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Empowerment programming extended girls’education,
but did not significantly delay marriage.

Girls who attended the empowerment program were 7%
more ikely to be n school at age 22-25 and had completed
2.4 months more schooling than those n the control group.
The program did not, however, have any significant impact
on marriage age.There may yet be benefis in terms of
lower fertiity, s the empowerment program increased
qirs knowledge of contraception. The empowerment
effect was stronger for girls who were 15 atthe start of the
intervention. Among this age group, girs were 1% more
likely to be n school and they completed 3.0 additional
months on average.
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‘and 3.7 additional years of schooling.

Incentives for unmarried girls benefited those
out of school as well s those in school.

Unlike incentive programs that are conditionalon girls
staying in school, one that is conditional only on delayed
marriage has the potentia to beneft ut-of-school girs The
incentive decreased the likeliood of child marriage by 12%
among girs out of school when the study started, compared
with 27% among grs in school.Those who were out of
school at program launch were 8% ss likely o give birth in
theirteen years than those n the control group, while those.
in school were 18% s kel o have given birth

There was no observed advantage of combining.
incentives with empowerment programming.

Child marriage rates were the same in communities that
eceived the incentive and empowerment program as they
werein the incentive only communities imilarly, there:

was no complementarity between the two programs in all
specifications, meaning that the combined effect was always
equalto the sum of the individual efects.
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RESULTS

Incentives for unmarried girls delayed marriage and
childbirth, and prolonged school attendance.

Girlswho remained eligible to receive the ol stipend for the
full two-year period were 22% esslikely to have married
before the age of 18 than girls n the control group. Even
‘more importantl, the incentive appeared to have a lasting
effect, with marriage rates between the incentive and
control groups not converging until age 22.Furthermore,
the reduction in child marriage resulted i 14% fewer
teenage births among girs wha received the stipend. Girls
aged 15-17 at the program start who recelved the incentive
were also 14% more likely o be i school at age 22-25

Empowerment programming extended girs’education,
butdid not significantly delay marriage.

Girls who attended the empowerment program were 7%
‘more likely o be in school at age 22-25 and had completed
2.4 months more schooling than those n the control group.
‘The program did not, however, have any significant impact
on marriage age.There may yet be benefis in terms of
lower fertilty, as the empowerment program increased
qirs knowledge of contraception. The empowerment
effect was stronger fo girls who were 15 atthe start of the
intervention. Among this age group, girs were 11% more
likelyto be i school and they completed 3.0 additional
months on average.

Group means after programs
(gilsage 15to 17 at program start
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Every 1000 USD spent on the stipend programin this
study, ranslated into delayed marriage by 7.6 years
‘and 3.7 additional years of schooling.

Incentives for unmarried girls benefited those
‘outof school as well as those in school.

Unlikeincentive programs that e conditional on girls
staying inschool, one that is conditional only on delayed
marriage has the potentia to beneft ut-of-school girs The
incentive decreased the ikelihood of child marriage by 12%
‘among girs out of school when the study started, compared
with 27% among gils in school. Those who were out of
school at program launch were 8% lesslikely o give birth in
their teen years than those in the contrl group, while those
in school were 18% ess kel to have given birth

‘There was no observed advantage of combining
incentives with empowerment programming.

‘Child marriage rates were the same in communites that
received the incentive and empowerment prograrm as they
were n the incentive only communites.Similarly, there

‘was o complementarty between the two programs in all
horifications. meanin that tha ¢ambinad afor wat ahwave
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