A key insight of endogenous growth theory is the significant role that education plays in
enhancing labor productivity and fostering economic growth. Educated workers are not
only more productive but also more likely to contribute to technological advancements
that drive overall productivity growth. Furthermore, high-quality education is crucial in
fostering an economy’s creative potential, promoting entrepreneurship, and encouraging
the development of new technologies (Abad-Segura et al., 2020).

Despite the acknowledged importance of education, empirical evidence regarding
the impact of educational quality on economic growth across countries using panel data
remains limited. Early studies primarily focused on the quantity of education, such as
years of schooling or enrollment rates, when exploring its relationship with economic
growth (see Aghion et al., 2009; Barro, 1991; Barro & Lee, 1993; Benhabib & Spiegel,
1994; Levine & Renelt, 1992; Sequeira, 2007). Influential works by Schultz (1961),
Becker (1964), Nelson and Phelps (1966), Mincer (1974), Benhabib and Spiegel (2005),
Breton (2012), and Diebolt and Hippe (2019) suggest that increased educational
attainment leads to higher rates of economic growth. Hanushek and Woessmann (2007),
along with Krueger and Lindahl (2001), analyzed the impact of education on growth
using average years of schooling as an indicator.

The OECD (2015) emphasizes that mere enrollment does not always equate to
educational success and suggests that more focus should be placed on improving
education quality. In line with this, this chapter explores the role of education quality as
a predictor of economic growth.Basu and Bhattarai (2012) and Hanushek and
Woessmann (2012a) have pointed out, metrics such as mean years of schooling, class
size, and academic degree levels are insufficient in capturing the quality of education.
Increasing school attendance or average years of schooling does not necessarily translate
into higher economic growth if the quality of education is poor. Therefore, education
quality has emerged as a more critical determinant of human capital’s contribution to
economic progress (Hanushek & Woessmann, 2012a).

This study makes two primary contributions to the literature examining the role
of education quality in economic growth. First, we develop a novel mixed-frequency
dataset to measure education quality by combining the low-frequency (every three years)
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) data with the higher-frequency

(annual) World Development Indicators (WDI) data for 37 OECD countries spanning



2000 to 2018. PISA survey is conducted every three years by the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), assesses the skills and knowledge of
15-year-old students in reading, mathematics, and science, providing valuable insights
into the quality of education systems worldwide. Barro and Lee (2013 and 2015) presents
an alternative panel data set on educational attainment for 146 countries from 1950 to
2010, however the dataset is available at five-year intervals.

Secondly, we build on the research conducted by Hanushek and Woessmann
(2012, 2015, 2021), who investigated the impact of international test scores in science
and math on economic growth in OECD countries. Unlike previous studies, which
primarily used cross-sectional analysis, we employ panel data and consider all three PISA
assessment domains—mathematics, science, and reading—as indicators of education
quality. Our empirical findings indicate that the quality of education significantly and
positively impacts economic growth, and this effect is substantially more pronounced
than the effect of the quantity of education. Specifically, we find that a 1% increase in
education quality enhances economic growth by 2.8%, a figure considerably higher than
previous estimates, which range from 0.4% to 2.3%.

Our paper contributes to two strands of empirical literature: the relationship
between education and economic growth, and the specific impact of education quality on
economic growth. Numerous studies have established a strong link between education
and economic growth. Traditionally, early research on the education-growth nexus
measured education in terms of school enrollment rates (Becker, 1964; Barro, 1991; Han
& Lee 2020; Levine & Renelt, 1992; Mankiw et al., 1992; Benos & Karagiannis, 2010;
Phillips & Chen, 2011), educational attainment (Nelson & Phelps, 1966; Krueger &
Lindahl, 2001; Aghion et al., 2009; Madsen & Murtin, 2017), and average years of
schooling (Benhabib & Spiegel, 1994; Barro, 2001; Cohen & Soto, 2007; Teixeira &
Queiros, 2016; Ahsan & Haque, 2017; Diebolt & Hippe, 2022). While these studies
primarily focused on the quantity of education, relatively little attention has been paid to
the quality-growth association, mainly due to a lack of quality-focused data.

Recent evidence suggests that the quality of education is a crucial determinant of
economic growth, beyond the simple measure of years of schooling (Hanushek & Kimko,
2000; Hanushek & Woessmann, 2008, 2012, 2015, 2021; Bergbauer, 2019; Deme &
Mahmoud, 2020; Heller-Sahlgren & Jordahl, 2021). Although some earlier studies found
positive effects of education quality on economic growth (Balart et al., 2018; Breton,

2015; Hanushek & Woessmann, 2008, 2012, 2015), more recent studies, such as Deme
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and Mahmoud (2020), reported weaker effects in specific contexts, such as Sub-Saharan
Africa. In Table 1, we spresent a summary of the literature which show the impact of
quality education on economic growth. Column 2 (Sample) provides information
regarding the scope of each study, including the number of countries or regions covered,
as well as the time period analyzed. Column 3 (HDI (Quality)) describes the specific
indicator of education quality used in each study, such as test scores (TS) in subjects like
science and mathematics, graduate record examination (GRE) scores, or pupil-teacher
ratio (PTR). Lastly, Column 4 (Impact of Quality of Education on Economic Growth)
summarizes the main findings of each study, detailing the effect of education quality on
real GDP per capita, expressed as the percentage increase in GDP per capita resulting
from improvements in educational quality.

The methodologica novelty of this research lies in the examination of the impact
of education quality on economic growth using a newly constructed annual PISA dataset
with panel dimensions. This dataset allows us to investigate more robustly the impact of
education quality by encompassing all three PISA scores—mathematics, science, and
reading—on economic growth. Importantly, we employ mixed-frequency data, where the
low-frequency PISA data is complemented by high-frequency WDI data using a well-
established interpolation methodology (Cho-Lin Procedure).

The remainder of this study is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the
conceptual framework. In Section 3, we describe the data and methodology used in the
study, and in Section 4, we present a new annual international dataset on education
quality for 37 OECD countries covering the period from 2000 to 2018. Section 5 presents
the empirical findings regarding the impact of education on economic growth, while

Section 6 concludes with a discussion of the implications of these findings.

2. Conceptual Framwork

The classical theory of economic growth can be expressed as:
Yit = f(Kit' Lit' Ait' ) (1)

Where Yj; is the total output, L;; is the total labour, K;, refers to the total capital stock,

and Aj; is the level of technological progress.



Mankiw, Romer and Weil (1992) augment the neoclassical growth model and
empirically examine the growth theory determined by three factors: physical capital (K;,),

human capital (H;;), and labour (L;;), expressed in a Cobb—Douglas production function:
Yie = K% H®; o (Aj Lyt ¢ (2)

Where i denotes country, t is the time-variant; o, ¢ represent the elasticity of growth to
capital, human capital, labour and a + ¢ = 1. Also, the efficiency unit of labour is
generated by multiplying the labour by technical efficiency (A;), assuming exogenous
growth for labour supply and technical change. Note, to determine the role of change in
economic growth with respect to a change in labour, we start by eliminating the bracket

in Equation 2:
Yie = K%t Hq)i,tl'\i,tl_m_q)Li,tl_a_(I> 3)
Then, we differentiate with respect to L ¢

Yt

ETI K% HO oA ™% (1 — a = )L 1797 (4)
it
dY;¢ o -
St = K HO A0 (1= o= )L 5)
it
Recall that a + ¢ = 1, therefore —a —p=—1
dY;¢ . -
ST = K HO AT (1 - o= )Ly, ©)
it
oYy (1= o= AT TKY HO -
0Ly Lit
0Yie _ (1 —a— K, HO (A )¢ )
dLiy Lit
Where 24 in Equation 8 is change in economic growth (dYj;) with respect to change in

0Lt
labour (0L; ), while holding all other factors constant. We apply the same procedure to
Equation 2 to calculate the change in economic growth with respect to change in human

capital (H):

aH%t = K (¢)H¢i,t(Ai,tLi,t)1_a_¢ 9)
i
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dYit
OH;

= ¢ K%, H®; (A L)t ® (10)

Recall that a + ¢ = 1, therefore ¢ - 1 = —a, we substitute ¢ - 1 with —a

aY;
== GK H™ (AL )t (1)
OH;; Lt S
Yie e
— = ¢(Kit Hir) (Ai,tLi,t)1 ¢ (12)
OH;,
aY;
- = ®Ki Hie (AjeLi)t*® (13)
OH; o e
Note, ALIEN Equation 13 is the change in economic growth (9Y;,) with respect to change

OHj ¢
in human capital (9H;,) and the expression ¢K; H; (A;Li)*"* % is the marginal
product of human capital. It shows how the output Y changes with respect to a small
change in the input factor H, while holding all other factors constant. This indicates that
the marginal product of human capital is determined by several factors: the share of
human capital (¢), the share of physical capital (a), the productivity of technology (A),

the amount of labour input (L), and the amount of capital input (K).

3. A New Annual International Dataset of Quality of Education for 37
OECD Countries (2000-2018)

In this section, we combine several statistical procedures to interpolate PISA data on
education outcomes for the 37 OECD countries. PISA data from 2000 to 2008 is available
only for these 37 countries, which are: Austria, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada,
Chile, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Iceland,
Ireland, Indonesia, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea (Rep.), Latvia, Luxembourg, Mexico,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Russian Federation, Slovak
Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom, and United
States. PISA data is collected every three years, resulting in only a limited number of
years being available. To convert the missing observations from a tri-annual to an annual

series, we developed a two-step procedure:

e We built factors to capture all the available annual series from WDI for education

quality proxies.



e We used factors created in the first step to perform the interpolation of PISA data
using Chow-Lin methodology.

3.1 First step: Annual Education Factors from WDI
We construct three factors to proxy for education quality from WDI: pupil-teacher ratios,
education expenditure and education staff compensation for 37 OECD countriesfrom
2000 to 2018. The factors capture the same indicator with different levels of education
(i.e., secondary and tertiary). McMahon (2000) and Gyimah et al. (2006) suggest that
education cannot be separated by levels; investment in all levels of education is essential
in a nation. We considered both secondary and tertiary levels since students sitting the

PISA test are 15 years old. The three factors are given by:

_ LowSec pSec pUpSec pTer

Rt.i - [Rti , Rti , Rti ’ Rti ] (14)
— tot Sec Ter

Ct.i - [Cti ’ Cti ’ RCti ] (15)
— CurSec CurTer CurTot GovSec GovTer GovTot GovGDP Sec

Ee; = [Eti Eg; Eg; Eti Egi Eti » Egi JEG

EfeT | (16)

In Equation 14, factor R considers education quality in terms of pupil-teacher
ratios. The superscript for R represents the four educational levels considered: low
secondary, secondary, upper-secondary and tertiary. In Equation 15, factor C refers to
education compensation and incorporates measures of education (teachers and non-
teachers), staff compensation (in the form of salaries, retirement fund contributions,
allowances and benefits) as a percentage of total expenditure in public institutions; the
superscript i represents two educational levels—secondary and tertiary—as well as total

education compensation.

In Equation 16, factor E considers different expenditures in education. The
superscript for E includes current education expenditure as a proportion of total
expenditure in public institutions for two educational levels (secondary and tertiary) and
the total (E; %S¢ E;CwTer B, CwrTor) | sovernment expenditure per student as a proportion
of GDP per capita (E;;7°5, E;“°'Te") at the two education levels (secondary and tertiary);
total government expenditure on education as a proportion of GDP (E;“°"°PP); total
government expenditure on education as a proportion of government expenditure on
secondary and tertiary education (E;>,E;/ 7). Definitions of these of each variables are

presented in Appendix A Table Al.



We then calculate a weighted average of all factors for individual countries
(totqua = (factcomp + factexp + factptr)/3), where: totqua is the weighted
average of all the factors, factcomp is the factor for education compensation, factexp
is the factor for education expenditure and factptr is the factor for pupil-teacher ratio.
The resulting annual series and the Chow—Lin intertemporal method is used to interpolate

the low-frequency PISA education outcomes in the next step.

One of the challenges in this step is dealing with missing information in some of the WDI
series.We address this issue deal with the missing data in the annual observation of WDI,

we grouped countries into the following categories:

e Group (1): OECD countries with HCDI > 80% (i.e., Japan, the Republic of Korea,
Finland, Ireland, Australia, Sweden, Netherlands and Canada)

e Group (2): OECD countries with HCDI lower than 80% but higher than 70% (i.e.,
Germany, Austria, Slovenia, Czech Republic, the United Kingdom (UK),
Portugal, Denmark, Norway, Italy, Switzerland, New Zealand, France, Israel, the
US, Belgium, Estonia, Poland, Spain, Iceland, Russian Federation, Latvia,
Hungary)

e Group (3): OECD countries with HCDI rank between lower than 70% but higher
than 60% (i.e., Slovak Republic, Luxembourg, Turkey, Chile and Mexico)

e Group (4): OECD countries with HCDI rank between lower than 60% but higher
than 50% (i.e., Brazil and Indonesia).

Figure 1 illustrates the classifications of OECD countries by HCDI used for this

procedure.
3.2 Second Step: Interpolating PISA Data Using the Chow—Lin Procedure

This study follows Chow and Lin (1971) by applying a temporal regression-based
interpolation technique that relates lower-frequency indicator series (PISA;), where PISA
could be reading scores, maths scores or science scores and ¢ is a tri-annual series (3),
to a higher-frequency benchmark series (FACTORy), observed in every year k to obtain
an annual interpolated series (Xi). We used PISA data (scored data on education
outcomes reading, maths and science, which is released every three years [3y]) and

interpolated with a factor of World Bank education quality indicators (i.e., pupil-teacher



ratios, education expenditure and education compensation). In the first step, the values

of PISA;are regressed on the annual values of the related series, denoted by FACTOR;:
PISA? = BFACTORY, + ey (17)

The estimated coefficient, §, is used to estimate the low-frequency target series from the
high-frequency indicator series by applying the annual observations of the indicator

series, FACTORy, to obtain a preliminary annual interpolated series, X,
Xi = BFACTOR}, + Uy (18)

In the second step, the interpolated series (Xj), is obtained by distributing the difference
between the tri-annual value of Y%, and the sum of values of X}, in each year across tri-
annual using an AR (1) process. In this step, the distribution is subject to the following
condition:

3k
z Xi = FACTOR? + U, (19)
t=1p
where X}, contains observations for each of the years (k). This final condition ensures that
the sum of the tri-annual log changes in the interpolated series (X},), sums to the annual
log change of the actual data. To allow for serial correlation in model residuals, Bournay

and Laroque (1979) suggest that the stochastic errors term evolves over time as follows:

e = Prk-1 T U (20)

where p;, is white noise random variable with mean zero and constant variance (¢ ~ N
(0, 02) and the estimated p should be different from zero and less than 1 (i.e., |p|< 1).
The p value is the strength of persistence of the interpolation model. Smith (2001)
suggests that setting p to 0.50 produces efficient and reliable observations. Also, selecting
p 0.90 indicates a strong correction between the tri-annual series PISA and the annual
related series (WDI education quality proxies) as in Dagum and Cholette (2006).
Following Smith (2001), our correlation coefficient p is set at 0.90, 0.50, and 0.10 for our
Chow—Lin estimation.There are two important implications of the Chow—Lin method.
First, the movement of the indicator series is only transferred to the interpolated series if
the annualised growth rate in the indicator series and the growth rate in the low-frequency

variable are correlated. Second, the method assumes that the linear relationship observed



in the regression of the low-frequency variable on the tri-annualised indicator variable
also holds between the yearly series (FACTOR) and the true, but unobserved, tri-annual
values of PISA;. In Figure 2, the results of the interpolation procedure described above
for 37 OECD countries from 2000 to 2018 are presented. In Column 1, 2 and 3 are the
results for math, reading and science respectively. These results are compared to a
simpler linear interpolation. The blue dashed line represents the linear interpolation,
while the dark brown, green, and light brown lines represent the three different
estimations from our proposed interpolation procedure, using different parameters: p
(rho) values of 0.10, 0.50, and 0.90. In line with the literature, we will apply a balanced

value of p = 0.5 for the next estimation.

4. Data and Methodology

In this section we described the data and the methodology used to estimate the impact
of the new developed index of quality education on economic growth.

4.1 Data

The study utilizes annual panel data from 37 OECD countries for the period between
2006 and 2018. The selection of this time frame and the countries included was based on
data availability. Although we collected data from 2000 to 2018, the PISA data from the
earlier surveys conducted in 2000 and 2003 is heavily unbalanced and has therefore been
excluded from this analysis.The data for the proxy for education quality (PISA outcomes)
was sourced from the OECD database. The PISA data is considered a reliable standard
index for education quality. PISA is an international assessment for education outcomes
that comprises reading, maths and science. It measures 15-year-olds’ ability to use their
reading, maths and science knowledge and skills to meet real-life challenges. This data
poses some limitations because it is measured every three years. We use the interpolated
PISA data in the previous section of education quality from 2006 to 2018 for this
estimations. We also include a measure of education quantity based on the average years
of schooling in each country each year. A greater quantity of education is expected to

promote economic growth (Hanushek & Woessmann, 2021).

GDP per capita growth, GDPC level and other determinants of growth, such as
average years of schooling, gross fixed capital formation (annual growth), government
size and trade openness, were sourced from the World Bank (2020). The other control
variables included have been suggested in previous theoretical and empirical literature.
Barro and Lee (1993) suggest that a country’s growth of real income tends to be
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negatively related to the starting level of income; we include the value of real GDP per
capita in 2006 for the 37 countries as the initial level of real GDP per capita. Romero-
Avila and Strauch (2008) and Asimakopoulos and Karavias (2016), suggest that
government size boosts economic growth in line with the Keynesian school of thought.
Conversely, Landau (1983) and Dar and AmirKhalkhali (2002) suggest that government
size negatively affects economic growth. Moreover, gross fixed capital formation and
trade openness are expected to have a positive relationship with economic growth based
on the Cobb—Douglas (1928) production function, Helpman and Krugman (1985) and
Grossman and Helpman (1991). Data description and sources are available in Appendix

A.

4.2 Methodology

In this section, we present an econometric model based on the work of Hanushek and
Woessmann (2012, 2021) to explore the role of education in economic growth, which is
represented by our newly developed annual indicator (presented in Section 3). Our

benchmark can be expressed as:

+ BaZip + v T &g (21)

Where: the dependent variable is real GDP per capita annual growth rate. The
explanatory variables include GDP 2006 ; represents GDP in 2006 (i.e., for initial GDP
level); AInEdu quality;  is the change in the log of education quality (mean international
test scores averaging maths, reading and science scores). AlnEdu quantity;,is the
change in the log of education quantity (the average years of schooling). Following
Hanushek and Woessmann (2008), this study defines education quality as ‘the mean
international test scores’ and education quantity as the average year of schooling.
Additional control variables (Z; ) comprise gross fixed capital formation growth, change
in government size and change in trade openness. The annual gross fixed capital
formation growth measures the value of acquisitions of new or existing fixed assets by
the business sector, governments and households and deducts disposals of fixed assets;
government size is measured as the ratio of government expenditure to the total output
of an economy in percentage terms; and trade openness is calculated as exports plus
imports as a proportion of GDP. The subscripts i and t denote country and period,

respectively, a,; and By are the unobserved time-invariant and country-invariant
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individual effect, and €; is an idiosyncratic disturbance term.To examine a possible non-
linear relationship, we included the square of education quality in some of our

estimations.

5. Empirical Results
In these section we provide estimations of our benchmak model and assess the

robustnesses of our estimation to different model specification.

5.1 The Impact of Quality of Education on Economic Growth, 2006-2018

This section presents the empirical findings on the impact of our new measure of
education quality on economic growth for 37 OECD countries. We employed panel
analysis using annual data from 2006 to 2018 using unbalanced panel data. The omission
of data from the first two PISA surveys (2000 and 2003) is based on the fact that data for
many countries has not been collected by the survey. In Table 2, we present the
estimations of Equation 21. Columns 2 and 3 show the POLS estimations across eight
different cases, while columns 4 and 5 display the cross-sectional fixed-effect results.
Additionally, columns 6 and 7 provide the outcomes of the cross-sectional and time
fixed-effect model. Columns 2, 4, and 6 present results from models that exclude the
quantity of education as a control variable, whereas columns 3, 5, and 7 include this

variable.

In Table 2, a 1% increase in the quality of education is associated with a 2.8%
growth in GDP per capita when using the most restrictive model (Column 6). In the
pooled ordinary least squares (POLS) estimation, a 1% increase in education quality is
estimated to result in a 3.5% increase in GDP per capita, which is significant at the 1%
level and underscores its substantial contribution to economic growth. In the cross-
sectional fixed-effects models, the estimated effects range from 2.2% to 3.3%, all of
which are significant at either the 1% or 5% level. The results from the period and cross-
sectional fixed-effects models are similar, with estimates falling between 2.6% and 3.1%,

all significant at the 1% level.

Figure 3 compares the key findings of our more restrictive model (Column 6)
with previous results found in the literature. Our analysis indicates that a 1% increase in
education quality correlates with a 2.8% increase in GDP per capita growth, which is
higher than the results reported in several significant studies. Compared to the findings

of Hanushek and Woessmann (2012), who identified a 1.98% effect, our estimate is
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approximately 41% higher, pointing to a stronger impact of education quality on
economic growth. Breton (2015) estimated a 2.2% impact, which is 27% lower than our

findings, while Balart et al. (2018) reported a 2.3% effect, 18% lower than our estimate.

Our result surpasses the 2.5% reported by Sultan, Dey, and Tareque (2022) by
about 12%, further reinforcing the robustness of our analysis in emphasizing the potential
gains from improved education quality. In contrast, Deme and Mahmoud (2020) and
Baldwin, Borelli, and New (2011) found much lower effects, with the latter reporting
only 0.4%, which is significantly lower (85% less) than our estimate.

Furthermore, the initial GDP level in 2006 has a consistently positive and highly
significant effect on subsequent growth, indicating the presence of convergence
dynamics, where economies with lower initial GDP levels tend to grow faster. On the
other hand, years of schooling show a positive but statistically insignificant impact on
economic growth, suggesting that the quantity of education alone may not be a strong
determinant of economic growth, particularly when education quality is considered.
Gross Fixed Capital Formation shows a positive and occasionally significant impact,
indicating that capital investments can enhance growth, although this effect is not robust
across all models. Government size, despite varying coefficient estimates, consistently
fails to show a significant relationship with GDP growth, implying that the direct impact
of government spending may be limited in this context. Lastly, trade openness exhibits a
negative but statistically insignificant effect, suggesting that increased openness may not
necessarily lead to economic growth.

5.2 Robustnessess Analysis

In this section, we conduct a robustness analysis in accordance with established literature
to determine whether our benchmark model is resilient to the instrumental variable
approach (Table 3) and to examine the nonlinear relationship between the quality of
education and economic growth (Table 4). Amongs others, Hanushek and Woessmann
(2008 and 2012) suggest that education quality and real GDP per capita may be
determined jointly. We addresses the potential issue of reverse causality by using lagged
variables for all control variables to mitigate simultaneity effects. Particularly, we follow
Barro (2001), Sequeira (2007), Pegkas, Staikouras, and Tsamadias (2019), and Murray
(2006) by employing one-year lags for the independent variables applying a Instrumental
Variable (IV) estimation and Two-Stage Least Squares (2SLS). In Table 3, Column 2

13



and 3, the results of the first-stage and second-stage (respectively).! First-stage results
indicate that a 1% increase in education quality is associated with a 3.0% rise in GDP per
capita, while the second-stage show a 2.8% increase in GDP per capita.

In Table 4 we explore the inclusion of a quadratic term for education quality to
ascertain a possible non-linearity in the effect of the improvement of the quality of
education on economic growth as observed in some empirical studies (Ramos &
Mourelle 2019; Motusek & Tzeremes, 2019). The results reveal that the coefficient of
the square of education quality growth is not statistically significant, while the effect of

quality of education is close to 2.8%.

6. Conclusion

This study offers new insights into the relationship between education quality and
economic growth, building upon and expanding the existing literature on human capital.
Our findings indicate that a 1% increase in education quality is associated with a 2.8%
increase in GDP per capita growth, which is substantially higher than estimates reported
in previous studies. We developed a novel mixed-frequency dataset that combines 3-year
PISA data with one-year quality education data from the WDI for 37 OECD countries
spanning from 2000 to 2018. This approach addresses the limitations faced by previous
researchers who primarily relied on cross-sectional or low-frequency PISA data,
allowing us to provide more precise and timely insights into the effects of education
quality on economic growth. While the quantity of education remains important, its
impact on economic growth is smaller than quality of education. Our results also suggest
that recent advancements in educational quality in OECD countries have a more

pronounced impact on economic growth than previously believed.

! For studies that address endogeneity issues in the education—growth model, see Barro (2001), Hanushek
and Kimko (2000), and Hanushek and Woessmann (2012). Instrumental variable (IV) diagnostic checks,
including tests for weak instruments and assessments of over-identifying restrictions (available upon
request), indicate that the instruments used are not weak, and the IV regression provides consistent
estimates
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Tables and Figures

Table 1: Empirical Studies on Roles of Education Qualitty on Real GDP per Capita

Authors Sample HDI (Quality) Impact of Quality of Education on Economic
Growth
Hanushek and 31 countries TS TS increases real GDP Per capita by 1.4%
Kimko (2000) 1960-1990 (science + maths)/2
Hanushek and 50 countries TS TS increases real GDP Per capita by 1.98%
Woessmann (2008)  1960-2000 (science + maths)/2 OECD by1.73%
Higher Income Countries 2.2%
Lower Income Countries 1.287%
Hanushek and 50 countries TS TS increases real GDP Per capita by 1.98%
Woessmann (2012)  1960-2000 (science + maths)/2
Breton (2015) 49 countries TS TS increases real GDP Per capita by 2.2%
1985-2005 (science + maths)/2

Balart et al. (2018)
Deme and
Mahmoud (2020)

Han amd Lee
(2020)

Heller-Sahlgren and
Jordahl (2021)

Baldwin, Borrelli
and New (2011)

Sultana, Dey and
Tareque (2022)

50 countries
1964-2003

Sub-African
20032016

South Korea
1986-2017

50 OECD
countries
1960-2016
US 1988
1996 and
1997-2005

93 developing
and 48
developed
nations 1980—
2008

and schooling 2005

TS

(science +
maths)/2(PISA 2006)
GRE scores

New human capital
Index

TS

(science + maths)/2
TIMSS

PTR

PTR

TS increases real GDP Per capita by 2.30%
GRE increases real GDP Per capita by 0.40%
Human Capital Index increase GDP per capita by

0.5%

TS increases real GDP Per capita by 1.4%,
TIMSS by 0.60%

PTR increases real GDP Per capita by 0.40%
PTR increases real GDP Per capita by 2.28% in

developed nations, and PTR decreases GDP by
2.50% in developing nations

Source: Author’s computation.

Notes: TS = test scores, PRT = pupil-teacher ratio, GRE = Graduate Record Examination
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Table 2: Main Results: Education Quality as a Determinant of GDP.
Dependent Variable: Annual Growth Rate of Real GDP Per Capita, 2006-2018

Variables POLS Cross-section Period and cross-
(fixed effect) section (fixed effect)

GDP 2006 3.311** 3271%**

[9.531] [9.791]

Education 0.035** (0.033** 0.022* 0.026** 0.031*%*  0.028**

quality [0.014] [0.014] [0.012] [0.013] [0.013] [0.014]

Years of 0.022 0.008 0.02

schooling [0.022] [0.023] [0.021]

GF capital 0.037 0.013 0.17* 0.022 0.028 0.005

formation [0.203] [0.185] [0.09] [0.010] [0.201] [0.183]

Government  0.007 0.012 0.02 0.002 0.01 0.015

size [0.032] [0.034] [0.02] [0.022] [0.03] [0.032]

Trade -0.004 -0.004 - —-0.004 —-0.003 —-0.004

openness [0.004] [0.003] 0.0016 [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]
[0.002]

Cluster Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

(country)

Period Yes Yes Yes Yes

effect

Country Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

effect

R-squared 0.096 0.05 0.032 0.03 0.11 0.11

Observation 434 434 434 434 434 434

countries 37 37 37 37 37 37

Note: The table reports the main results (POLS and fixed-effect model) of the relationship between
education quality and economic growth. We use AlnEducation quality, Alnyears of schooling, annual
growth of gross fixed capital formation, A government size, and A trade openness. Robust Huber-White
standard errors are reported in parentheses; each model includes fixed country and period effects. The
number of periods is 19 for all the estimations in this table. ***(p < 0.01), **(p < 0.05), *(p <0.1) indicate

the significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively.
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Table 3: IV-2SLS (with Fixed Effect).
Dependent Variable: Annual Growth Rate of Real GDP Per Capita, 2006-2018

Variables First-stage estimates Second-stage estimates
Education quality .1 0.030** 0.028%**
[0.014] [0.014]
Years of schooling .1 0.025 0.02
[0.023] [0.021]
GF Capital formationy.| 0.027 0.005
[0.19] [0.18]
Government sizex.| 0.017 0.015
[0.032] [0.032]
Trade openness.| —0.003 —0.004
[0.003] [0.003]
Cluster (country) Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes
Country dummies Yes Yes
R-squared 0.0469 0.0469
Observation 434 434
No. of countries 37 37
Instrument validity Test 5.536
[0.237]

Note: The table reports IV-2SLS with fixed-effect estimation on the relationship between education quality and
economic growth. Robust Huber-White standard errors are reported in parentheses; each model includes fixed
country and period effects. The number of periods is 19 for all the estimations in this table. ***(p <0.01),
**(p <0.05), *(p <0.1) indicate the significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. t-1 represents one-
year lag.
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Table 4: Impact of Square of Education Quality Growth on Economic Growth.
Dependent Variable: Annual Growth Rate of Real GDP Per Capita, 20062018

Variables POLS  Cross-section  Period and cross-section
(fixed effect) (fixed effect)
GDP 2006 3.371%%*
[0.857]
Education quality 0.033%** 0.025%* 0.028%*
[0.015] [0.013] [0.014]
Square of educat. quality 0.004 —0.0009 —0.0019
[0.006] [0.007] [0.007]
Years of schooling 0.022 0.008 0.019
[0.022] [0.0066] [0.020]
Gross fixed capital formation 0.014 0.029 0.004
[0.185] [0.147] [0.183]
Government size 0.012 0.003 0.015
[0.033] [0.023] [0.032]
Trade openness —0.004 —0.004 —0.004
[0.0034] [0.0028] [0.003]
Cluster (country) Yes Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes
Country dummies Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.05 0.03 0.05
Observation 434 434 434
No. of countries 37 37 37

Note: Robust Huber-White standard errors are reported in parentheses; each model includes fixed country and
period effects. The number of periods is 19 for all the estimations in this table. ***(p <0.01), **(p <0.05),
*(p <0.1) indicate the significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively.
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Figure 1: OECD Countries Classification by HCDI
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Figure 2: New Measure of Quality Education Based on PISA for 37 OECD Countries (2000-2018)

Austria (Math)

Austria (Reading)

Austria (Math)

-
-~
w

-
-
w

5 & §

A0S IR [N L

m =
m F ©
VAIOIG poay e )

-

5 & €

005 IR e L

g

sLox
Ltor
9tor
sty
viog
Llor
Jtov
o
oY

>
.

ooz

y
v

woT
SNOT
Wor
£0or
Toor
ooy
ooy

RLOT
LI
alor
s
e
1311
T
oy
o1y
SO0
BOOY
Lo
00T
S00Y
Hor
oy
bailing
({1}
000

3

§

sLox
Ltor
9toT
sty
viox
Llor
JLoe
o
oY
00T
Moz
Loy
WOT
SN0T
wWor
£0or
Toor
o0
ooy

Australia ( Science)

Australia (Reading)

Australia(Math)

- Lrpear s— o, K0 se— 0, ) e— o, 10

BE & 2 & B

B POy (V30 L

- o Lingar w—000 s—he ) — 010

g 8 8 ¥ §

SAI005 e 10 L,

81T
aom
our
suae
2L
(4114
2
nm
olar
L0
pooz
Loor
002
5007
o
L0
200y
o0
noos

sLor
FaliNg
sy
s
Lo
oy
Thow
o
oL

00
00T
100%
oo

gloY
402
2102
P1{ M
o
o
F4{
1o
[
o2
noo
w0

S00T
(LU
roos
oo
(LU0
(LN

Belgium (Science)

= = o Linear = o 'H) = Rho 50 ==——§ho 10

8loZ
L0z
910z
stoz
yioZ
£102
zioz
110z
oloz

800¢
L007.
00
S002
002
£007
2002
002
000

516

Belgium (Reading)

Belgium (Math)

3

-

5.3

T 5 -
SA0IS PRIy ey

2 2

-
F0),

Lincar === {ho N === Rho A} s==—QRho 10

8

&

- o Lipear s RhoX) s lho 5 ee—tho 10

2

-

sz
L10Z
a0z
sto2
vioe
£107
Zlz
1102
o
007
00T
4002
9002
5007
Yooz
£002
2007
1002
0002

H

-«

8102
2102
2102
s1o2
oz
10z
zi02
110z
0102

002 |

200Z
L0037
2002
SO0
ooz
002
007
Loz
ooz

23



Brizll (Science)

s £ § 3

SAIOIG ANIEIS [0 L

}
W

= & B 8§

SIS W el

Brauzil (Reading)

- liwy  —B0E)  — el s— 10

Brazd (Math)
= LT s— o ) s— 0, ) — 0,

wlor
Faling
oz
stor
oz
or
o
o
olor
00T
0T
Loov
W00
S00F
ooy
00X

-
4

FooT
000

glov
L1
Rlind
stoe
HoT
o
o
o
ol
6007
oo
Lom
9007
o0y
oz
008
2007
ooy
ooy

Canada (Sclence)

EABRRRRARRARRRR

- N
e 9
2ER

g

512

Canada (Reading)

s & & 2 &

Rasag e (ei0 4
Bro?

s o

m 9107

5107

| e

oz

m 10z

1oz

.\m; otoe
- (%11 Mg
~ g wor
m 2007

5007

_ 5008

002

w oz

00T

b ooz

! co0r

Lad
8 z 8
!a.wn...x_.._a.—

Chile (Science)

Chile (Reading)

468

Chile(Math)

- LUar s— 0 N — 0, ) s— R, 10
= =
a5

FERRRARAR

7z

I § 9 3 8

SAI0IE B (0 )

nree
LI
ane
A
(1104
(414
i
e
ores
(e
o
L0

w0z

1Cnd

-~
- — 0K — 00 ) s— 0 10

1008

424 /
iRk

3

SU0s pray oL

#lee
(414
Yiod
sl
iy
(1104
oz
1oz
o

2t =LAy = RBO.90 e K050 e R 10
%

n:?m“.«ﬁm mo

=

24



i

_

w, y

3 _

w B

: |
g

y i

a2:3td

i

_

8

B

w |

®

¥ 3

g |

g i

¢ A2 8¢

:

: _
&

; :

m g.!!“ﬂﬁh ﬂ

ElOT
Lo
"o
1oz
oy
(alirg
Tior
Loe
oloz

woor
Loor

S00T
Hor
oy
007
oy

Denmark (Science)

Denmark (Math)

noz
Q\ Qao

/ 0102
S0

w02

QV £
7102

JV 1w
0102

w02

nOGT

) e
2002

5002

\3 »002
£00e

zo02

{ i =
0002

i 8 § 8 %

BANOS ANNPS 0 L

s
LI
st
stov
viov
e
m T
o
ol
wor
"o
Loy
g‘
o
Hor
o
o0
Toor
oo

&8 &£ 88

- = o Linear = R0 = Rh0.5() s ho 1)

Kho 10

Rho 50

- = o Linear

g
' AT
2 ol

m LI
({04
tl _ m.ﬂ

b L
] m e

RRERAAR

Estonla ( Sclence)

\
\
\
\

Estonia (Reading)

- o Linear s Rho 00 e R ) s—Rho, 10

- o litwar = RN R0 50 w—he 10

sl
Lo
9o
Stow
oz
o
T
How
otow

L00%

S00T

002

oo

1002
mor

510

a8 & & &

i
SAROOS ey (V10 L

B 8§ & &

42005 (W )§ WIS L

Estonia (Math)

25



Fintand (Math) Finkand (Reading) Finland (Science)

612 1
558 3

g §
o
A § (7% X 7
}‘“ Zom §5‘3
3 z = :

8 .
3‘3 2 2 - Lear s R H)  w— —_— 2 529

- liparir w— RGN — R S w— o 10 . -y —— RN — 05—l 10

S =M e n ~ 5

S BREEERERIREEEEIIi:: REERERARRRSEEEEAESEE | mEzmEEsmiiszioiai:

2 g 4 Te e

France (Math) France (Reading) France (Science)

e " 515

%u §m& E”

z S H \

300 s fa 5 oo >

3 3 5

Faas 3 - &
T P - e — 0 ) — R w— R, 10 L

" 8z 2 Emnmzvuse® mggs*g;g*g SoNmzTuEh® ted Sz SSbEEESIoDIUEnE

gﬁggé%,.%%%,gggaggagg REREER —g.r. RERRRRARRA §§§§.,§ RERSBERREERARR

Germany (Math) Germany (Reading) Germany ( Sclence)

513

510 —

lm N

5 j

E o 3

: i~

- 92 - w— N w—) % — R 10 é Ao

- Ly — R0 W) — 00 e— o, 10

-t 470 2
EEZ2ER2EER755557354 BEEZEEIREERAAAAAa57 EEEEEE2ERE2533383:4



Hungary (Science)

sl
(414
91
stz
oz
£
ez
e
ooz
[Eeard
DOOZ
LT
200z
SO
ooz
1.4
D002
e
0002

885 8.0

SIS FO0H0E (K10 L

Hungary (Reading)
- LUDear s—— R N0 s— R0, ) e— o 10
-5~ 2 SNz S
SEEEEEZEE5232325:2:55

™ - w
g8 ¢ B § 8
BTG PO 9L

o BIOZ

w e

e

_ glex

yioe

8 e

m e

-~ e
M _ orez
oor

w M ool
Lo

| | e
- w0z
m ooz

0002

00T

1008

0002

503

twsm un x.«.&

Indonesia (Sclence)

Indonesta (Math)

-
-
-

<

£ R B

A0S Proy Io L

R B 3

SUOSHICN vio )

Iretand (Science)

&

Ireland (Math)

Iredand (Reading)

&

”,
AWMW““\
- -

ALY S (0 L

W.Lﬂvn..w'.! e

VA0 ey (T L

- o Lingar = K0.H) s— 0S50 == Rho 10

%5 - e | near s— R0, K) s— 0 ) e— o 1

sl

FRERARAAR

8i0z

ol
sl
@
el
e
e
o

Lo

00
L
Lour
rou
o

470

- o | irpegar s U N se— 0, ) — 0 10

uow
FAL
27
stod
vl
({4
Tz
e
ot
w002
"oz
Lo0z
€
oo
ooz
ooz
00T
oo
0

27



B

v
=
-

Total Math Scores

3§§

Tgl.\l .2 Storg &

-
P
e

iol.&l ;MhS«gnlﬂ g

5

Iceland (Math) Iceland (Reading) leeland (Sclence)

Total Read Scurvs
3 8 3
2 Z

Total Scownee Scures
2 B
-

= o Litgeisr s {13090 s 1 50 w— 0 10

g

- o mear w—Rho ) e— 0 ) e— .10

§szzzggsggssyorasss EEEZEEE555538 BREEZERRAEFAR355R47

Israc (Math) Israc] (Reading) i Israel (Science)
506
469
3 450
: A58 é ;
] a34 = elinesr R K e U3 ) e 3. 100 B us
= = Lipar s— R 0 se—Rho 0 e—Rho, 10 - Linear 2050 Rhe 50 R 10
ENE38ES SeMNmen S eS a0 = X " CHNRZURLERSoNNTUERE
REEEERARERRAARRAA5R RERRARARRE 5858 REERERABREREARAR AR
Italy (Math) Italy (Reading) 9 Italy (Science)

T3

S TSN EZ”\/@\

3
m A7
=
2465 D
= - |t w— (3. N w— |1, 1) w— il 10
- oliney s Rha00 s— RS ss—Rhe 10 -y — ) — e ) — e, 10 po

.
5y
15

PRERERARNEREEEEEANS  MARRRNARMRREERERERR | RERREMARBREAEREREES

L B l"



Japan (Math) Japan (Reading) Japan (Sctence)

" 560 555
5 =1 § s £ s
] 7 3
ey #520 § 5
3 e 5
3 3 3

= - LUegr s— RO K w— RS s— . 10
- o Liprsar s— 0 ) s— 0, ) e— o, 10

BREEANRRARGARAARARE ERERARARRRGARAAR R ERERARARARARRRARRAS

Korea, Rep. (Reading) Korea, Rep. (Science)

R
o
-
(L]

Korea, Rep.(Math)

g

i &

tal Math Scor
g =2
ES
Total Read Scorva
2: 8
> »
Tota Science Scocvs
w
: 8 &

sa2e
me Tt || e s TR MR gy el Ko ——Himi0 — im0
RERERAREARARARARARR §§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§ RERRARARRRRRRARARAR
Luxembourg (Math) s Luxemboary (Reading) Luxemboury (Science)

“
=
-
2
-

Total Math Scores
$ & 3
Total Read Scores
a £
Total Science Scores
: 3 3
- 3

= =< Uinear Rha9a Rba. 10 - inear s oK) s—0 ) s— 0 10 425 - w Lear s B0 ) R0 S0 s— o 10

o

AEAERRARRRARARARRRA RERREEAERRRARAARARA RRRRARARRARARARARAR

&
i



Latvia(Science)

518

Latvia (Reading)

Latvia(Math)

-

- oo Linear = R W) == R 50 == Rho, 10
*=2
aa

S0

2 5.3

4

SANDE AMMS [0 ]

(=]
s
B

B0z
e
flor
s102
Yoz
€102
zIor
e
o010y
€00

>
w07
007
007
Hor
0oy
2002
100z

- L s U ) s— e A — U 10

R ;
o

ISpraY MWL

wor
Llor
K107
stor
LRl
o
ba iy
Hor
oy
s007
noos
00T
wous
S007
rour
007
Toor
o
0007

- et s— R0 ) s—Rho ) es—Rho, 10

¢ 8§ 8

SIS QI [0 L

Mexico (Science)

Mexico (Reading)

Mexico (Math)

b

|

3 2. kR

- ar s— RO W) s— o, ) e— o 10

SIS ARG 0 |

,m,

- g — 0 W) w— U T w— 0 10

”~

-

-

Ky pea o

d

§ 5 8 3

2005 (I Ao L

- e o Linear = R0 ) e R 50 el 10

neoT
o
s
stor
vioZ
Loe
o
o
ot

T § § % B

wor
am
nor
s
(211
oor
o
oz
olor
Lo0y
Boor
L00r
wor

ous
o
ooz
ooz
000y

Netherlands (Sclence)

i
_
i
m_~
i
_
w

nes
(A1
L1{-4
st
vleZ
(414
e
e
ot

E d & 8 §

BAIOS ST IO L

f

g %8 €

SO Py jee )

Netherfands (Reading)
- o w—EHOND w— 00 w— 10

518

Nethertands (Math)

U
!
/

- an Linear RN {050 w—Rhol0

Robarirod 8

nor
Falird
S0y
slor
Moz
ftor
Tiot
oy
oloz
00T
wor
ooz
o
002
WoT
mor
007
1oy
W0z

g1or
Lot
"
Shoe
e
fm
Paling
Log
o
6002
8007
L00T
o0y
S00F

00
00T
o
oon

30



31

“n Norwsy (Math)
ESOI -
& ~ /
S
=
y.
=485
a7 o Linrr s— 0N w— 050 — o 10

S = MM WVeEeErD
—————————

RARAARARAR

E%”iié“is

New Zealand (Math)

q £

"
310
=
=
E‘E
m--lm—mn—m—mm
SrramT e TSNy MmMEn SN2
EESEEEEE=E=2SSsssSss:s=s
NANNANANNNNNNNNNNNNNSNSN
Paland (Math)
24
ésm
Fwm
3476
460

MM ewn -~ @
283
T

°83?.?.F.9. 3

"l" =

.
»
-

N

w
-
=

Tolal Read Scoevs
g

£ 8

i

—

$1

Norway (Reading)

-—-— e Y ) s [} ) 4] — ey 10

SN TE S P w e - A -
FRARRRARARARARA REREERERRRRRIRRRRAS
NewZcaland (Reading) New Zealand (Science)

g

Total Schence Scores
n o«
- N
-~ —

§§§§53§ 2EEFE3E75:7 Ss¥gzEgsEgazyozeans
SRANARES SESEE%%3553533Rz8:8

2001

- S

Total Scenoe Scores
g 2 § E




oz 8107 sI02
102 Lor o 107
g 9107 2! slor
m 5102 - sior m SLoT
oz Yoz FLoZ
— o m (aling - — Lo
e oz B T
~ m 1o ~ tor m.:...
m 0102 M 0102 g oLoe
3 _ Hone (U ..m\ — 007
Z 8007 8007 z 07
B 2 o W Loor 2 g 4002
m m 000 .M 9007 m m 007
2 so0z z S007 M 007
_ o - | oz a _ yoor
Loa? 007 7 00
m i 002 toor
< 1o toar m:s...
“ 0002 0007 n oor
~
F 5 g g : & 8 g%
SANLS SIS )0 L £AI005 SIS PEID L
w0z nex 8102
Lror S o e | 02
§ o %I
st SN —_ cror
Voz _ bioe m _ u”“.
€107 K102 s
BT m w nee  © m _wan
tos 2 e M 11oe
o108 ~ _ 0102 _ 0102
002 g ooz | 2 [PON
sor | | 3 g o B g oor
2002 .m 8 o s b
2002 £ _ ﬁ e _ %002
00T SO0
Mcau .m ooz m wor
100 m m OO (o0
o0s . oR n 2002
1oz g ._.m 1 | tood
0007 TN
5.8 § 83 £ 8 3 %8 38  :ge3ey
¥asdis pray (1o A0S g 1010 L e & T )
S BT 2 B0z 8107
§ a § oz e
o 10z nor
_ s _ stoz 2 s
e N yloz i v
m Koz = 8 sz m e
zioz .m. m Zioz _ e
~ _ ne | X _ 1oz M & nw
012 oLz = m 1oz
M\ B ooz g 600 1 6002
- m.xxn BOOL = _ noazr
m o0 8 it 2 g Lo
_ 2002 — _ 5007 2 0007
- 5002 .m S00Z | m S002
msa 4 m YOOz .m _ Y00z
v £002 = £007 7 002
" 2002 2002 M 2007
1002 ! o0 Loor
00(C ' ooz { oou
1
$ 8§ € 8 % 2.5 .8 53 § § 3 3 %
EOISEIVIN [TI0L sl g1y w7, SAI0IS G IO L

32



Slovenia (Science)
- o Lnaeir = 0. W) w— 02 5{) — Rl 10

Slovenia (Reading) =

20

8 § 3 %

FAI0)S POy 50 ]

Slovenia (Math)
- Ao 0 ) s— 0 ) s— 10

§'%

SRS 0UI0E 0 L

1w
Lo
o
S
e
T
o
o
o1

Lo0¥

200%

Elov
Lrow
sl
stoz
rlox
o
b ling
o
oL
00T
oz
L00T
wor
s00
Hor

o,

toor
ooz
ooy

#4102
L1002
9102
sz
vioz
£10Z
iz
LR L1
o102
H00Z
8002
L002
Mz
S002
ooz
£002
002
1002
0002

¥

Sweden (Science)

- o i s o ) s {ho ) ss—Rho 10

537

3 8
e

&«
w
A0 g0y

0§

1L
e
9t
ste
oz
[4{-\4
i
e
orex
00T
[LEsN
oS
W0z

Sweden (Reading)

oo
L0
2008
100
0002

- o Lty =0 W) ——— 0 50— 10

B8 8 & & B

SIS ey 0L

gloz
L1z
oo
ST
yiox
{4 {rd
iz
1§11 74
0tz
H00Z
Hoo7
L00%
:g
S00T
YOO
£002
00T
1oox
0oz

Sweden (Math)

= o linear s |ho %) s Rho.f{) === tho.10

mm mwvn-umw.ﬂahmma.nmm

wor
Loz
Lo
st
oz
o
e
oz
oroz
00T

O~

L00Y

:

SO0z
oy
o
002
o
0007

Switzerland (Sclence)

M
|
i
|
:
|
]

8 3 § 8 8

SANOS IS K30 [

2107
Lo
2008
$1 11N
ox
o
P4 M4
oz
olor

Switzerkand (Reading)

v Lt ——— W — 0 S s—e 0O
g

Switzerland (Math)

= LU e R ) e Bk, ) e 1. 1)
&
g

8 8 5 B ¢

A0S W el

33



Spain (Math) s Spain (Reading) Spain (Science)

196 504
0 -
§ 104 - énz
2 &
Z 4
o o
2 = o i e {0 ) e R ) e R, 10 & T e L 3050 e K050 e R0 10
‘n - Mo~ '\883—“”0\3'\‘ ”w-— - B - B -
BEEEE525555:552334;33 BEEREERRER R AR5
463 Turkey (Math) a2 Turkey (Science)
; iz
. / - » :
S T 3% N W
g»m ,33 420 ?3 wa
2 o Lnar OG0 e KHOSD e Rk 10 e = ool ce==ER0.90 «===Rh0S) e====iho.}0 B §ho. 50 ho.50 tho. 10
e N = —-n- " .o " s B 225 E:.’i::‘.’.ﬁ‘;‘.g
S L H $EEEEESRIEssEasaiss RERRRARRRARARARRRAS
United Kingdom (Math) i United Kingdom (Reading) = United Kingdom (Science)
e
- /I
M - 2 %00 E 511
34&7 g g 506 >
- |y — R ) w— R, ) — o, 10 - — . W) ) w— 2§ () - o Linegr ————Fh0H) =05l ek 10
400 "2 50 “ e A

RRERRRABARARARARRAR FEERINARNGAEAEEAES REEEERARARRARRRRARR



35

Total Math Scores

;

Total Read Scorvs

3
2

§

2

USA (Math)

= oo Lnear == RhoM) «——Rh0.50 e Rho.l0

REEARARAR

S= NS~

- -

RRRARRARERRR

5

g

USA (Reding)

—

gy s 0 W) s— U ) e— e 10

RRRAARARRR

Se=-NMmMeB SN2

RERRARRBRAR

USA (Science)

“o
EREERAZRIRGREGARARS



Figure 3: The Impact of Quality of Education and Economic Growth (Literature Comparison)
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Appendix A: Data Sources and Descriptive Statistics

Table Al: Definitions of Education Quality from WDI

Variables Description Measurement

PupTeaRatioLowSec  Pupil-teacher ratio, = Lower secondary school pupil-teacher ratio is the average
lower secondary number of pupils per teacher in lower secondary school.

PupTeaRatioSec Pupil—teacher ratio, = Secondary school pupil-teacher ratio is the average number of
secondary pupils per teacher in secondary school.

PupTeaRatioUpSec Pupil—teacher ratio, = Upper-secondary school pupil-teacher ratio is the average
upper-secondary number of pupils per teacher in upper-secondary school.

PupTeaRatioTer Pupil—teacher ratio,  Tertiary school pupil-teacher ratio is the average number of
tertiary pupils per teacher in tertiary school.

AlIEdStaffComp All education staff All staff (teacher and non-teachers) compensation is expressed
compensation as a percentage of direct expenditure in public educational

institutions (instructional and non-instructional) of the
specified level of education.

AlIEdStaffCompSec All education staff All staff (teacher and non-teachers) compensation is expressed
compensation, as a percentage of direct expenditure in public educational
secondary institutions (instructional and non-instructional) of the

specified level of education.

AlIEdStaffCompTer All education staff All staff (teacher and non-teachers) compensation is expressed
compensation, as a percentage of direct expenditure in public educational
tertiary institutions (instructional and non-instructional) of the

specified level of education.

CurrEdExpSec Current education Current education expenditure, secondary is expressed as a
expenditure, percentage of total expenditure in secondary public educational
secondary institutions (instructional and non-instructional) of the

specified level of education. Current expenditure is consumed
within the current year and would have to be renewed if needed
in the following year

CurrEdExpTer Current education Current expenditure is expressed as a percentage of direct
expenditure, tertiary  expenditure in public educational institutions (instructional and

non-instructional) of the tertiary level of education.

CurrEdExp Current education Current education expenditure, total is expressed as the total
expenditure, total government expenditure in public educational institutions

(instructional and non-instructional).

GovExppsSec Government Government expenditure per student is the average general
expenditure per government expenditure (current, capital, and transfers) per
student, secondary student in the given level of education, expressed as a

percentage of GDP per capita

GovExppsTer Government Government expenditure per student is the average general
expenditure per government expenditure (current, capital, and transfers) per
student, tertiary student in the given level of education, expressed as a

percentage of GDP per capita

GovExpEdGDP Government General government expenditure on education (current,
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expenditure on
education, total

capital, and transfers) is expressed as a percentage of GDP. It
includes expenditure funded by transfers from international
sources to the government.



Variables Description Measurement
GovExpEd Government General government expenditure on education (current,
expenditure on capital, and transfers) is expressed as a percentage of total
education, total general government expenditure on all sectors (including
health, education, social services, etc.). It includes expenditure
funded by transfers from international sources to the
government.
ExpSec Expenditure on Expenditure on secondary education is expressed as a
secondary education percentage of total general government expenditure on
education.
ExpTer Expenditure on Expenditure on tertiary education is expressed as a percentage

tertiary education

of total general government expenditure on education.

Source: World development indicators, World Bank

Table A2: Description of variables used in regression analysis

Variables Measurement Definition

GDP Real GDP % Growth of Real Gross Domestic Product Per Capita
Per Capita (Real GDP)
Growth

Year of Sch Year of Mean The average number of years the population older
Schooling than 25 participated in formal education

Science Science Scores Measures 15-year-olds’ ability to use their science
Scores skills to meet real-life challenges.

Math Math Scores Measures 15-year-olds’ ability to use their math
Scores skills to meet real-life challenges.

Reading Reading Scores Measures 15-year-olds’ ability to use their reading
Scores skills to meet real-life challenges.

Eduqua Education Scores Average of the 3 text scores - (Math + Reading +
Quality Science)/3. It measures the 15-year-olds’ ability to

use their reading, mathematics, and science
knowledge and skills to meet real-life challenges.

Government Size Government % Government spending as percent of GDP
Size

Capital Formation ~ Gross Fixed % It measures the value of acquisitions of new or
Capital existing fixed assets by the business sector,
Formation governments and households minus disposals of
Growth fixed assets (in annual growth)

Trade Openness Trade % Exports plus imports as percent of GDP
Openness

The data for education quality (PISA) was sourced from the OECD database (www.oecd.org/pisa/data);
real GDP per capita growth, real GDP at the level, and other determinants of growth such as Year of
schooling, secondary school enrolment, capital formation, government size, and trade openness from

World Bank .
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