
Q1.1	
Refer	to	Lecture	2-2	topics	on	marginal	saving	rate +aspiration	+saving	behavior	
+redistribution	policy
*Main	answer	is	in	slide	10	of	lecture	2-2,	but	need	to	combine	the	whole	story	
together	with	aspiration.

Here	are	some	comments:

This	one	is	good	to	point	out	the	aspiration,	but	need	to	make	it	more	clear	on	the	
graph	explanation.

The	following	needs	more	explanation	to	describe	what	you	really	understand.

This	one	is	good	answer,	but	still	need	a	bit	more	to	clarify.

Q1.2	
Lecture	3-2	aims	to	use	the	science	of	scarcity to	explain	that	it’s	not	irrational	in	the	
context	of	being	in	scarcity.

The	above	statement	is	a	bit	strong	claim.	In	the	research,	only	under	scarcity	situation	
(when	triggered)	that	the	poor	do	worse	cognitive	score	than	the	rich.	If	not	under	the	
triggered	situation,	they	can	do	equally	well.

This	one	below	seems	a	bit	confused	on	how	reasoning	(more	of	the	way	you	put	the	
sentence).	First	sentence	support	the	statement	in	the	exam,	but	the	second	sentence	
and	so	on	infer	to	disagree.	This	need	a	conjunction	like	‘however’,	or	may	state	at	the	
beginning	that	you	are	partially	agree.

Another	point	in	this	statement	is	that	it	says	about	borrowing.	So,	the	best	way	to	
give	your	reasons	is	to	also	explain	regarding	the	borrowing	situation.	This	one	below	
is	good	example	to	give	an	explanation	to	counter	the	statement.

Q2.
The	main	comments	are	that	you	need	to	explain	both	demand	&	supply,	as	well	as	
equilibrium	of	case	a	(highly	unequal)	in	our	lecture.	Some	of	you	explain	only	
demand;	some	only	supply;	some	without	clearly	show	the	equilibrium	or	the	graph.
This	one	below	has	graph	and	explanation	inconsistent.	So,	I	don’t	know	how	you	
understand	the	model	or	not.	The	explanation	is	too	short	to	help	me	understand	as	
well.

*Keep	in	mind	that	when	you	explain,	it’s	for	those	who	haven’t	learn	this.	So,	you	
need	to	clearly	explain	to	make	the	reader	understand	the	context.

Q3.	
Many	explain	only	the	new	poor,	but	not	say	anything	regarding	the	current	poor	
(before	Covid).	
Here	I	just	show	some	good	examples:

Another	good	one,	but	need	to	add	more	clear	comparison/conclusion	of	current	vs.	
new	poor.

This	one	isn’t	quite	coherent	in	explaining	your	argument/analysis	

Another	issue	I	have	to	clarify.	Well,	selection	bias	that	can	be	solved	by	RCT	method	is	
only	for	explaining	causal	effects	(to	evaluate)	whether	that	policy	can	actually	help	
improve	the	outcome	we	expect.	However,	when	providing	the	policy	in	the	shock,	we	
can’t	purely	randomly	select	people	who	are	in	needs	to	be	in	the	treatment	or	control	
(not	receiving	any	helps).	This	might	raise	the	ethical	issue	(well,	in	some	cases,	we	can	
randomly	select	the	areas	in	the	meantime,	but	still	the	application	into	the	program	
need	to	be	by	voluntary	or	by	program	criteria).	The	problem	of	targeting	group	of	
people	to	received	transfer	has	to	solve	in	other	ways.

Q4.
The	situation	I	gave	to	you	is	not	randomly	assigning	the	scholarship.	So,	RCT	is	out	of	
the	answer.	(Still,	I	gave	partial	score	anyway.)	The	main	methods	could	be	Diff-in-diff	
or	regression	discontinuity	if	you	have	the	score	criteria.	No	one	answered	correctly	in	
applying	DiD.	Anyway,	q4.2	is	actually	reduce	the	cost	of	household	(pay	less	for	
additional	years	of	education).	So,	it	affects	private	rate	of	return	(if	you	compare	to	
the	case	where	you	need	to	pay	the	whole	cost	of	high	school	degree).
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