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D@g the .1950s—1960s, the United States provided economic assistance to
Latin America in an effort to spread support for market-oriented ideas. The
Derent of Economics at the University of Chicago served as an impc;rtant
facilitator m the United States’s attainment of its political and economic goals
Kn?wn for its staunch support of neoliberalism, the economics faculty at the:
Umyersny of Chicago offered courses in an atmosphere highly conducive to
the mculc':at'mn of the neoliberal doctrine. Agencies such as the International
Cooperation Administration (ICA), its successor, the Agency for International
‘De\.relopment (AID), along with the Ford, Fulbright, and Rockefeller Foun-
da.tlons‘ granted scholarships to promising Latin American economists to study
pmqanly at the University of Chicago.! Following the completion of their
§tud1qs, these economists, so the argument went, would return to universities
in th.elr home countries and form an economic community that would instill
neoliberal ideas in new generations of economists. Many of these economists
would later hold important positions in the public and private sectors, which
would help them influence policy choices in their home countries. ,
_ Based on recent changes in Latin America’s economics profession, it
appears that the U.S. strategy with the University of Chicago to “inter;la-
uonal%z_e” €cONOmIcs is a rousing success. Economics training at many Latin
Amencan. universities favors the neoliberal doctrine. Moreover, economists
in the region are often appointed to top ministerial positions in their govern-
ments, which enable them to implement market reforms that they had learned
about in U.S. universities.? ‘ '

Despite the United States’s and University of Chicago’s successful efforts
to e.dt.lcate Latin American economists about the superiority of market-oriented
policies, support for neoliberal ideas among these economists varies from
country to country. In some countries, a community of economists who ad-
vocate neoliberal ideas dominates the economics profession. In others, econ-
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omists less supportive of the free market, including Marxists, continue to hold
commanding positions. Why has the U.S. influence in the economics profes-
sions varied so widely?

This article builds a comparative framework to explain differences in
timing and support for neoliberal ideas among Latin American economists.
Tt examines the economics professions in Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay in
the 1950s—1990s. These countries make for useful comparisons. In all three,
many students majored in economics in local universities, with most of their
economics faculty favoring structuralist ideas in the 1950s—1960s. These coun-
tries also operated for many years under nondemocratic political rule. In
addition, the U. S. government, private foundations, and others provided schol-
arships for students in all three countries to study abroad, principally at the
University of Chicago. However, the ideas held by their economics professions
differ. The similarities among the countries and the differences between their
economics professions allow this study to hold some exiraneous variables
constant while focusing on a previously underresearched aspect of political
influence. .

This article seeks to explain differences in the formation, affirmation,
and implementation of educational values in the economics profession. The
first section provides a brief historical overview of Latin America’s economics
profession. The second section reviews the literature and builds on interna-
tional arguments that emphasize economic assistance programs backed by
U.S. government agencies and foundations to understand differences in the
professions. It also examines the effect of domestic considerations on demand
for economists trained abroad. The article considers employment prospects in
academia and elsewhere for economists in their home countries and how this
influences the training of future economists. The third section compares the
professions in Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay, stressing the earlier and higher
degree of the University of Chicago’s influence in Chile’s economics pro-
fession relative to the others, and the recent growth of neoliberal ideas in
Argentina’s profession.

Although several studies discuss the role of economists in economic
policy making, few examine where economists acquire their ideas.’ Indeed,
rarely are studies devoted to explaining how issues of neoliberal reform come
to the attention of economists.* By comparing the economics professions in
Latin America, and the influence of U.S. universities on them, we begin to
understand how values are introduced and spread through educational systems
and how professional communities are formed.

History of the Economics Profession in Latin America

Economics as a profession came fairly late to Latin America, developing years
after others, including accounting and law, had developed. It was from these
professions that schools of economics emerged in the early twentieth century.
The availability of economists from elsewhere to serve the region’s economic
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needs is part of the reason for the profession’s late arrival. Before this time,
most countries relied on “money doctors,” that is, foreign economists, or
visiting professors, for advice on economic affairs.’ However, by the middle
of the twentieth century, economics had bloomed into a full-fledged profession
in Latin America.

As the profession grew in the 1950s and 1960s, two schools of thought
dominated the field. One school, structuralism, advocated state intervention
and controls over the economy. Another school, neoliberalism,® espoused free
trade and development based on comparative advantage to promote economic
growth.’

Most economists in Latin America in the 1950s and 1960s subscribed to
the structuralist position, which was backed by the U.N. Economic Commission
for Latin America (ECLA).® Under the leadership of Rail Prebisch, ECLA
developed a doctrine and aided in the training of personnel in Latin America
“to put the doctrine into practice.” The ECLA offered courses to policy makers
and economics students that highlighted that the world’s economic system was
divided into an industrial center in the developed world and primary-product
export peripbery in the developing world."’ In this division, the developing
world produced goods that experienced declining terms of trade and erratic
prices relative to the industrial goods they imported. The ECLA theorists pro-
posed to solve the developing world’s plight by having the state promote the
domestic manufacture of industrialized goods through import substitution.™

Since the 1970s, structuralist ideas tied to ECLA have become less pop-
ular with Latin American economists, and neoliberal economic theory is at-
tracting more followers. Neoliberal theory emphasizes‘ a minimal role for the
government or the state. Only under limited conditions, including the pro-
tection of property rights, the provision of resources for police, defense, and
infrastructure, and the regulation of natural monopolies, is an active state
needed. Neoliberalism endorses the application of market mechanisms to pro-
mote economic development.’

The experiences of Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay over the past half
century reflect the changes in Latin America’s economics professions. In these
countries, most economists identified themselves with structuralism in the
1940s-1960s. Since the 1970s, neoliberal ideas have made inroads in the
economics professions in all three countries. But there are variations among
the countries in the level and timing of their support for neoliberalism. In
Chile, the economics profession’s support for neoliberal ideas arrived much
earlier than it did in the other countries and the intensity of support reached
much higher levels. The profession in Argentina grew to favor neoliberal ideas
later than Chile, but these ideas resonate in most economic discussions today.
In Uruguay, many in the economics profession continue to sympathize with
structuralism. Why do Latin America’s economics professions vary in their
support for neoliberalism?
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The Rise of Neoliberalism in Latin America’s Economics Professions
Several theories are offered to account for differences in the economics pro-
fession in Latin America. Some argue that the economics profession shifted
toward neoliberal ideas because of the failure of Keynesianism.xs Economic
problems caused by protectionism and import-substitution industrialization
that expanded the power of the state led a “consensus” of economists to
reconsider their beliefs about economic development. To explain the variation
in support for neoliberal ideas among the professions, analysts assert that the
more serious the economic problems experienced by the country under struc-
turalist policies, the greater the likelihood that the profession would shift
toward neoliberal ideas. Although poor economic results converted some struc-
turalist economists to market-oriented ideas, economic performance does not
fully explain the variation among the cases. For instance, Argentina, Chile,
and Uruguay experienced severe economic shocks in the early 1970, but the
profession changed only slightly in Argentina and Uruguay in these years,
while most Chilean economists came t0 espouse neoliberal thought. Moreover,
the ideas held by economists in Argentina and Uruguay began to shift in the
late 1970s and 1980s, not when the economic difficulties first appeared.
Alternatively, others argue that domestic interest groups engineer the
shift toward neoliberalism in the economics profession. Business groups,
aware that economists trained abroad might play a growing role in their firms,
provide monies for students to earn graduate degrees in economics. These
businesses also sponsor private educational institutes that favor market-ori-
ented ideas. Although some businesses hired economists trained abroad, and
a few sponsored private institutes, most firms in the 1940s-1970s favored
ubsidies for their industries.** The private sector rarely

protection and state s
supported neoliberal economists in these years, as most operated under an
incentive structure based on closed markets and state protection. It is only
since the 1980s that private-sector interests have backed neoliberal reforms.
In addition, pluralist arguments leave unexplained why Chile’s profession
changed earlier than the changes that occurred in other countries.

Others contend that international incentives from U.S. government agen-
cies and private foundations explain the growing influence of neoliberal ideas
in the economics profession in Latin America. It is argued that the earlier
conversion of Chilean economists to neoliberalism'resultéd from a well-co-
ordinated socialization effort by the U.S. government, the Department of
Economics at the University of Chicago, and the Universidad Catdlica of
Chile to challenge ECLA’s supremacy in Latin America.’® As part of an
agreement between the University of Chicago and Universidad Cat6lica, Chi-
lean economics students received graduate training and immersion in free
market philosophies at the University of Chicago. Following the completion
of their studies, many Chileans returned as professors at Chilean universities
to train another generation of economists in their way of thought.

The influence of international actors is an important factor that differ-
entiates the training of economists. International actors granted varying
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télica appeared to meet its foreign policy goals. Chile would send economics
students for graduate training in Chicago in an intellectual atmosphere highly
averse to Marxist economic teachings. Following the completion of their
studies, these students would return to Chile as professors whose mission was
to train a new generation of students in free market €Cconomics.

The mechanism by which the University of Chicago and Universidad
Catélica reached this agreement relates to the International Cooperation Ad-
ministration (ICA) of the United States and its Point Four Program,” the
precursor to the Agency for International Development (AID). According to
Albion Patterson, former director of ICA in Chile from 1953 to 1957, the
idea for a technical assistance program that would send economists to the
University of Chicago evolved through his conversations with ‘Theodore
Schultz, then chairman of the Economics Department at Chicago.”® In the
early 1950s, Patterson met Schultz, who had recently received an $875,000
research grant from the National Planning Association’s Technical Assistance
to Latin America Program. Schultz and his colleagues at Chicago had de-
veloped theories on human capital that demonstrated the benefits of education
and training for economic growth and development. Schultz wanted to use
Chile as a laboratory to test his theories.”! '

Following their discussions, Patterson proposed a joint project between
the Universidad de Chile and University of Chicago. However, during his
meetings with the rector of the Universidad, Juan Go6mez Millas, Patterson
learned that most economics faculty members of the Universidad de Chile
opposed a program connected with the “free market” University of Chicago.”
The rector of the Universidad Catdlica, Monsignor Alfredo Silva Santiago,
by contrast, solicited U.S. officials to develop programs with his university.”
Silva Santiago wanted to create a competitive economics department at his
university.*

The University of Chicago and Universidad Catélica subsequently signed
an agreement called Project Chile on March 29-30, 1956.% The agreement
included the recruitment of Chilean students for the University of Chicago’s
graduate program in economics and the assigning of faculty members from
the University of Chicago to conduct research at the Catdlica. Based on the
agreement, Chile sent students to Chicago from 1956 through 1959, which
was extended to 1961, and extended again until 1964.%

The ICA/AID provided initial resources to finance the education of stu-
dents in Chicago. The ICA/AID allotted nearly 1 million dollars from 1956
to 1964 to Chilean graduate students (see table 1 for AID’s assistance t0
Chile)?’ Additional funding for the program came from the Ford and Rock-
efeller Foundations and the Organization of American States (OAS).*

During its 8 years in operation, Project Chile sent 30 students to Chicago,
with most receiving masters degrees and a few earning doctorates.” Once in
Chicago, the Chileans quickly learned the importance of the free market for
economic development.*® Nearly all the Chileans came to share a common

economic view of the role of the market for economic development.”*
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TABLE 1

ASSISTANCE AND GRANTS FROM AID
TO LATIN AMERIC _
(Valu as o June 30, 1970 (USS1.000000)

Year Argentina . Chile

Uruguay

1961 2
2 4 om
1964 > 54 1.9
1963 - 29 8
1965 L 25 9
1967 3 28 8
1968 e 28 1.6
1969 hy 29 12
1970 '3 27 13

0 9 29 15

SOURCE.—América en cifras: Si i
.S . , .
ton, D.C.: Uni6n Panameﬁcan-z 19721)t.uacwn econdmica (Washing:

progr'fll;;asiv i,tllzie?:lst alsgﬁdeveloped cohort and social ties through the exchange
e },,ears hi ensified the cpherence of their economic ideas.* Having
e Hare s ourses that .stressed. the benefits of free market economics
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xship, ot fg n the importance of free trade policies and private own-
A,fterz o ;he_se stuc?ents became devout monetarists.*
it Unive(r):ig)aztlélgt El;lelr studl.es, the Chileans returned to work as professors
ventages 1 Workia Slica. Unhke.: other countries, Chileans discovered many
advantages 10 W¢ hini in ac‘ademla. For one, Chilean universities paid their
facute additionally gh salaries so that they could earn a living without havin
coloyment emlnlloyn}e'nt. Moregver, the political situation in Chile madi
et eeiur;lversflrtles attractive. Universities provided a professional
amospi re,s earfh Zn drie om governmental interference, where professors
Onee ey ot deach regardless of which party was in power.>*
underemsuater i ed as prt‘)fessor's, these “Chicago Boys” taught Chilean
e al: same ne.:ohberal ideas that they had learned in Chicago
e Sergioyde.caz t;(c)) dg::l;aftih tgeﬁCatéh'ca almost as soon as they retumed;
takiné over as dean of the econonﬁczszaitlllll(ti;ni: ;gzguged o the progrem.
o Chizzzotligughdﬁ.mdmg for Project Chile dried up in 1964, the University
O Shicago | tp;;)e ‘ into new resources to sustain the recruitment of Chilean
Sidents and t(;l 111:11d the Umvetrs1ty of Chicago’s Latin American curriculum
onies from ! aIelk ;);dclfjcl?lllndauon, OAS, the Planning Ministry (ODEPLAN)-
el Bank i e pelped finance the studies of Chilean students. II;
. Cen,t e Ford | Icl)uzcrlsu(?n donated $750,000 over a 10-year period for
Chicag, erican Economic Research at the University of
e I’Il‘lgf tlsltude'nts‘ who amv‘ed‘ in Chicago in the mid-1960s through 1970
e criteria of the original designers of Project Chile. Chicago alumnsi
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who worked at the Universidad Cat6lica recommended Chilean candidates to
study in Chicago, with economic orientations similar to their own being 2
consideration.*® Using similar economic beliefs as criteria for entrance into
the program provided some guarantee that the second generation of Chilean
students would embrace neoliberal ideas.

More than 150 students from Chile received their training in Chicago,
some 30—50 of them as part of the exchange program through the early 1970s.%
The relationship with Chicago continued for more than 3 decades, with spon-
sorship coming from AID, the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations, and the

OAS. In essence, once the program started, the flow of students never ceased.®®

Though most of the Chilean graduate students attended the University

of Chicago, some studied at Columbia University, Harvard University, and
MIT. While the ideological conviction toward neoliberal theory may not have

been as strong as in Chicago, students at these other universities also found

most of their professors questioning Keynesian policies.” .
Of course, not all ecopomists in Chile subscribed to the strict neoliberal
ideas of the Chicago Boys. Most economists at ECLA and the Universidad

de Chile in the 1950s. strongly rejected neoliberal ideas. When the Chicago

hile in the 1960s, this created a polarized economics pro-

Boys returned to Ch
fession with Chicago Boys dominating the Cat6lica and economists advocating

structuralist ideas holding positions at other universities. Polarization, though,

did not prevent some Chicago Boys from finding work at the Universidad de

Chile, where they proceeded to indoctrinate students with their own ideas.*
Moreover, the split in the profession may even have led to an “ideological
escalation” of the Chicago Boys’ views as they competed with their rivals.*

The military coup in 1973 further strengthened the coherence of the
economics profession. Following the coup, university autonomy disappeared
as the military installed interventors in administrative positions at the uni-
versities.”> These interventors removed many leftists from the economics de-
partments at Chilean universities, with others leaving out of sympathy for
their colleagues.” The inflow of a second generation of economists from
Chicago made it easy to fill these slots, which helped enable neoliberal econ-
omists to dwarf those who subscribed to structuralist views.

Some of the opposition economists, in turn, created the think tank Cor-
icas para Latinoamérica (CIEPLAN) in

poracién de Investigaciones Economi
1975. While these economists wrote pro ifically on their opposition to peoliberal

policies, it would be difficult to argue that deep divisions in ideas separated the
economists in Chile in the 1970s and 1980s. Based on a survey of articles in
the principal academic journals, economists used the same research methods
and techniques of analysis.* Moreover, economists at CIEPLAN magpified their

differences with the Chicago Boys from an economic standpoint because the

military government tolerated no other form of op
neoliberal ideas dominated Chile’s economics profession.

position.* Thus, by the 1970s,
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Argentine universities, many students chose not to return.”® Professors looked
for other work to supplement their income.*® Buenos Aires also did not have
many academic jobs.”” Academic positions could be found in such places as
Mendoza and Tucumén, cities not as popular for professors who wanted the
excitement of Buenos Aires.*

 The disadvantages of university employment prompted many of the best
Argentine students to accept positions abroad with international agencies such
as the World Bank and International Monetary Fund. Others returned to Ar-
gentina to work in the private sector, in private consulting firms, or in the
Consejo Nacional de Desarrollo (National Development Council).” This left
Argentina with fewer U.S.-trained economists in Argentina’s universities rel-
ative to Chile and with less opportunity to train 2 new generation of neoliberal
economists.

Other obstacles worked against the development of a consensus around
neoliberal ideas in Argentina. In the early 1960s, Chicago-trained economists
from Chile, sent to Mendoza as faculty members, had not received warm
receptions from their colleagues at the Universidad de Cuyo. Ideological dis-
putes raged between Chilean and Argentine faculty members, which interfered
with the development of a coherent curriculum for economics students at
Cuyo.® : ’

Students at UBA also did not appear to be receptive to neoliberal ideas
from U.S. universities. For instance, when AID and the Ford Foundation
provided funds to send visiting scholars from Columbia University to UBA,
students at UBA insisted on leftist scholars.®! In addition, most professors at
UBA and Universidad Catélica Argentina in Buenos Aires advocated struc-
turalist views identified with Argentine Raiil Prebisch in the 1960s—1980s, in
part, because of Prebisch’s personal influence.” Until the late 1970s, the
University of Chicago and other U.S. universities had little influence in Buenos
Aires.®

In the late 1970s—1980s, however, changes occurred that brought about
the founding of new institutes and universities supportive of neoliberal pol-
icies. Spurred on by rising inflation in the mid-1970s, the private sector and
government developed a growing interest in the role of economists.** These
pressures prompted the opening of elite private institutes and universities in

business and economics in the late 1970s and 1980s to meet the rising demand
for economists and MBA students in the Ceniral Bank and private sector.”

The creation of elite private institutes and universities significantly af-
fected the economics profession. First, these institutes and universities in-
creased the number of better paying jobs for scholars in the field.% The high
demand for trained economists allowed institutes and universities to charge
higher tuition than at public universities. Whereas UBA and other public
institutions are virtually free for students and depend on scarce state revenues
to subsist, the cost of tuition for students in these private schools can run into
thousands of dollars per year. The need for trained economists by companies
also enabled these institutes and universities to obtain corporate sponsorships
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economic reforms. The new economic team under military rule invited Arnold.
Harberger and Larry Sjaastad from the University of Chicago and their team,
which included former Chicago students from Argentina, Chile, and Brazil,
to reform Uruguay’s tax system and commercial policy.

Over the course of their work, Harberger and Sjaastad met economic
students trained at the Universidad de la Repiiblica and recommended that
some should study in the United States. With money from AID and- the
Uruguayan government, the University of Chicago set up a program to recruit
Uruguayan economics students for Chicago’s graduate program.” Beginning
in 1974, Harberger and Sjaastad sent Uruguayans Jorge Caumont and Carlos
Steneri to study at Chicago. Through 1981, AID provided many scholarships
for Uruguayan students to study economics, principally in Chicago, though
some attended universities in New York, Minnesota, and Los Angeles. After
1981 students interested in studying abroad- applied for scholarships from
organizations such as the Fulbright Commission and OAS.

In addition to graduate studies abroad, the Central Bank in Uruguay from
1976 to 1982 sponsored a program with Columbia University to create a
master’s degree in Montevideo. Headed by Professor Robert Mundell of Co-
Jumbia University, professors from Columbia visited two to three times per
year to conduct courses that lasted nearly 3 weeks.

Although many students studied economics in the United States or took
short courses with U.S. professors, their influence on the economics profession
in Uruguay is less than what it might otherwise be. Many students decided
not to return to Uruguay because of a lack of job opportunities in academia.
While a few schools have opened recently that might provide work, some of
them do not have an economics curriculum.” These schools offer courses in
business and computing and are of a very practical nature.” Economists trained

in the United States who advocate neoliberal ideas also are not in high demand
at other private institutes, including Centro Latinoamericano de Economia
Humana (CLAEH), Centro Interdisciplinario de Estudios Sobre el Desarollo
Uruguay (CIEDUR), and Centro de Investigaciones Econ6micas (CINVE).
Indeed, research is often conducted at these institutes to show the flaws and
limitations of neoliberal policies.”

The Instituto de Economia Montevideo (IDEM) is one exception. With
a staff of professors, many of whom earned postgraduate degrees in the United
States, IDEM provides employment for economists. But low salaries force

- faculty members to hold additional jobs outside of academia. Working multiple
.jobs and long hours for low pay may not appeal to U.S.-trained economists
if other employment options are available abroad that offer higher salaries.

The Centro de Estudios de la Realidad Econémica y Social (CERES) is
another exception. Founded in the mid-1980s by the Uruguayan private sector

and deemed as the think tank that promotes orthodox ideas, CERES;, however,

still cannot pay internationally competitive wages. In addition, though CERES
continues to operate, it is no longer a research center. The Universidad de la
Reptiblica is another employment option, but very low salaries and older
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academic positions that enabled them to instill their beliefs in generations of
ec0n(I)IrlmAS:'sg'entina, in part because of less AID funding, fewer students stud}ed
economics in the United States in the 1950s—1970s..A lack of dcf:ent—paiging
academic positions also resulted in fewer U.S.-tr'amed economlstsfho rlllg
academic positions. Since the late 1970s, however, increased demand for wetzh -
trained economists by the private sector and the Central _Ba.nk led to the
founding of private institutes and universiti.es by U.S.-t.rame.d. economists.
Greater demand for economists allowed institutes and universities to chall'gcel
high tuition and to secure corporate sponsorships and en-dowments thatenable
them to offer competitive salaries to attract U.S.—trameq facy%ty members.
Through their teaching, faculty at these institutes and umv;rsmes. have pro-
duced another generation of economists who advocate .neohberal 1deas'.

In Uruguay, fewer economists studied in the United States relatwe' to
Chile and Argentina. In the 1950s and 1960s, most Uruguayan economtlsts
received their graduate training from ECLA and from ‘Europe.an schools ' at
favored structuralism. In the 1970s and 1980s, when international organiza-
tions sent students to the United States for training, many I:Jruguayans con-
tinued to study in Europe and Latin America. A scarcfl?y of job opportu'mu:ﬁ
for U.S.-trained economists also limited their op_por.tumtles to spread ne.ohb.er
theories. Many economists found positions in 1nternat10na-l organizations
abroad, which further restricted their influence in the 'professxon..

The U.S. influence in Latin America’s economics profess1.on has far-
reaching implications. First, as presidents app.omt. more U.S.-tr_amed ect(l)lno-
mists for economic policy-making positions, it is critical to examine how ese
policy makers affect economic development. Secon.d, many hee}ds of sta';ej: 1Sn
Latin America themselves hold advanced degrees in ecnopomics from U.S.
universities, which make additional studies about these ef:onomlsts e\_/en 11‘1(.)Ie
useful. Third, as U.S.-trained economists come to dommajce the umversglgs
and professions in their home country, this h.as the potential to extetrild S.
influence for generations. On the basis of advice and encour:‘igement e¥ are
receiving from faculty in their home countries, r.nore econo-rmcs students rorp
Latin America are earning advanced degrees in e(.:onormcs from U.S. uni-
versities, which affects the creation of communit‘ies 1p econor.mcs profess10{1§.
Fourth, the employment of U.S.-trained economists 1n the private sector wid-
ens the potential reach of U.S. influence abroad.
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ot on el I(),lft lzlre typlcally measured by regressing an individl’lal’s
o o taclr years of schooling. The hu..man capital literature for developing
earners, in spite of i’heoff::sf (tih;l 111111 ?12?1(1)% $e e oo e aon for wage
: ese i
3 ;561:211(1;1\/;11y small 1.°rac‘tion of the labor force.! A przgﬁﬁzxzi;e?:f fli:; .
fovel nll)pl 0g Zgu;ltge.s is that the largest share of the labor force is engaged u};
poomple Syor : Scsv1;11<1:s, that g_enerz:te income for households—either as farm
i1 dovetoped dm 1en.terprlses. .The different composition of labor forces
i doveloped and elzlve oping countries has important implications for the way
P Otheroh ecte;li in both types of countries. Income generated from
household level whzlrl:Zs (:iiginitﬁzzﬁ: Sisijl al'lln(l))it i o 2 the
) ld level, : \ vailable at the individual
. ex;glids tgleff;e;er;c: in th(.e ways income data are collected makes it ciff‘il“lill.llt
in dovelopine & 5 teng'res'smn moc}el to the developing country context because
e e oD iducftlj es income is largely measured at the household level:
ol A o educat :n atlta.lnment, however, are available at the individuai
o indiVidu};l " rlarc.e y allow for t%)e decomposition of household income
vidual | vel, 1F 1s.not possible to map an individual’s education
o anenent 10 (el contnbutlf)n to household income. A seemingly natural
o msion of e in.::lge regression model for this situation would be to regress
though. Teats 1 th:rg;ef f;)élulttl;e :fozsoilvlotld’s education level. This extension,
level ;hnd poses the question, whose edugatﬁzdiatltl;sl;ousehom’s Fdueation
oo e l:;mswer to’ this ques.t.lon depc?nds on the way in which educatio
a household’s production. In pioneering work, T. W, Schultz and FIl
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