Figure 2: Key estimates of the impacts of rural electrification

Panel A: Labor supply impacts

2 I Male
Y
= [ Female
3 I Both
E 8 - 23 p.p. increase in — 90% confidence interval
a 9.5 p.p. increase female propensity
g in female to work outside
2 o | employment the home
s -
5 18 p.p. increase in .
< g | probability of 5.3 p.p. increase
8 * employment in proportion of
o women in
A 14.6 additional household
€ o/ days per year of employed or
g © regular wage work own business
&= for men
[9)
| - i o 7 mim
g © + = T T
© 0.5 p.p. increase for
= men in non-agricultural,
3 non-household labor
South Africa Nicaragua Brazil India India Kenya
Dinkelman Grogan and Lipscomb, Van de Walle Burlig and Lee, Miguel,
(2011) Sadanand Mobarak, and et al. (2015) Preonas (2016)  Wolfram (2019)
ov] (2013) Barham (2013) [v] [RD] [RCT]
[Vl [IV]
Panel B: Education impacts
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Notes: For each study, coefficient estimates have been expressed as a percentage of the mean of
the dependent variable.



