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Recent decades have seen an exponential growth in the availability and use 
of information in the education sector. At the global level, data such as 
those compiled by the United Nations Educational, Scientifi c, and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO) Institute for Statistics (UIS) are covering a greater 
number of countries with regular updates; coverage of 283 indicators com-
piled by the UIS increased from 45 percent in 1990 to over 64 percent in 
2009 (Porta Pallais and Klein 2010). 

Countries are increasingly carrying out national learning assessments, 
and more countries are participating in regionally and internationally 
benchmarked learning assessments. The number of low- and middle-
income countries participating in the Trends in International Mathematics 
and Science Study (TIMSS) increased from 15 to 38 between 1995 and 
2011, and the number participating in the Programme for International 
Student Assessment (PISA) increased from 18 to 37 between 2000 and 
2009. At the same time, Education Management Information Systems 
(EMISs) are becoming commonplace and are being used for planning and 
for programmatic purposes in many countries. 

All of these data have the potential to be turned into information—
information that can be used to leverage change for improved service 
delivery and better learning outcomes. A direct way that information can 
be used is as an input into management decisions, both at a national level 
and at the level of a particular school. An alternative approach—using 
information for accountability—aims to change the relationships of 
accountability among the various actors in the education system to change 
behaviors and thus improve outcomes. 
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While some approaches focus on generating national-level data to 
spur debate and motivate change (as described in box 2.1), this chapter 
focuses on approaches that have attempted to use information for 
accountability at the school level. These approaches include reforms 
or interventions that generate information on roles and responsibilities, 
school inputs, outputs, or outcomes and disseminate that information 
to local-level stakeholders. In the cases to date, there have been vari-
ants along a number of dimensions: the content, the level of aggrega-
tion, the data collection and compilation, and the way the information 
is disseminated. The interventions, however, also have common ele-
ments: they involve collecting representative data, compiling and ana-
lyzing those data, and disseminating them. 

The information disseminated varies from simply reporting test scores 
to more comprehensive reporting of students’ socioeconomic characteris-
tics; other measures of performance; students’ and parents’ satisfaction 
with the school; school fi nancing; audit fi ndings; and the school’s record 
of inputs, or expenditures. This information may be combined in different 
ways to produce a school report card, a ranking of schools within a geo-
graphic area, a regional or national report card, or simply an article in the 
newspaper. Some approaches have focused on simple, easy-to-understand 
measures, while others have tried to adjust for socioeconomic or other 
factors.

Once compiled, information can be disseminated directly through meet-
ings with parents and parent and teacher associations; through notes and 
reports sent to parents’ homes or, more broadly, through public events with 
the relevant government offi cials; and through public media (radio stations 
and newspapers, for example). 

To date, the specifi c purpose and audience for information campaigns 
have varied—with the concomitant variation in content, style, and chan-
nels of dissemination. The main stated goals typically have been to stimu-
late parental involvement and citizen demand for school performance 
and to motivate education reform at multiple levels—school, community, 
region, and country (Winkler and Sevilla 2004). 

An important defi ning feature of information-for-accountability inter-
ventions is that they focus on the use of information, in and of itself, as 
the instrument of change. This focus stands in contrast to approaches 
that use information as an input into a system of offi cial rewards and 
sanctions in an incentive-based scheme. These incentives systems are dis-
cussed at more length in chapter 4, “Making Teachers Accountable.” This 
chapter focuses instead on approaches that leverage information to affect 
the behavior of households, teachers, and school and local government 
offi cials directly.1 
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Using Aggregated Data for Accountability

Central and Latin America: National and Regional Report Cards

In 2001, the Partnership for Educational Revitalization in the Americas 
(PREAL) launched a report card initiative in several Central and Latin 
American countries (Ortega 2006). PREAL report cards use country-
level data on key education indicators and regional aggregates to pro-
vide reliable and detailed information on the state and progress of 
education in a country (or region) as a whole. The purpose is to remind 
governments that their work in education is being monitored and re-
ported to leaders outside the education sector; to give more control 
over education to civil society and create a demand for information; 
and to foster dialogue, set priorities, and identify and evaluate policies 
to improve schools.

PREAL report cards are short, nontechnical summaries that present 
information under three headings: results, reforms, and recommenda-
tions. The report cards present data in ranked order and include statis-
tical annexes with supplementary information. In addition, PREAL uses 
radio and television to disseminate fi ndings more widely and to reach 
parents and school staff  outside main cities. PREAL currently produces 
a Latin American report card, a Central American report card, and 
 national-level report cards in 10 countries. Common parameters are 
established for all report cards to ensure comparability. Anecdotal evi-
dence suggests that the PREAL report cards have increased public 
awareness about the performance of their countries’ education systems. 

Southern and Eastern Africa: Consortium for Monitoring Educational 
Quality

In the mid-1990s, the International Institute for Education Planning 
(IIEP) and a number of ministries of education in southern and eastern 
Africa launched an initiative known as the Southern and Eastern Africa 
Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality (SACMEQ). The pur-
pose was to build the capacity of organizational providers and policy 
makers to monitor and evaluate basic education systems. Activities 
have concentrated on providing hands-on experience in applying 
modern survey research methodologies, collecting and analyzing data, 
producing data archives, and preparing and disseminating national 
evidence-based  education policy reports. To date, three large-scale, 
cross-national studies have been produced. Findings have been widely 
disseminated among policy makers in the member countries. The 

(continued next page)

BOX 2.1
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 reports have played an important role in national debates concerning 
policies to improve the quality of education. Moreover, SACMEQ has 
become an important source for training in quantitative research 
methods in the region (Ross 2006).

International Comparisons: TIMSS, PIRLS, and PISA

Over the past decades, a series of international assessments has been 
developed to allow participating nations to compare students’ educa-
tion achievements across borders and, hence, quality diff erentials 
across education systems worldwide. The International Association for 
the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) administers two of 
these standardized assessments: the Trends in International Mathe-
matics and Science Study (TIMSS), which tests knowledge of fourth- 
and eighth-grade students in math and science, and the Progress in 
International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), which tests reading 
achievement of fourth graders. TIMSS was fi rst administered in 1995 
and conducted every four years thereafter, whereas PIRLS was fi rst 
administered in 2001 and conducted every fi ve years thereafter. Having 
their basis in the curricula of schools in tested countries, these tests 
aim to investigate three aspects: the intended curriculum, the imple-
mented curriculum, and the achieved curriculum.

A similar exercise, which emphasizes problem-solving skills rather 
than curriculum, is the Programme for International Student Assess-
ment (PISA). PISA was fi rst carried out in 2000 by an international 
consortium of research and education institutions led by the Australian 
Council for Educational Research (ACER). Since then, it has continued 
to be implemented every three years by the Organisation for Econom-
ic Co-operation and Development (OECD). The subject of focus in 
PISA is rotated in each cycle: fi rst, reading literacy; next, math and 
problem solving; and fi nally science literacy. Nevertheless, in each 
round, tests are administered in all subjects.

Outputs of these assessments are rankings of aggregate country 
performance and a series of reports, which typically receive consider-
able attention in the media and among educators and researchers. 
Overall, standardized international assessments provide an empirical 
base to hold organizational providers and policy makers accountable, 
as they present the relative performance of the education system they 
manage over time and with respect to other countries. As a result, the 
assessments increase transparency and give more control over educa-
tion to citizens/clients.

BOX 2.1 continued
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How Information Can Increase Accountability—and 
Outcomes

When parents and students have little information about the performance 
of the schools they have access to, or when they have little information 
about the inputs that schools are responsible for using, their position rela-
tive to service providers is weak. They have limited basis for selecting 
between schools; they have limited ability to hold schools and teachers 
accountable for either effort or effi ciency in the use of resources; and they 
have limited empirical foundation to lobby governments, both national and 
local, for improvements in public support to their schools. In the terminol-
ogy of the World Development Report 2004, lack of information weakens client 
power (to hold providers accountable), and it weakens citizens’ voice (rela-
tive to policy makers and politicians) (World Bank 2003). Figure 2.1 illus-
trates the accountability framework based on this dynamic. 

There are three main accountability channels through which information 
can be expected to affect learning outcomes: increasing choice, participation, 
and voice. An alternative channel for information to affect outcomes is 
through its use in management. 

Increasing Choice

In many—although certainly not all—school systems, students face a choice 
of schools. This choice may be between public schools, but it is often 
between public and private schools. Indeed, in some countries such as 

Figure 2.1 The Role of Information in the Accountability Framework
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Chile, Pakistan, and Zimbabwe, more than 50 percent of primary students 
attend private schools (Glewwe and Kremer 2006). When school perfor-
mance information was provided to low-income parents in one U.S. set-
ting, parents used this information to select higher-performing schools 
when faced with a choice of schools—and that translated into higher stu-
dent test scores (Hastings and Weinstein 2008). The extent to which such 
information is a factor will crucially depend on the degree of effective 
school choice in any particular setting.

In addition to optimal student-school matching, in contexts with school 
choice, information may work to increase competition among schools. To 
the extent that funding follows students—either through public funding 
formulas or through private fees—schools may compete to attract stu-
dents.2 Therefore, by making information readily available, schools may 
work to improve quality to draw in more students and thereby boost 
income. This improved quality would then be refl ected in measures of 
learning outcomes. 

Increasing Participation

School choice is only one mechanism by which information for account-
ability could lead to improved outcomes. Lack of knowledge about school 
performance may cause parents to believe that performance is adequate 
and prevent them from demanding improvements (Winkler and Herstein 
2005). By revealing shortfalls—relative to other schools in the village, 
district, province, or country—information can be a motivator for action 
on the part of parents and other stakeholders. Indeed, some information-
for-accountability interventions include social mobilization efforts to 
leverage the information for closer monitoring of school performance and 
service delivery.

One of the crucial roles for information in this channel is providing cred-
ible evidence on school performance. This evidence can underpin pressure 
for improvements in school quality and be one source of information for 
monitoring that quality. Parent participation and oversight potentially 
enables closer monitoring of resource allocation—ensuring alignment 
between what parents want (which may include higher test scores) and the 
way resources are deployed. Participation also enables closer monitoring of 
effort on the part of teachers and other educators.3 Both of these results—
better deployed resources and greater effort—are, in turn, inputs into 
higher learning outcomes.

There are also “softer” reasons why information might positively affect 
school processes and outcomes. Because information-for-accountability 
campaigns may promote dialogue and consultation among all actors, they 
can potentially alleviate information asymmetries and promote discussion 



Information for Accountability�|�35

and communication, all of which might result in an environment more 
conducive to learning.

Increasing Voice

In the context of decentralized service delivery, the idea of access to infor-
mation as a critical element to reduce the extent to which the rich can 
“capture” services (that is, structure delivery systems such that the rich 
benefi t disproportionately) and thereby improve delivery for the poor has 
strong theoretical foundations (Bardhan 2002; Bardhan and Mookherjee 
2000, 2005). Information provides transparency to government actions 
and the political process, and that transparency may promote better poli-
cies and improve outcomes.

But there is a more general way in which information can work through 
local (and even national) governments to improve learning outcomes. By 
providing credible evidence, information could allow parents and other 
stakeholders to effectively lobby governments for improved policies. It pro-
vides content to the voice that citizens might use to pressure governments 
and enables them to hold those governments to account. While we focus 
in this chapter on school- and local-level approaches, one can also inter-
pret national-level information generation and dissemination as a way of 
leveraging information for accountability by strengthening voice. 

Internationally, regionally, or even nationally benchmarked assess-
ment systems—such as PISA, TIMSS, the Southern and Eastern Africa 
Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality (SACMEQ), or the U.S. 
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) all provide aggregate 
assessment data that can be used to promote the public accountability of 
education systems. Likewise, internationally comparable national “report 
cards” such as those developed in Latin America by the Partnership for 
Educational Revitalization in the Americas (PREAL) have leveraged sum-
maries of a variety of data to promote debate and pressure for reform, as 
described in box 2.1.

In addition to empowering citizens’ voice, information can be lever-
aged for political change through a competitive electoral process. Indeed, 
the political “market” is characterized by incomplete information, and 
the generation and provision of information can fi ll that void (Keefer 
and Khemani 2005). Moreover, systematic bias in the availability of 
information (for example, better information in urban areas than in 
rural areas) can lead to systematic bias in the provision of public ser-
vices (Majumdar, Mani, and Mukand 2004). To the extent that local (or 
even national) politicians might run on a platform of service delivery 
performance, credible information can potentially drive the political 
debate. Improvements in indicators thereby become both the basis for 
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political argument and a measure of administrative performance 
(Khemani 2007).

Using Information for Management 

The focus in this chapter is on the use of information per se as an 
accountability tool. However, perhaps one of the more straightforward 
uses of information is to enable better decision making by managers. In 
information-poor environments, access to better information could help 
direct resources where they are most needed and enable managers to bet-
ter understand whether the allocations they are making are achieving 
desired results. Being effective in this context does not involve informa-
tion to leverage accountability but rather information to be used as an 
input into technocratic decisions. Box 2.2 discusses two recent evalua-
tions that tested whether school-level and school-specifi c information 
provided to school administrations affected outcomes—with modest 
impacts in one case (Madagascar) and no impacts in another (Andhra 
Pradesh, India). 

Another way that information can be used for management is as an 
input into a strong accountability system. As discussed in more detail 
below, this is the way that information is used in the U.S. model under the 
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). In that system, detailed, school-specifi c 
information on the performance and performance gains of students and 
subgroups of students is measured. Schools that fail to meet performance 
targets are subject to various sanctions, depending on how far short of the 
targets they fall and how long they have failed to meet them. Sanctions 
range from a requirement to develop a school reform plan, to a require-
ment to allow students to transfer to other schools, to a requirement to 
completely restructure (that is, to close and reopen under new manage-
ment and staff). Information in this type of system is not being used for its 
intrinsic contribution to the promotion of accountability but rather as part 
of a strategy of incentives. 

From Information to Outcomes

Even though education interventions are typically justifi ed on the basis of 
just one of these channels leading from information to outcomes (increas-
ing choice, participation, or voice), any specifi c intervention probably 
works through multiple channels. For example, school-specifi c informa-
tion may promote more informed choice—but could also enable more, or 
more effective, participation and monitoring on the part of parents. Or 
credible information may enable parents to effectively pressure both schools 
and local governments.
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Using Information for Management

This chapter focuses on interventions that have aimed to leverage in-
formation for accountability, for change, and for improved outcomes. 
But another approach would be to view information as a management 
tool—as an input into school-level decision making without bringing to 
bear the accountability aspect. Two new fi eld experiments have evalu-
ated the potential for this approach, with mixed fi ndings.

The fi rst study is in Madagascar, where a set of tools was distrib-
uted to 909 randomly selected schools, including 303 randomly se-
lected control schools (Lassibille and others 2010). The intervention 
consisted of a management toolkit and guides, training, and “report 
cards” for school directors and subdistrict- and district-level offi  cers. 
The intervention ran for two school years, 2005 to 2007, and base-
line and follow-up data were collected, including test scores from 
standardized tests in three subjects. The program showed quite 
large impacts on behaviors: the share of teachers who completed all 
“key” tasks increased from 42 percent to 63 percent, and the share 
of schools in which all teachers performed all “key” tasks rose from 
22 percent to 43 percent. In addition, there were statistically signifi -
cant, albeit small, impacts on student attendance and repetition. How-
ever, the impact on student learning was small and not statistically 
signifi cant.

A second study focused on diagnostic feedback to teachers and 
low-stakes monitoring of classroom processes in the Indian state of 
Andhra Pradesh (Muralidharan and Sundararaman 2010).a A set of 100 
schools were randomly selected to receive the treatment, which con-
sisted of the following:

• An independently administered baseline test
•  A detailed, written diagnostic feedback report on the performance 

of students at baseline
•  A note on how to interpret the feedback report along with benchmarks
•  An announcement that students would be retested at the end of the 

year to monitor progress
•  Six low-stakes monitoring visits during the year to observe teaching 

processes and activity. 

An additional set of 300 schools were randomly selected to serve as 
control schools. These control schools received one unannounced 
visit during the school year in which data on teacher absenteeism 

BOX 2.2

(continued next page) 
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Information for Accountability in High-Income Countries

Reforms in the United States

In the 1990s, the education sector in the United States experienced a large-
scale increase in test-based accountability in which school- and teacher-level 
incentives were based on pupils’ test scores (Loveless 2005). By 2001, only 
two states did not have any measurement or accountability system in place 
in the education sector (Hanushek and Raymond 2003). Seventeen states 
had report cards at the school or district level, which provided limited 
information on school performance. The remaining states had imple-
mented systems with simple performance measures that rated performance 
as acceptable or unacceptable. In many states, these data systems were 
accompanied by explicit sanctions or rewards, but the extent to which 
schools performing below standard would receive any sanction from state 
authorities varied. In some states, the model was close to what is being 
described here as information for accountability—commonly referred to as 
“school report cards” in the U.S. system.

These early accountability systems paved the way for passage of federal 
legislation, the No Child Left Behind Act, in 2001. NCLB solidifi ed both the 
test-based information systems and the strong accountability measures that 
fl owed from them. The Act mandated state-approved student assessment 
in mathematics and reading skills as well as the production and distribution 
of school-level reports—broken down by student sociodemographic back-
ground.

and classroom behavior were collected. To minimize the potential for 
contamination, these schools received only one week’s notice before 
endline testing occurred in those schools. The study found substan-
tial impacts on behaviors—as observed during the visits—in the 
treatment schools: teachers were more likely to be observed actively 
engaged in teaching, using textbooks, engaging students, and using 
the blackboard. In addition, they were more likely to assign home-
work and to provide guidance on that homework. However, students 
in these schools did no better on independently administered tests 
than students in schools that did not receive the program.

a. This study was a corollary to a teacher incentives and school grant study, 
which is described in more detail in chapter 4, “Making Teachers Accountable.”

BOX 2.2 continued
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Much of the work on the effectiveness of these test-based accountabil-
ity approaches is based on the cross-state variation that existed before 
NCLB. Some national-level studies have found signifi cant improvements 
in student outcomes as a result of standardized-test-based accountability 
(Carnoy and Loeb 2002; Hanushek and Raymond 2005), although the 
limited number of observations these studies are based on introduces some 
uncertainty. State-specifi c analyses produce ambiguous results. While 
some analyses document positive short-run effects of accountability on 
student math scores (Figlio and Rouse 2006; West and Peterson 2006; 
Chakrabarti 2006), other results have been less compelling (Clark 2003; 
Haney 2000, 2002). 

Intriguingly, from the perspective of purely information-based approaches, 
some fi ndings suggest that simply reporting information about average 
school test scores led to increased performance (Hoxby 2001, Hanushek and 
Raymond 2003). The results, however, are sensitive to how sanctions are 
measured and are not robust across specifi cations (Hanushek and Raymond 
2005).

More recent work has begun to assess the impact of NCLB itself. Anec-
dotal reports have suggested that the NCLB report cards raise public aware-
ness and civic involvement when schools fall into one of the several “watch 
list” categories (Loveless 2005). More systematic work (based on national 
data exploiting the fact that some states in which NCLB was implemented 
already had similar programs in place whereas others did not) has docu-
mented signifi cant gains in math test scores (Dee and Jacob 2009). A recent 
paper that investigated principals’, teachers’, and students’ behavioral 
responses to the pressures introduced by Florida’s education accountability 
system showed that schools focused on low-performing students by reorga-
nizing teachers’ and students’ time and increasing the learning resources 
available to teachers (Rouse and others 2007). These responses have 
resulted in test score gains in reading and math.

Reforms in the United Kingdom

In the United Kingdom, the government introduced greater accountability 
into the government-funded school sector in 1988. Schools are required 
to publish information about their students’ performance on national test 
assessments at different ages in primary and secondary school. For exam-
ple, public junior high schools are required to make available the propor-
tion of students achieving a certain number of exam passes at a certain 
level. These data are compiled and published by the government and are 
also used by the media to rank schools in nationally published school 
“league tables.” 
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These rankings are then used by central government to sanction poorly 
performing schools. This sanction takes the form of “naming and shaming” 
but can also involve the replacement of school management—or even 
school closure, in extreme situations. In addition, the information can be 
used by parents in choosing a school for their child. Poorly performing 
schools may lose students (which leads to a reduction in resources because, 
to an extent, public funds follow the students), while high-performing 
schools may gain pupils. 

Moreover, since the early 1990s, all English state schools have been 
inspected by an independent government agency, the Offi ce for Standards 
in Education (Ofsted). There have been two rounds of inspection over the 
course of the fi rst 10 years of this policy, through which most schools 
have been inspected. Starting in 2000, Ofsted produced ratings of schools 
consisting of two elements: (1) test scores combined with background 
characteristics and (2) qualitative evidence from the inspector reports. A 
school report for each school is also produced and publicly released imme-
diately after the inspection.4 If a school fails the Ofsted standards, the local 
education authority can apply sanctions. These schools are also subject to 
repeat inspections and greater scrutiny. In turn, the governing board of 
the school can remove the school principal.

Assessments of the impact of these reforms suggest improvement in raw 
exam scores. However, it is not clear to what extent such apparent improve-
ments are due to a change in performance as opposed to either changes in 
the diffi culty of the tests (Goldstein 2001; Tymms and Fitz-Gibbon 2001) or 
other schools’ responses (some perhaps salutary such as extra focus on stu-
dents with diffi culties, some detrimental such as excluding weak students 
from examinations). Evaluation is also hampered by the fact that other 
reforms were implemented simultaneously, and it has been diffi cult to iso-
late which elements of the set of reforms introduced have had an impact on 
outcomes (Bradley and others 2000). 

One study that has attempted to address these issues focuses on the 
impacts of the accountability measures on the distribution of student 
achievement within schools (Burgess and others 2005). The analysis found 
that the performance of marginal students (those on the threshold of meet-
ing the performance benchmark that feeds into the information system) 
improved but only when schools faced competition for students. When 
there was no competition, these marginal students appeared to do no bet-
ter. Worryingly, the study found that low-ability students fared particularly 
badly under the reform, especially when a large number of students were 
on the margin of meeting the threshold. While the magnitude of the effects 
was small, the authors concluded that schools did react in the short run to 
the incentives created by accountability measures—although not always to 
the benefi t of all students. 
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Reforms in New Zealand

New Zealand has introduced large institutional reforms to promote 
information for accountability. To make sure that front-line providers and 
decision makers act on the information generated, the government 
established an independent body: the Education Review Offi ce (ERO). The 
ERO assesses individual schools approximately once every three years 
unless the performance of a school or service is so poor that it places the 
education or safety of the students at risk.5 Reports on individual schools 
are freely available to the public: they are either posted online or on the 
school walls, or they are distributed in the school. The focus of the 
assessments is on school improvement and on making recommendations to 
individual boards of trustees concerning what they are doing well and 
where they need to improve. 

The focus of the school reforms in New Zealand was on empowering 
school boards and providing them with information for management as 
well as introducing school choice into the education system. One assessment 
found that most schools did actively share the information with stakeholders 
(ERO 2007). While there have been assessments of the perceptions of the 
reforms on stakeholders (for example, Wiley 1999 on information and 
Ladd and Fiske 2003 on choice), there have been no studies evaluating the 
reforms’ overall effect on test scores.

Information for Accountability in Middle- 
and Low-Income Countries

The accountability reforms in high-income countries, often accompanied 
by information-for-accountability campaigns, provide insights into the 
issue for middle- and lower-income countries. However, there are two 
main shortcomings that these experiences have for illuminating the issue in 
the developing-country context. First, these campaigns were typically 
embedded in larger, multifaceted reform efforts. For example, the 
experience in those U.S. states that implemented low-stakes school report 
cards come closest to the notion of information for accountability that is the 
focus here. However, these initiatives were soon overtaken by events, in 
the form of the high-stakes national NCLB reform. Of course, a more 
generic concern is the extent to which lessons from such different contexts 
might be relevant for substantially poorer countries. 

There have been attempts to generate and disseminate information to 
improve the quality of service provision in developing countries. Often, 
these efforts outside of the education sector have explicitly aimed at 
mobilizing social action through the use of “citizen report cards,” as 
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discussed further in box 2.3. Only recently has there been a systematic 
approach to evaluating the impact of those interventions using an 
experimental or quasi-experimental counterfactual. Before turning to the 
more rigorously evaluated cases (in the later section about impact 
evaluations), this section focuses on descriptive accounts of interventions 
that have been tried in developing countries. The discussion is organized 
around three main approaches to the use of information: school-level 
report card programs, test-based score rankings, and participatory public 
expenditure or input-tracking interventions. 

School-Level Report Cards

When thinking about information for accountability, school-level “report 
card” interventions come closest to the notion of creating and generating 
information that can be used by parents to make better choices and can 
empower them to participate more effectively in school management or 
lobby local governments for action. This section describes fi ve cases in 
which such an approach was used.

Brazil: Paraná state school report card
Perhaps one of the most concrete and clear examples of a large-scale 
information-for-accountability intervention in education in a developing 
country was in the Brazilian state of Paraná, which experimented with 
school report cards between 1999 and 2002 (Winkler 2005; Brooke 2005). 
The stated goals of the initiative were to increase parental knowledge 
about the quality of instruction in schools and to raise parents’ voice in 
school matters at the school council and state levels. The initiative also 
aimed to increase awareness among school personnel about their schools’ 
instructional quality and academic performance.

The report cards combined the following school data: 

• Test-based performance (fourth- and eighth-grade test scores)

• Student fl ows (promotion, retention, and dropout rates)

• School characteristics (average class size and teachers’ qualifi cations)

• Parental opinion and satisfaction with several aspects of the school 
(facilities, security, teaching practices, quality of education, and parental 
involvement)

• Parental opinion on the availability of information on school performance 
and activities. 

The cards also contained comparative municipal and state averages for 
most of the key indicators so that parents and teachers could compare the 
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Citizen Report Cards

The notion of creating an information feedback loop—connecting the 
public service users, providers, and public-policy principals—cuts 
across sectors. 

India: Citizen Report Cards in Bangalore

In 1994, a small nongovernmental organization (NGO) group launched 
a survey to gather feedback on several public services, including edu-
cation, in Bangalore (Paul 2002; Bures 2003). Data on service quality, 
corruption, and satisfaction with public services were collected from 
nearly 1,200 middle- and low-income households and structured into a 
“report card.” The report card gave low ratings to all major service 
providers and showed high levels of client dissatisfaction with staff  
behavior in the provider agencies. It also showed that clients had to 
incur high direct costs (bribes) and indirect costs (individual invest-
ments) to compensate for missing or unreliable services. The fi ndings 
of the report card were widely publicized through the press and dis-
cussed with the service providers, which created a sense of shame. 
Some of the providers acknowledged problems and took corrective 
action. Moreover, the growing public interest in the initiative led to the 
constitution of a nonprofi t body, the Public Aff airs Center (PAC), to 
manage and expand the report card initiative and provide advice to 
service providers on ways to improve. In 1999, a second PAC report 
card indicated mild improvements in services but also an increase in 
corruption. In the education sector, for example, while 30 percent of 
the households noted an improvement in school infrastructure, another 
50 percent felt that school facilities, materials, and equipment had not 
changed. This time, the fi ndings from the report card were fi rst shared 
with management teams from selected agencies and then disseminat-
ed in public discussions involving citizen groups, the media, and lead-
ers and staff  of all the service providers. In these meetings, the heads 
of the agencies explained their plans to deal with the reported prob-
lems. These events and the report card fi ndings were also covered in 
the news media. Another report card in 2004 revealed substantial im-
provement in citizen satisfaction in almost all services and some de-
cline in corruption. 

Following the Bangalore experience, citizen report cards have 
evolved into a widely used tool for improving service delivery. They 
have been scaled up to cover urban and rural services in 24 states 
in India and have also spread to several cities in Albania, Kenya, 

BOX 2.3

(continued next page)
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Mozambique, the Philippines, South Africa, Uganda, Ukraine, and—
on a pilot basis—Vietnam.

Ukraine: Ternopil and Ivano-Frankivsk Citizen Report Cards

In the Ukrainian cities of Ternopil and Ivano-Frankivsk, the People’s 
Voice Project started in 1999 to promote public participation to build an 
open, accountable, and eff ective local government in several cities 
(Bures 2003). Household and entrepreneur surveys revealed wide-
spread dissatisfaction with service quality. However, only 93 percent of 
the citizens had ever fi led a complaint because they believed that doing 
so would be futile. Dissemination and public discussion of the survey 
fi ndings led citizens, NGOs, and public offi  cials to engage in several ac-
tions to improve public services. In the area of education—identifi ed as 
a primary concern area—yearly education plans and education advisory 
councils were established to create an action plan for further education 
reforms. 

The Philippines: Pro-Poor Services Report Cards

Governments can also use report cards to bring citizens directly into 
the budget allocation process. For example, the Philippine government 
used fi ndings from the Report Card on Pro-Poor Services to develop 
new poverty alleviation strategies and programs (Bhatnagar and others 
2003; Bures 2003). The survey was conducted in 2000 by the World 
Bank in collaboration with Social Weather Stations, an independent 
survey research organization in the Philippines. The survey included 
1,200 households across four regions. It collected data on awareness, 
access, use, and satisfaction related to public services in fi ve areas: 
health care, primary education, housing, water, and subsidized rice 
 distribution. On education, the report card collected and disseminated 
data on school enrollment, dropout rates, perceived quality, tuition 
fees, class size, textbook availability, and parent-teacher associations. 
The feedback showed a high degree of dissatisfaction with the educa-
tion system among the poor, resulting in relatively low enrollment in 
primary school (90 percent for 7- to 12-year-old children) and substan-
tial dropout rates.

Uganda: Health Citizen Report Cards

In Uganda, citizen report cards focused on health service delivery were 
randomly assigned to 50 rural communities across nine districts. In 25 
treatment communities, the quantitative information collected in the 
health citizen report cards was disseminated together with practical 

BOX 2.3 continued
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performance of their schools with that of neighboring schools. This rela-
tively simple, three-page summary of indicators was disseminated to par-
ents and teachers through various local-level workshops. Results were also 
published in the state education secretariat’s monthly newsletter and 
widely disseminated through press releases and press conferences.

While no rigorous evaluations of this experiment exist, anecdotal evi-
dence suggests positive effects. Parents engaged in discussions with teach-
ers about how they might improve school performance and, through 
school councils, increased their voice in policy debates about education 
(Winkler 2005). The report cards also acted as a management tool at the 
school level and as a driver of wider education reforms (Winkler and 
Sevilla 2004). One of the key aspects highlighted in reviews of the inter-
vention is that the low-stakes nature of the report cards helped make them 
politically feasible despite a strong teachers’ union (Winkler 2005; Brooke 
2005). Nevertheless, a change of state government at the end of 2002—
when a new state secretary for education was inaugurated—led to aban-
doning the innovation.

Central America: CERCA school report cards
More recently, starting in 2004, the Civic Engagement for Education Reform 
in Central America (CERCA) began implementing a school-level report 
card model that combines information reporting with a proactive 
participatory approach to school priority setting (Flórez, Chesterfi eld, and 
Siri 2006). Elected representatives of various stakeholders, parents, teachers, 
principals, students, and community leaders were involved in collecting 
data and producing the school report card using simple indicators on school 

information on how to best use this information in meetings between 
users and providers. A separate set of communities served as control 
areas. Impact estimates of treatment show that the intervention im-
proved average health care use, increased infant weight, and reduced 
child mortality among children under fi ve (Björkman, Reinikka, and 
Svensson 2006; Björkman and Svensson 2007). The studies also found 
evidence that staff  in treatment communities increased eff orts in health 
provision as a result of the increased community monitoring. In particu-
lar, staff  in treatment clinics began to share information about treat-
ment practices, availability of drugs, and service delivery in general. 
There was no evidence of increased government funding (fi nancial or 
in-kind) or investments.

BOX 2.3 continued
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characteristics, coverage, effi ciency, quality of teaching, and learning. 
Subsequently, the group was tasked with a self-assessment exercise to 
analyze the report card and to develop, implement, and monitor actions to 
improve learning outcomes.6 The school report card and action plan were 
then disseminated and discussed within the entire school community. 

The model was implemented on a small scale—36 schools in poor and 
mostly rural areas of the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras, and Nicaragua. Again, the lack of a carefully constructed coun-
terfactual and, in this case, the small scale of the intervention make it hard 
to draw strong conclusions. The anecdotal reports from the case studies 
state that, compared with nonparticipating schools with similar profi les, 
participating schools experienced higher involvement of community mem-
bers in school activities. CERCA-participating schools were also more likely 
to have developed and implemented an action plan, and parents became 
more engaged in promoting reading and writing, even when they were 
illiterate themselves (Flórez, Chesterfi eld, and Siri 2006). Those who 
reviewed the intervention also highlighted its low cost and potential for 
sustainability (Flórez, Chesterfi eld, and Siri 2006). 

Sub-Saharan Africa: School Profi les, Report Cards, and Self-Assessments
The approach of collecting information and disseminating it to parents as a 
way of promoting their participation in school-level decision making has 
been tried in several Sub-Saharan African contexts. The following describes 
just three of these interventions.

School profi les in Uganda. Uganda’s Ministry of Education reforms, launched 
in 2001, included the overhaul of its Education Management Information 
System. One reform was to provide feedback from EMIS in the form of 
“school profi les.” These profi les were reported to have been well received 
by headmasters and to have provided useful input in the headmasters’ dis-
cussions with parent-teacher associations and elected offi cials. The profi les 
have also been credited with positively altering the community mind-set 
regarding education provision. Additionally, school profi les were intended 
to reassert a form of soft vertical accountability by signaling to schools how 
much the central government knew about them (Cameron, Moses, and 
Gillies 2006). 

School report cards in Kano State, Nigeria. Communities in Kano State received 
school report cards that included basic information about their schools (Win-
kler and Herstein 2005). The reports included easy-to-interpret graphs that 
showed how school-specifi c indicators compared with local-area and state-
wide data. The dissemination included radio debates in which specialists 
discussed the indicators and what they meant. Anecdotal reports suggest 
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that the information was being used by stakeholders and increased transpar-
ency in the management of the system. It also helped strengthen the almost 
nonexistent accountability links between the communities and schools as 
well as between the central and local governments. 

A school self-assessment system in Namibia. Another experience in six northern 
regions of Namibia involved parents and school councils in the writing of 
their own report cards and school improvement plans (Gillies 2004). The 
system was designed to foster school-level discussion on school climate, 
management and planning, teacher attitudes, availability of inputs, con-
tinuous assessment, parental activities, and school support for parental 
involvement. A team of inspectors used the same indicators to provide an 
alternative assessment. The school report cards were disseminated to a 
school management team made up of teachers, parents, and supervisors. 
Findings from the school assessment were also summarized at the regional 
levels and used as a diagnostic tool for management at these levels. Anec-
dotal reports suggest that the initiative succeeded in mobilizing parents, 
communities, and schools to participate in the work and management of 
their schools. It also helped contribute to the creation of meaningful and 
common standards of performance and expectations.7

Test-Based Rankings

While ranking schools based on test scores, as an accountability measure, 
originated largely in the United States, two developing countries have tried 
to use a similar approach: Brazil and Chile (the latter discussed in the 
section below about impact evaluations).

Ceará state’s new millennium school prize
Since 1992, the Brazilian state of Ceará has publicly rewarded the best-
performing schools with its New Millennium School Prize (Brooke 2005). 
All schools in the state are ranked according to the raw average performance 
of their fourth- and eighth-grade students in math and Portuguese 
standardized tests—an approach that does not account for variations in 
student background. While awards are given to both school personnel and 
the best-performing students, the main stated goal is to promote public 
recognition of high-performing schools. To date, there has been no rigorous 
evaluation of whether the program has been effective. 

Rio de Janeiro state’s new school program 
The state of Rio de Janeiro, since 2000, has attempted to build on this 
approach with its New School Program (Brooke 2005). Longitudinal data 
on students’ test scores in math and Portuguese and on students’ 
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characteristics are used to construct a measure of individual value-added 
performance, conditional on observable indicators. An aggregate school 
effi ciency index is constructed by combining this information with data on 
student fl ows (such as progression rates and age-grade distortion rates) and 
school management. Within homogenous socioeconomic groups—based 
on students’ mean family income—schools are ranked. Teachers and 
principals in the highest-ranked schools receive monetary rewards. No 
evaluation of this program has occurred.

Public Expenditure and Input Tracking

The discussion and cases so far have focused on approaches built around 
information about school-level performance. Another way that information 
has been used to increase accountability—with the goal of increasing 
learning outcomes—is through its role in promoting public resource 
tracking. Leaks in the fl ow of funds or in-kind resources—such that little 
reaches front-line service providers—have been documented in many 
settings (World Bank 2003). Publicly disseminating school-specifi c 
information on what resources to expect—thereby mobilizing communities 
to monitor the resource distribution—has been tried as an approach to 
reducing these leaks. Two notable experiences with this approach occurred 
in the Philippines and Uganda (the latter discussed below in the section 
below on impact evaluation). 

The Philippines: Textbook Count 1-2-3 
The Textbook Count 1-2-3 program in the Philippines was instituted to 
combat corruption that had been documented at various levels of the 
Philippine education sector at the end of the 1990s (Leung 2005; van 
der Linden 2007). Basic inputs, such as textbooks, were not reaching 
students—resulting in serious shortages at the school level—and those 
textbooks that were delivered were of substandard quality. According to 
some studies, bribes in the provision of learning materials ranged from 20 
percent to 65 percent of the value of the contracts. Contractors were 
alleged to be charging the Department of Education for nonexistent 
deliveries of books and then splitting payments with the offi cials who 
approved the invoices. 

Following a change in government in 2001, the school textbook 
provision system was reformed. Starting in 2003 and for three years 
thereafter, the Textbook Count 1-2-3 program published a detailed list of 
when textbooks were going to be delivered in each province. These lists 
were widely published in newspapers and “socialized” through meetings 
with teachers, government offi cials, and NGOs. The meetings covered the 
numbers and quality of textbooks, the specifi c delivery methods, and the 
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schedules, which took into account the geographical peculiarity of each 
area—an important consideration given the nature of the country as an 
archipelago. In addition, the initiative engaged and trained a variety of 
organizations such as parent-teacher associations and local NGOs to verify 
and report on the delivery of the textbooks. 

Although no systematic data have been gathered on the process and 
fi nal outcomes, anecdotal evidence suggests that the program was successful 
in reducing corruption. By 2005, all textbooks produced were delivered 
(compared with an estimated loss of 40 percent in 2001), textbook prices 
were reduced, and quality standards reportedly improved. Recent efforts to 
institutionalize and sustain the initiative have included creating a legal 
framework, ensuring its fi nancial sustainability, and expanding it to other 
procurement areas such as school buildings and furniture.

Evaluating the Impact of Information-for-Accountability 
Interventions

Most of what we know about the impacts of information-for-accountability 
reforms in developing countries comes from small pilots and case studies, 
such as those described above. This largely qualitative and anecdotal 
evidence suggests that information-for-accountability reforms might have 
positive impacts: greater collaborations and better communications between 
parents and teachers, improved parental participation in school matters, 
better and more frequent data reporting mechanisms, better resource fl ows, 
and some suggestion of improved education outcomes.

Evaluation Analysis to Date 

However, these descriptive analyses and case studies fall short of what one 
would want as an evidence base for strongly advocating these types of 
reforms, for the following reasons: 

• Each intervention has been custom-designed for the specifi c setting. This 
is obviously appropriate; it would be unreasonable to apply a standardized 
approach. But site-specifi city makes it is hard to draw any general 
conclusions. 

• Many of the interventions have been implemented on a small scale—for 
example, the CERCA school report cards implemented in 36 schools in 
Central America.

• The indicators used vary substantially—from self-assessments in the 
Namibia case to sophisticated institutionalized assessment systems in 
Brazil. 
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• None of these cases attempts to establish a rigorous counterfactual—
what would have happened in the absence of the intervention. Without 
such a counterfactual, it is impossible to attribute changes in outcomes 
to the interventions themselves.8 

Two existing studies have tried to establish causality using nonexperimen-
tal approaches: evaluations of Chile’s test-based school rankings and of 
Uganda’s newspaper campaign. 

Chile: School rankings
Chile has a long-standing history of publishing average test scores by school, 
a practice that has established the country as a regional leader in the appli-
cation of standardized achievement tests and the dissemination of their 
results. Moreover, Chile has one of the most liberalized school markets in 
the world since the introduction of a series of school fi nance reforms in 
1981—the best-known of which is an extensive education voucher system. 

In 1988, the Sistema Nacional de Medición de la Calidad de la Educación 
(National System for Measuring the Quality of Education, or SIMCE) was 
established and, since the mid-1990s, its results have been widely dissemi-
nated, in part through newspaper listings of schools’ rankings. The motivat-
ing idea was that a ranking of schools, along with linking school funding to 
the number of students at each school, would stimulate competition that 
would, in turn, improve school quality. The government also began to use 
SIMCE results to allocate resources. Various commentators (notably Mizala, 
Romaguera, and Urquiola 2007) have pointed out that simple school rank-
ings from repeated cross-sections using SIMCE largely capture students’ 
socioeconomic status and are not a good refl ection of school effectiveness.9

The approach was subsequently revised, resulting in an approach that 
used data on school type, location, and characteristics, and fl ows and data 
on student socioeconomic characteristics, test score levels, and intercohort 
gains to rank schools within a predetermined “homogenous” group of 
schools in each administrative region. The goal was for this Sistema Nacional 
de Evaluación del Desempeño de los Establecimientos Educativos Subvencionados 
(National System for Performance Evaluation of Subsidized Educational 
Establishments, or SNED) to be an index that would compare only schools 
serving students of similar backgrounds. Since 1996, the system has identi-
fi ed “outstanding schools,” which became eligible for fi nancial awards, 
every two years. During the two years the award is in force, SNED-winning 
schools receive two rewards: (1) an annual bonus for teachers, and (2) 
public identifi cation as a high-performing school. (See chapter 4 on teacher 
incentives for a discussion of the impact of the SNED teacher bonuses.) The 
publicity happens through press releases, newspapers, parent-teacher 
association meetings, the Ministry of Education’s website and, in some 
municipalities, through banners posted on winning schools. 
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Mizala and Urquiola (2007), using a regression discontinuity design, ana-
lyzed the extent to which parental choices, and therefore school markets, 
respond to signals of school effectiveness. The identifi cation of impact comes 
from the fact that the cutoff for being identifi ed as a well-performing school 
is clear: within the groups of schools serving students from similar socioeco-
nomic backgrounds, the top 25 schools are selected for the award in each 
round. Intuitively, schools just above and just below the cutoff within each 
group are virtually identical—except for the fact that those above the cutoff 
receive the award. A comparison of differences in outcomes across the cut-
off therefore provides an estimate of the impact of the program.10 The study 
captured the impact on the education market through three sets of indica-
tors: (1) enrollments in fi rst and ninth grade, (2) the probability and amount 
of school fees, and (3) the heterogeneity of schools’ populations as given by 
a vulnerability index, household income, and parent education. 

None of the outcome measures showed any sensitivity to the availability 
of information—a result that is robust to restricting the sample to schools 
operating in the same market, to parents of high socioeconomic status 
(who might be more sensitive to information), and to secondary schools (at 
which level students are more mobile). As a possible explanation, the 
authors suggested that SNED might not have suffi ciently registered with 
parents (despite its decade-long existence). Another possibility is that, even 
if parents were familiar with SNED and valued its effectiveness, their 
choices might have been based on other characteristics of the school, such 
as proximity or peer quality.11 

Uganda: Newspaper campaign 
One well-discussed example of information-for-accountability interven-
tions is the large-scale public information campaign around a capitation 
grant to schools instituted in Uganda in the mid-1990s. The capitation 
grant, fi nanced and run by the central government and using provincial 
and district offi ces as distribution channels, was disbursed to public primary 
schools to cover nonwage expenditures. The information campaign 
involved publishing budget fl ows to districts, including amounts and dates, 
in national newspapers—including local-language editions. Monitoring of 
districts by the central government was also strengthened. 

This intervention has been credited with increasing the share of public 
spending allocated to schools that actually reached schools from 20 percent 
in 1995 to around 80 percent in 2001 (Reinikka and Svensson 2006). It has 
also been credited with improving total enrollment in the schools where 
expenditure shares increased (Reinikka and Svensson 2005). In addition, 
Björkman (2006) argues that students in areas with high exposure to news-
paper circulation scored better in the Primary Leaving Exam than students 
in districts with less exposure—with the channel for the impact being the 
increased resources that reduced leakage enabled. Going from “low” to 
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“high” newspaper access was associated with an improvement of about a 
0.4 standard deviation on the exam—equivalent to an 11 percent increase 
in the test scores of the average student in Uganda.

The identifi cation of impacts in these analyses rests on differential expo-
sure to newspapers—newspaper outlets and newspaper circulation in the 
two studies, respectively. The intuition is that the availability of newspapers 
affected the information acquired, which affected behavior, which led to 
improved resource fl ows, which in turn affected outcomes. The results 
from these studies are striking: information access substantially reduced 
leakage, increased enrollment, and led to an increase in test scores.

A key assumption in this instrumental variables approach is that the 
availability of newspapers is not related to outcomes through any other 
channel besides its effect through information. Since the approach assesses 
difference-in-differences and therefore controls for fi xed location-specifi c 
attributes, these effects would need to be dynamic to undermine the valid-
ity of the instrument. Specifi cally, time-varying factors related to newspa-
per access that also affect outcomes would undermine identifi cation. The 
arguments marshaled by the authors are compelling: newspaper access is 
related to knowledge about the grant program but not to knowledge about 
political matters and is therefore unlikely to be picking up an ability to 
lobby politicians for resources. Newspaper access was not related to leakage 
before the information campaign and is therefore unlikely to be picking up 
an unobserved factor related to leakage. Last, newspaper access has an 
effect over and above that of income and remoteness, so it is not simply a 
proxy for these variables. Nevertheless, the extent to which one believes 
that the impacts can be attributed to information access is dependent on 
one’s acceptance of these arguments. 

Evidence from Four New Field Experiments

Four more recent interventions were designed with the specifi c goal of 
evaluating the impact of information on behaviors and outcomes. Through 
careful pre- and postintervention data analysis, combined with randomized 
allocation of information dissemination, the studies enable substantial new 
insights into the potential for information as a tool for promoting 
accountability—and outcomes. Nevertheless, the small number of studies 
and the location-specifi c nature of the fi ndings suggest that there is 
substantial scope for further work.

Pakistan: Report cards
The education system in Pakistan is characterized by a vibrant private 
sector—one 2007 estimate put the share of students at the primary and 
secondary levels at 31.2 percent and 31.4 percent, respectively.12 Providing 
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information about school performance in such an environment has the 
potential to especially affect outcomes through competition between 
private schools and between the public and private sector. A large-scale 
study of the education system in three districts of Pakistan’s Punjab Province 
sought to evaluate what the effects of such an intervention would 
be (Andrabi, Das, and Khwaja 2009).13 

The specifi c sites of the information intervention were 112 randomly 
selected villages within the three districts. Only villages with at least one 
private school were included in the sample frame, corresponding to about 
50 percent of villages overall. In total, the study covered 823 public and 
private schools—on average, 7.3 schools per village. The study schools 
included roughly 9,900 students. Half of the villages in each district were 
assigned “treatment” status, and half served as a control group, with the 
intervention running two years. 

The intervention itself consisted of a set of report cards distributed to 
parents and teachers. The content of the cards was based on the results 
from a set of tests in English, mathematics, and Urdu—the local language. 
Parents received two report cards: (1) The fi rst card included the child’s 
individual score in each subject, his or her quintile rank across all tested 
students, and the average scores for the child’s school and for his or her vil-
lage as well as the quintile rank for each of these. (2) The second card 
included the average scores for each school in the village, its quintile rank, 
and the number of students tested. Teachers received an additional card 
that included a disaggregation of the scores across subtopics—for example, 
word recognition and sentence building in English.14 

The cards were delivered through discussion groups in which most of 
the time was spent explaining how to interpret the cards. The approach 
intentionally avoided providing advice to parents or schools; the goal was 
merely to ensure that the participants could understand and interpret the 
content.15 Families and schools received no fi nancial benefi ts (for example, 
household transfers or school grants) for their participation in this program.

A key feature of this intervention is that the investigators intended for it 
to be a villagewide intervention. All schools in all villages were a part of the 
study. The information campaign was intended to affect the whole market 
for education in the village—not just one (public) school.

India: Jaunpur district in Uttar Pradesh
A different approach was taken in a fi eld experiment of alternative 
approaches to promote community engagement and improve learning out-
comes in the Jaunpur District of the Uttar Pradesh state of India (Banerjee 
and others 2008). This large state—with a population roughly the size of 
Mexico’s—has economic and social indicators that are roughly in line with 
the rest of the country. Teacher absenteeism, estimated at 26.3 percent 
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based on a survey in 2003, is likewise similar to the national average of 24.8 
percent (Kremer and others 2005). 

Three approaches were designed to build on an existing institution for 
community engagement in education, the village education committee 
(VEC). While VECs exist in a de jure sense, a baseline survey found them to 
be all but nonfunctional: a survey of 1,029 VEC members (identifi ed as 
such by school principals) revealed that only 38 percent spontaneously self-
identifi ed as members, and only 25 percent responded that they were 
members when asked directly. VEC members, as well as parents of school-
age children in the study villages, knew little about the VEC’s roles and 
responsibilities. These roles include both indirect authority—by monitoring 
school performance, reporting to higher authorities, and requesting 
additional resources—and direct authority by supervising the hiring and 
fi ring of community-based contract teachers and allocating additional 
resources to the school from a government-run program (the Sarva Shikha 
Abhiyan [Education for All program]). 

This lack of engagement was concomitant with low indicators of learning 
achievement: 15 percent of village children ages 7–14 could not recognize 
a letter, 38 percent could not recognize numbers, and only 39 percent could 
read and understand a simple story. At the same time, parents systematically 
overestimated their children’s abilities. 

The three interventions also built on the experience of the collaborating 
NGO (Pratham, a large Indian NGO focused on education improvement) 
with improving education outcomes. The fi rst approach was based largely 
on explaining and publicizing the role of the VEC—both to VEC members 
and to the community at large. Through a series of small group meetings, 
culminating in a large village meeting, NGO facilitators held discussions 
about the structure and organization of local service delivery, with an 
emphasis on the role and activities of the VEC. Facilitators were tasked with 
ensuring that specifi c facts about the public education system and the VEC’s 
roles and responsibilities were conveyed. After the two-day intervention, 
pamphlets outlining these roles and responsibilities were left with each 
VEC member. 

The second approach built on the fi rst. In addition to group discussions, 
local volunteers were trained in simple reading, writing, and math 
assessment tools. They were tasked with administering these tests to school-
age villagers and, in collaboration with parents and other community 
members, were supposed to convert these test results into village 
“scorecards.” These scorecards then became inputs into the village meetings, 
helping to steer the discussion toward learning outcomes. 

The third approach added one more dimension. Local volunteers were 
sought to receive training in reading instruction. These trained volunteers 
then held remedial reading classes, known as “reading camps,” after school 
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hours. NGO staffers provided ongoing support to the program in these vil-
lages through periodic visits; an average village received seven of these visits.

Each approach was implemented in 65 villages, with an additional 
85 villages serving as a control group. The 280 study villages were ran-
domly selected from four blocks within the Jaunpur district, and allocation 
into each treatment approach was randomized within each block. Baseline 
data were collected in March and April 2005, with follow-up data collected 
one year later. The interventions were implemented from September 
through December 2005. Data were collected from 2,800 households, 316 
schools, and more than 17,500 school-age children (ages 7–14).

India: Three-state study
The third new information-for-accountability fi eld experiment is similar to 
the simplest of the Uttar Pradesh approaches, although the intervention 
differed in important respects. This intervention was carried out in 12 dis-
tricts across three Indian states: Uttar Pradesh (again), Madhya Pradesh, 
and Karnataka (Pandey, Goyal, and Sundararaman 2009, 2010).16 

Indicators of service delivery are similar in the three states, with teacher 
absenteeism estimated at 26.3 percent in Uttar Pradesh, 17.6 percent in 
Madhya Pradesh, and 21.7 percent in Karnataka in 2003 (Kremer and oth-
ers 2005). In general, however, Karnataka typically stands out as having 
higher economic and social indicators. Indeed, in the baseline survey for 
this experiment, teacher attendance was 67 percent and 65 percent in 
Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh, respectively, while it was 88 percent in 
Karnataka. At the time of the unannounced visit at baseline, 31 percent 
and 27 percent of teachers, respectively, were actively engaged in teaching 
in Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh, while 68 percent were doing so in 
Karnataka. 

Baseline indicators for the districts in this intervention also suggest a lack 
of knowledge and engagement by the formally established bodies supposed 
to oversee education matters: VECs in Uttar Pradesh, parent-teacher asso-
ciations (PTAs) in Madhya Pradesh, and school development and monitor-
ing committees (SDMCs) in Karnataka. Levels of learning (tested in 
second-to-fourth-grade students in public schools) were extremely low in 
Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh: only about 14 percent of students at 
baseline could read a sentence in these states, and only about 16 percent 
could correctly perform the addition tasks on the test. In Karnataka, the 
levels of learning at baseline were substantially higher: 46 percent of stu-
dents could read a sentence, and 75 percent could do the basic addition 
problems correctly. 

The intervention in this study consisted of a set of information dissemi-
nation tools delivered repeatedly to selected villages. The tools consisted of 
a six-minute fi lm shown on a mobile screen, a set of posters, a large wall 



56�|�Making Schools Work

painting, take-home calendars, and a learning assessment booklet. The goal 
was to convey, in a systematic way and to a broad audience, the roles and 
responsibilities of the relevant school oversight committees as well as a 
series of facts about the rules, rights, and organization of those committees. 
The information was delivered in two rounds: September 2006 to January 
2007 and August 2007 to January 2009. In each case, the campaign was 
carried out three times, separated by a period of two to three weeks. Each 
campaign consisted of up to three community meetings in various neigh-
borhoods of the gram panchayat (the local-government unit of interven-
tion, consisting of approximately three villages) in which the fi lm was 
shown, posters displayed, the mural painted, and the take-home materials 
distributed.

The intervention was implemented in randomly selected gram panchay-
ats in each district, stratifi ed by block (an intermediate administrative level). 
The evaluation was based on a baseline survey carried out February–March 
2006, a fi rst follow-up survey carried out February–April 2007, and a second 
follow-up survey carried out February–April 2009. By the second follow-up, 
therefore, exposure to the program was on the order of two years.

The initial baseline survey was implemented in one public school in each 
gram panchayat. In Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh, 15 students from 
each second-, third-, and fourth-grade class were tested. In Karnataka, 15 
students from each fourth- and fi fth-grade class were tested. The associated 
school oversight committee members were then interviewed. At follow-up, 
fresh cohorts of third- and fourth-grade students were tested in Uttar 
Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh, and fresh cohorts of fourth- and fi fth-grade 
students were tested in Karnataka. In Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh, 
the initial second-grade cohort was retested when the students would have 
been in fi fth grade if they had proceeded at the expected pace.

Liberia: Early grade reading assessment
The fourth information intervention with a rigorous evaluation was carried 
out in Liberia as a part of an Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) exer-
cise (Piper and Korda 2010). The setting is characterized by low school 
participation rates and extremely low levels of learning. The evaluation 
sought to study the impact—beyond the simple EGRA measurement—of 
three versions of follow-on activities: 

• In a fi rst group of schools, the EGRA exercise was implemented, but the 
results were not publicized or disseminated. This served as the control 
group for the evaluation.

• In a second group of schools, a “light” intervention was implemented. In 
these schools, parents and community members were provided with the 
results of the literacy assessment and were informed that the tests would 
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be repeated. Teachers in these schools were trained in how to prepare 
student report cards and instructed to distribute these four times a year. 

• In the third group of schools, a “full” version of the intervention was 
implemented. In these schools, teachers received intensive training on 
reading instructional strategies, over and above the “light” treatment 
interventions.

The baseline EGRA was carried out in November 2008 and covered 2,957 
second- and third-grade students from 176 schools. Assignment to control, 
light, and full treatment was done randomly, with geographic clustering, 
targeting 60 schools in each group. A follow-up EGRA was administered in 
June 2009, and a fi nal assessment was carried out in June 2010. The results 
discussed here are from the fi nal assessment. Notably, this was a study of 
sequential cohorts of students rather than a longitudinal study of the same 
students over time (that is, in each assessment, a new group of second- and 
third-grade students was selected).

EGRA assessed students on a variety of reading tasks: letter-naming fl u-
ency, phonemic awareness, familiar word fl uency, unfamiliar word fl u-
ency, connected-text oral reading fl uency, reading comprehension, and 
listening comprehension. In addition, an Early Grade Math Assessment 
(EGMA) was administered individually and orally, covering basic mathe-
matical skills. Neither the “light” nor the “full” interventions was geared 
toward math, but the rationale for including the math assessment was to 
see whether there could be spillover effects from reading to math.

Impact on Learning Outcomes

Pakistan: Report cards
The evaluation strategy in Pakistan exploited the randomized design: test 
score gains in the treatment and control villages could be compared after 
either one or two years of exposure to the intervention. Because treat-
ment occurred at the village level, much of the analysis was carried out on 
average village test scores, although the results were not sensitive to 
whether village- or student-level data were used in the empirical analysis.

The main result was that average test scores increased in the villages 
where the report cards were distributed: in those villages, test scores 
were 0.10–0.15 of a standard deviation higher than in the control vil-
lages. The results were sustained after two years of the program. Gains 
were especially big in private schools that had low test scores to begin 
with (increasing by more than a 0.3 standard deviation); gains were mod-
erate in government schools (increasing by about a 0.1 standard devia-
tion); and gains were small to insignifi cant in the private schools that had 
high scores at baseline. 
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India: Jaunpur District in Uttar Pradesh
The Uttar Pradesh study found little impact on learning outcomes. The 
impacts of the interventions that focused on raising awareness about the 
VEC’s roles and responsibilities and on self-assessment of learning achieve-
ments through the use of community scorecards were estimated to be 
small and statistically insignifi cantly different from zero. For example, 85.5 
percent of children could read at least letters at baseline; at follow-up, 89.2 
percent of the children in the control group could do so, while 89.6 percent 
of the children in the VEC awareness and scorecard intervention villages 
could do so. Similarly, 32.7 percent of children could subtract or divide at 
baseline, while at follow-up, 39.7 percent in the control group could do so, 
compared with 40.3 percent in the scorecard intervention villages. 

The study did fi nd, however, that the reading clubs led to improvements 
in reading ability—especially for children who could not read at baseline. In 
villages where this intervention was implemented, children who could not 
read at baseline were almost 8 percentage points more likely to be able to 
read letters at follow-up than children in the other villages. Children who 
enrolled in the reading clubs saw large reading gains: among those who had 
not previously been able to read, attending the classes made them 60 per-
centage points more likely to be able to read at follow-up.17

India: Three-state study
Unlike the Jaunpur District intervention in Uttar Pradesh, the three-state 
village information campaign intervention did lead to measurable impacts 
on learning outcomes. In Uttar Pradesh, the third- and fourth-grade students 
scored about 16 percent at baseline in mathematical addition tasks, and the 
impact of the treatment was to raise that score by about 5 percentage points 
more than the control group.18 Similar impacts were found for the other 
math competencies. At baseline, about 14 percent of these students could 
read a sentence and words, and the impact of the treatment was to raise that 
by 4 percentage points more than the control group. 

In Madhya Pradesh, the impact of the program appears in the test 
scores of the fi fth-grade students who were followed from the initial 
cohort of second-grade students. Among this group, the impact of the 
program was to raise math scores by 4 percentage points above the coun-
terfactual performance. 

In Karnataka, the impact of the program on fourth- and fi fth-grade stu-
dents was also large in math. For example, at baseline, about 28 percent 
could perform division, and the intervention raised that competency by 
7 percentage points more than the control group.

Liberia: Early grade reading assessment
Despite the randomized control design of the study, some (small) statisti-
cally signifi cant differences at baseline led the researchers to adopt a 
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difference-in-differences approach to estimating impact. That is, they 
studied the difference after the intervention after subtracting out the dif-
ferences before the intervention. 

The information-only intervention—that is, the “light” intervention—
increased only one of the seven indicators used in EGRA: the measure of 
letter fl uency.19 The test scores for this indicator increased by a 0.24 standard 
deviation as a result of the program. During the mid-term assessment, the 
“light” intervention also showed impacts on oral reading fl uency, reading 
comprehension, and listening comprehension. However, after the two years 
of the program had run their course, none of the indicators other than letter 
fl uency was affected by this intervention. 

On the other hand, the “full” intervention—which included the infor-
mation dissemination as well as the teacher training components—had sta-
tistically signifi cant impacts on all the indicators measured. The effect sizes 
were estimated to be large, from a 0.38 standard deviation in listening com-
prehension to 1.40 standard deviations for unfamiliar word decoding. 

Intriguingly, of the nine mathematics indicators included in EGRA, six 
were statistically signifi cantly positively increased by the “full” intervention 
(three were statistically signifi cantly positively increased by the “light” 
intervention).20

Channels of Impact

Pakistan: Report cards
The Pakistan case is somewhat atypical in that it focused on all schools—
both public and private—in a setting where private schools were a strong 
presence and there was a substantial amount of school choice. Neverthe-
less, the study found little in the way of switching between schools. Public 
distribution of test scores and rankings via report cards did alter parents’ 
perceptions of school quality: ex post perceptions were more aligned with 
test scores than ex ante perceptions. Enrollment in government schools 
appears to have increased somewhat at the expense of private schools with 
low initial test scores (which were more likely to close). However, there 
was substantial stability across time regarding which schools individual stu-
dents attended. The study found little impact of the intervention on other 
measures of household behavior; there was no change in parental time 
spent on education with children, no change in time spent on school work 
outside of school, and no change in education expenditures (excluding 
school fees).

The study documents that while there was no learning impact in private 
schools that had high test scores at baseline, school fees in these schools fell. 
The authors argue that both high-quality and low-quality private schools 
were adjusting to align the price-adjusted quality of schooling that they 
were offering: low-quality schools responded by increasing quality, while 
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high-quality schools responded by reducing price (in part because there 
may be diminishing returns to investments in quality). This latter adjust-
ment was especially large in schools where the “cost-per-test score” was 
highest before the intervention. 

All of these fi ndings are consistent with the increased competition that 
information is introducing into the market. It is harder to use these com-
petitive forces to explain the change in government schools. Indeed, despite 
the fact that there appears to have been limited direct competition for stu-
dents between public and private schools (at least over the relatively short 
period of the program implementation), public schools in villages that 
received report cards posted gains in test scores of slightly less than a 0.1 
standard deviation. 

The study also offers some insights into how schools increased test scores. 
In villages that received report cards, schools were more likely to have text-
books and more likely to have more of them. In addition, schools appear to 
have devoted more time to teaching and learning; the time spent on breaks 
was between 14 and 23 minutes less on average per day as a result of the 
intervention. This corresponds to a reported increase in the time that 
households reported that children spent in school, which increased by an 
average of 37 minutes per day as a result of the intervention.

India: Jaunpur District in Uttar Pradesh
The awareness-building and community mobilization interventions that 
were implemented in the Jaunpur District of Uttar Pradesh did indeed raise 
the level of knowledge among the various stakeholders. VEC members 
were more likely to know about the VEC’s responsibilities and rights. In 
addition, VEC members became much more aware of the state of education 
in the village. Knowledge among parents, however, did not increase by 
much. While the impacts were statistically signifi cantly different from zero, 
they were small. Even in treatment villages, barely 7 percent of parents 
reported being aware of the VEC after the interventions.

Likewise, behaviors were not much affected by the information inter-
ventions. VECs in treatment villages did not report having complained to 
higher authorities any more than those in control villages, nor were they 
more likely to have requested more resources—either in the form of grants 
or in the form of extra contract teachers. Similarly, parents did not engage 
any more in school activities as a result of the interventions; they did not 
visit schools any more, they did not volunteer any more time, and there 
were no additional school meetings organized.

India: Three-state study
Consistent with the estimated impacts on learning, the three-state study in 
India found impacts on behavioral change and knowledge. In Uttar 
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Pradesh—where engagement was lowest at baseline—the intervention led 
to more meetings, more participation in inspections, and greater knowl-
edge about school matters (such as school accounts) as well as the roles and 
responsibilities of the VECs. In Madhya Pradesh, PTA members reported 
more inspections, and greater participation in those inspections, although 
impacts on reported knowledge were not statistically signifi cantly different 
from zero. In Karnataka, the impacts were detected most in the area of 
knowledge—about school accounts and the role of the SDMCs. 

The impacts appear to have been mostly concentrated among the more 
elite members of the school committees—that is, non-Scheduled Caste 
members. Moreover, in Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh, the impacts 
were concentrated in villages with low proportions of Scheduled Caste or 
Scheduled Tribe populations—that is, relatively better-off villages. These 
are presumably villages where literacy levels and other social and economic 
indicators are higher. Of particular note, in Karnataka there was evidence 
that school committees took action as a result of the information: the pro-
gram resulted in school committees letting go of contract teachers who had 
high absenteeism.

Similarly, the study found impacts on teacher effort in the two states 
where it had been especially low at baseline: Uttar Pradesh and Madhya 
Pradesh. In both states, the intervention led to an increase in teacher 
attendance (of between 6 and 8 percentage points), and in Madhya 
Pradesh to an increase of teacher activity conditional on attendance (of 
8 percentage points). All of this effect comes from an impact on civil ser-
vice teachers as opposed to contract teachers, for whom impacts were not 
statistically signifi cant. 

Liberia: Early grade reading assessment
Interpreting the Liberia results is made somewhat complicated for two 
reasons: 

First, the “light” treatment was especially light compared with the full 
treatment. In particular, teachers in the “full” treatment received ongoing 
support and supervision. However, the communities in the “light” program 
only received one-time information feedback from EGRA, with teachers 
being shown how to prepare report cards, and there was no verifi cation of 
whether they actually distributed report cards. 

Second, the impacts went beyond reading—that is, math tests were 
affected by the “full” intervention. There are two potential explanations for 
this: (1) possible spillover effects from reading to math (indeed, the ability 
to decode and interpret written material may well affect math scores); and 
(2) the possibility that the ongoing support and engagement provided to 
the schools, even though focused on reading, changed the motivation and 
effort of teachers in a way that affected math scores.
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Nevertheless, the impacts of the “full” intervention are striking. The 
large effect sizes are greater than those typically found in the evaluations of 
other education interventions, where an effect size of 0.2 is considered 
large.21 Given the study design, it is impossible to know whether the teacher 
training and support, without the public information disseminated through 
the EGRA feedback and report cards, would have had an impact. Given the 
frequently disappointing results with teacher training programs (see World 
Bank 2003 for a discussion), it is likely that the combination of the two did 
make a difference. Without the incentive to implement what they have 
learned in the classroom, teachers often fall back on familiar teaching 
methods. In this case, however, it is possible that the effect of the informa-
tion was to give teachers an additional incentive to make that transition. 
Further research would be needed to validate this conjecture.22

What Have We Learned?

The evidence to date clearly presents a mixed set of results about the 
potential of information for accountability to improve learning outcomes. 
Consistent with the analyses of the U.S. experience with report-card-like 
accountability interventions, the developing country examples of inter-
ventions with rigorous impact evaluation show similarly varied results. 
Table 2.1 summarizes the features and impacts estimated by these studies. 

Assessing the Evidence

The interventions and fi ndings share some similarities. All of the interven-
tions are of the “weak accountability” nature: no explicit sanctions are asso-
ciated with poor performance. All of the interventions appear to have 
affected awareness and knowledge, with various actors typically becoming 
more able to convey information about school quality in their localities as 
well as the material specifi cally disseminated through the information cam-
paigns (for example, in the India studies, information about the roles and 
responsibilities of the school oversight committees). 

However, the dissimilarities are a more prominent feature of these eval-
uation studies. The nature of the interventions varied substantially—from 
externally provided information about performance to the provision of self-
assessment tools; from media-based public dissemination of information to 
in-depth sustained community meetings to help explain the information 
and help stakeholders to process it; from exposures as short as three to six 
months to those as long as four years. 

While most of the studies used information to enhance client power rela-
tive to front-line providers, one of the programs (the Uganda newspaper 
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Table 2.1 Impact Evaluation Studies of Information-for-Accountability 
Interventions

Program
Nature of 

intervention Impact summary
Exposure 
duration

Evaluation 
strategy

Chile: 
school 
rankings

Publicizing top 
schools in 
comparison with 
schools that serve 
similar populations

No impact on 
learning outcomes or 
behaviors

2 and 
4 yrs.

RDD

Uganda: 
newspaper 
campaign

Publicizing through 
the media the amounts 
and timing of 
capitation-grant 
distribution to districts

Reduced leakage in 
the fl ow of resources; 
increased enrollment 
and learning

More 
than 
2 yrs.

IV

Pakistan: 
report cards

Detailed information 
of externally collected 
data on performance, 
intensively 
disseminated to 
parents, teachers, and 
school administrators

Increased learning 
outcomes in public 
schools and initially 
poor-performing private 
schools; reduced fees at 
initially high-performing 
private schools

1 and 
2 yrs.

RCT

India: 
Jaunpur 
District, 
Uttar 
Pradesh

Promoting 
awareness about 
roles, rights, and 
responsibilities of 
school oversight 
committees; creating 
self-assessment tools 
and village-specifi c 
scorecards; contracting 
remedial teachers for 
reading instruction

Slightly increased 
awareness of 
roles, rights, and 
responsibilities; 
no impact on 
behaviors; no impact 
on learning outcomes 
in “information-only” 
interventions

3–6 
mos.

RCT

India: 
three-state 
study

Promoting 
awareness about 
roles, rights, and 
responsibilities of 
school oversight 
committees

Increased awareness 
of roles and 
responsibilities, 
especially in higher 
socioeconomic groups; 
impacts on learning 
outcomes detected

3–6 
mos., 
2 yrs.

RCT

Liberia: 
Early Grade 
Reading 
Assessment 
(EGRA)

Disseminating EGRA 
results to communities; 
training teachers in 
reading instruction 
techniques

Large impacts of the two 
programs combined 
(limited to no impact of 
“information-only” 
intervention)

2 yrs. RCT, DD

Sources: Mizala and Urquiola 2007 for Chile; Reinikka and Svensson 2005, 2006, and 
Björkman 2006 for Uganda; Andrabi, Das, and Khwaja 2009 for Pakistan; Banerjee and 
others 2009 for Jaunpur District, India; Pandey, Goyal, and Sundararaman 2009, 2010 for 
India Three-State Study; Piper and Korda 2010 for Liberia.

Note: RDD = regression discontinuity design. IV = instrumental variables. RCT = random-
ized control trial. DD = diff erence-in-diff erences analysis.
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campaign) aimed to rebalance power between clients and politicians or 
policy makers, thereby affecting client voice. The variability across these 
evaluation studies refl ects the broader variability in the approaches used to 
promote information for accountability. Nevertheless, all of these variations 
make it diffi cult to draw too many strong general conclusions from these 
studies about the impact of information for accountability. 

One primary goal of impact evaluation studies is to investigate “proof of 
concept”—that is, to answer the question of whether an intervention, or a 
type of intervention, could have an impact on outcomes. The studies to 
date suggest that the answer to this question is yes, information for account-
ability can improve outcomes. The examples of India (the three-state 
study), Liberia, Pakistan, and Uganda show that, under some confi gura-
tions, information can be leveraged for change—change that results in 
increased learning outcomes. In addition, the programs appear to be quite 
cost-effective, as box 2.4 explains. 

Notably, each of these interventions was positioned to leverage change 
in different ways. In Uganda, the goal was to provide information that 
allowed stakeholders to hold local administrative units (districts) account-
able for the funds that they received. In Pakistan, the goal was to provide 
information to reduce asymmetric information within a vibrant local edu-
cation market. In the India three-state study, the goal was to provide 

Cost-Eff ectiveness of Information Interventions

Generating and disseminating information, if eff ective, should improve 
learning at a relatively low cost. Hoxby (2002) discussed the low rela-
tive cost of generating and disseminating information about inputs, 
outputs, and especially outcomes in the United States. 

For the Pakistan report card impact evaluation, the authors calcu-
lated that the total cost of compiling and disseminating the report 
cards for the entire population was roughly equal to the fee reduction 
in the initially well-performing schools (Andrabi, Das, and Khwaja 
2009). 

The India three-state study benchmarked the cost of the informa-
tion campaign against the benefi t reaped solely in terms of days 
worked by teachers. The study’s authors showed that the eff ective 
gain in the use of public resources (that is, the value of the increase in 
teacher attendance due to the project) was between 20 and 35 times 
the cost of the program (Pandey, Goyal, and Sundararaman 2010).

BOX 2.4
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information to empower local education bodies to exercise their rights of 
oversight and to empower parents to be aware of their direct role in mon-
itoring schools. In Liberia, information appeared to leverage parent 
engagement to make teacher capacity-building effective. This variation 
suggests that all four of these channels may be potential avenues for lever-
aging change through information.

One feature of these interventions that appears to be associated with 
success was the clarity and authority associated with the information dis-
seminated. The newspaper campaign in Uganda disseminated readily 
understood information—dates and amounts of disbursements. The report 
cards in Pakistan disseminated simple, externally validated indicators of 
school performance, which were then carefully explained to the target 
audiences. The three-state study in India emphasized the systematic nature 
of the information campaign; used creative approaches; repeated visits to 
ensure that the messages “stuck”; and left behind posters, murals, and take-
home materials to ensure that the information dissemination outlasted the 
visit from outsiders. 

Another feature that should be borne in mind when assessing the 
strength of the evidence is the exposure time. Short exposure times are 
common in impact evaluation analysis, with potentially noxious impacts 
on the validity of the fi ndings (King and Behrman 2009). Learning out-
comes are slow to change, and therefore it is perhaps unrealistic to expect 
to see impacts in as short a period as three months. 

But these features are not panaceas. Clear, externally validated informa-
tion that is widely disseminated for a long period of time will not always 
lead to salutary impacts. The Chilean SNED example shows that well-
understood information about schools’ relative performance, widely publi-
cized through media and at schools, was insuffi cient to change education 
markets—even after two or four years of exposure. By contrast, the India 
study in the Jaunpur District, Uttar Pradesh, showed that remedial reading 
lessons were able to increase reading abilities in a short time frame. 

In summary, these evaluation studies answer one big question—fi nding 
that, yes, information appears to have the potential to leverage change for 
improving learning outcomes—but they also raise many additional ques-
tions. Further research is likely needed to establish, more consistently and 
clearly, when and how information can be used most effectively.

Designing an Information-for-Accountability System 

One important aspect of information is that, once it has been created and 
disseminated, it can be used by all—and one person’s use does not reduce 
another person’s use. It has the attributes of what, in economics, is termed 
a public good. Public goods face the problem that since no one person or 
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entity reaps the full returns, there will be less than optimal investment in 
their creation. If information is to be leveraged for outcomes, it is therefore 
likely that its collection and dissemination will need to be subsidized and 
supported.

The limited evidence on information for accountability to date suggests 
that it is perhaps too soon to try to identify which specifi c aspects of the 
approach may ensure the largest impact. As described above, there is a 
great deal of heterogeneity across the cases described here regarding (a) 
which information was disseminated and how that information was pre-
sented, and (b) the extent to which the information was accompanied by 
capacity-building efforts to ensure that the information was understood. 
Despite the limited information base, some principles do emerge from the 
cases so far. 

Which information to disseminate and how to present it?
First, simplicity is an important goal to strive for. The report card interven-
tion in Pakistan provides a model that shows substantial promise; the infor-
mation in the report cards was straightforward and related to an outcome 
of overarching interest—learning. As fi gure 2.2 illustrates, each parent was 
informed about their child’s performance in math, Urdu, and English, with 
these scores rated from “needing a lot of work” to “very good.” The equiva-
lent information for the child’s school and village was also provided (left 
panel of fi gure 2.2). A separate card provided to parents listed average 
results for each school in the village (right panel of fi gure 2.2).

In Paraná State, Brazil, which implemented a school report card between 
1999 and 2002, the information distributed was likewise kept simple, 
although it went beyond learning outcomes and included information 
about student fl ows and the numbers of teachers and students. In addition, 
it included feedback from a set of surveys carried out at the school level 
with responses from parents and students to questions about various 
aspects of school functioning, as fi gure 2.3 shows. 

The additional information included in the Paraná report cards is of two 
types: (1) data available from regular data gathering sources such as EMIS, 
including information on students, student fl ows, and teachers as well as 
on infrastructure and the availability of certain types of resources at the 
school level; and (2) data from specialized surveys, such as those collecting 
information about parents’ perceptions of the schools. 

The issue to address with the fi rst type of data is where to draw the line: 
how much is too much? EMIS typically collect a large set of data, much 
more information than could be used in a report card exercise. To the extent 
that report cards are a tool for mobilizing parents and stakeholders, includ-
ing these data is probably of limited use. If report cards are to be used as 
management and planning tools, however, then detailed information of 
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Figure 2.2 Report Cards Given to Parents in Pakistan

Source: Andrabi, Das, and Khwaja 2009.

Note: Quintile descriptions range from “needing a lot of work” to “very good.”
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b. Translation (English)a. Original (Portuguese)

School Performance Assessment, 2000 
Other Schools in
Your Municipality This School Paraná 

Mean Mean

Number
of Pupils
Assessed 

Pupils
at

Level I   

Pupils 
at Level 

II 

Pupils 
at Level 

III 

Pupils 
at Level 

IV 

Number
of Pupils

Assessed Mean

Number
of Pupils

Assessed
Portuguese 4th * 257 7,232 250 39,239 
 8th

Math 4th * 255 7,101 250 38,441 
 8th

Science 4th * 254 7,055 250 38,033 
 8th

258 AP 61 16% 25% 25% 34% 263 4,852 250 31,125

262 AC 56 23% 11% 27% 38% 261 4,710 250 31,007

251 AB 63 19% 30% 25% 25% 260 4,743 250 31,125

SEED/NIE, AVA 2000 

School Effects: 
AC Average above the expected mean, given the profile of pupils assessed. 
AB Average below the expected mean, given the profile of pupils assessed. 
AP Average roughly equal to the expected mean, given the profile of pupils assessed. 

Promotion, Repetition, and Dropout 
This School Other Schools in Your Municipality

Other Schools in Your Municipality

Paraná

Paraná

Grade
1-4

Grade  
5-8 

Secondary 
Education 

Grade  
1-4 

Grade  
5-8 

Secondary 
Education 

Grade
1-4 

Grade
5-8 

Secondary
Education 

Promotion 
Repetition
Dropout 

*
*
*

67%
33%
0%

78%
20%

2%

95%
4%
2%

79%
16%
5%

71%
13%
15%

89%
9%
2%

81%
9%
2%

75%
10%
15%

Data refer to the 2001 school year for public schools in formal education. 
*  The school (or municipality) did not offer this level of education.  

Teachers and Students 
This School

Total
Grade

1-4 
Grade  

5-8 
Secondary 
Education 

Grade  
1-4 

Grade  
5-8 

Secondary 
Education 

Grade  
1-4 

Grade  
5-8 

Secondary 
Education 

Pupils 2,192 * 1,381 811 113,573 100,75
4 65,965 825,8

50 
737,6

02 408,020 

Average class
size  

 * 37 39 30 35 38 27 34 37 

Teachers * 47 34 6,048 4,193 2,765 39,25
5 

37,46
4 22,938 

Teachers w/
higher education  

 * 100% 100% 67% 98% 98% 46% 97% 97%

Source:
Note: Data from Public schools: total pupils in primary and secondary education.

* The school (or municipality) did not offer this level of education.
The state government standard for pupil class ratio varies from aminimum of 25 to a maximum of
30 pupils per class  for 1st to 4th grade, 30–40 pupils per class for 5th to 8th grade, 30–45 pupils per
class for secondary education.

MEC/INEP/SSEC, Censo Escolar 2002 (                                        ). Resultados Preliminares

MEC/INEP/SSEC, Censo Escolar 2002 (                                        )Resultados Preliminares

Source:
Note:

Source:
Note:

Figure 2.3 Report Card in Paraná State, Brazil, 1999–2000 6
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b. Translation (English)a. Original (Portuguese)

Parents’ opinions about this school regarding . . .
Education quality 
59 out of 70 parents (84%) are satisfied with the quality of education their children receive. 
43 out of 68 parents (63%) believe the school buildings are well maintained.  
63 out of 69 parents (91%) believe the school infrastructure is appropriate to educational activities. 
50 out of 69 parents (72%) believe that school teachers are dedicated to teaching. 
57 out of 71 parents (80%) are satisfied with teachers’ punctuality. 

Parental involvement 
65 out of 69 parents (94%) would like to have  greater involvement in school activities. 
64 out of 68 parents (94%) believe that the head teacher favors participation of the school community in school activities. 

47 out of 68 parents (69%) indicate that the school promoted parental involvement in school
administration issues. 23 of them participated in such activities.   

Information dissemination 
48 out of 72 parents (67%) report that the school promoted regular meetings between parents and teachers. 
55 out of 68 parents (81%) say a regular communication system with parents has been established. 

47 out of 69 parents (72%) report receiving information about their children’s homework so they could follow up on it. 

Security 
51 out of 72 parents (71%) feel safe sending their children to school. 
47 out of 67 parents (70%) believe the school has discipline problems. 
47 out of 68 parents (69%) believe the school has internal security problems. 
60 out of 69 parents (87%) believe the school is subject to security problems in the neighborhood.  

School grade 
7.8 (mean attributed by 68 parents). 

Parent profile 
5 out of 70 parents (7%) reported participating in the School Board. 
7 out of 69 parents (10%) reported being members of the Parents and Teacher Association Secretariat.  
14 out of 68 parents (21%) reported being a volunteer at this school.  
22 out of 69 parents (32%) have more than one child at this school. 

Survey submitted to parents during School Family Week, April 20–28, 2002. 
Only schools with more than 160 pupils responded to the survey. 
The results reported represent only the opinions of those parents who answered the questionnaires and not 
those whose children attend this school. 
The results are based on the total number of valid responses and not the total number of questionnaires received. 

58 out of 65 parents (89%) say that teachers assign homework tasks that promote parents’ interest
in their children’s education.  

50 out of 71 parents (70%) indicate that  the school promoted parental involvement in education issues.
31 of them participated in such activities.

Source:
Note:

(continued next page)69



b. Translation (English)a. Original (Portuguese)
The pupils in this school say that . . .

4th Grade 8th Grade

* 74% 
His/her parents always go to the
school when requested. %66

15% 

He/she has never failed. %95

35% 

He/she has a home computer. %12

ScienceMathPortuguese ScienceMathPortuguese

27% 29% 38% 
He/she enjoys very much the way
his/her teacher teaches.  68% 37% 42%

He/she did not have trouble learning. 42% 25% 19%

SEED/NIE, AVA 2000:
* The school did not offer (or had not assessed) this level of education. 

The school head teacher says that . . .
During his/her administration, the head teacher dedicated most of his/her time to the organization of the
school management structure.  

The School Board met every two months. 

His/her parents always read his/her
school reports.   

His/her parents always or almost
always attend school events.   

At least one of his/her parents has
completed secondary education.  

He/she always or almost always requ-
ired guidance with his/her homework.  

During the general school meetings to which all parents were invited, the educational projects for the differ-
ent periods of the school year were discussed. On average, parental attendance at these meetings was 75%.  

He/she has a car. 63% 

He/she likes the textbook used. 27% 44% 43%

Source:

SEED/NIE, AVA 2000:Source:

Note:

Questionário do Escola.

Questionário do Aluno.

Figure 2.3 Report Card in Paraná State, Brazil, 1999–2000 (continued)

Sources: Original Portuguese version from Vasconcelos 2003; translation from Winkler and Sevilla 2004.

70



Information for Accountability�|�71

this type is likely to be useful. There is no one-size-fi ts-all approach, but in 
a given situation it is probably useful to separate out the management and 
planning aspects of the report cards and provide those data to the school 
through a separate feedback method, as box 2.2 discussed above. This sepa-
ration would allow the report cards to be simpler and more focused on 
selected indicators.

The issue with data on stakeholder perceptions is different. Some report-
card interventions have included only this type of feedback—indeed, the 
multisectoral “Citizen Report Cards” in Bangalore, India, (as box 2.3 
described) included only perceptions and no “factual” data on learning or 
other school information. Collecting data about perceptions involves the 
fi elding of a survey to representative samples of parents and students at 
each school, which could be costly and hard to replicate on a regular basis. 
Of course, collecting information on learning outcomes could be costly as 
well, but that kind of data gathering is narrowly focused on students in the 
classroom, can be done in the context of regular classroom activities, and 
does not require tracking back to the students’ households to interview 
parents.

The apparent success of the Pakistan intervention suggests that the extra 
EMIS or perception-related information is not necessary to generate impact. 
The two India cases that included no learning information as a part of the 
feedback showed mixed results. While it is substantially too soon to draw 
too many conclusions based on a limited number of cases, this pattern does 
suggest that careful thought needs to be put into which information should 
be included in each particular situation. The priority should be on simple 
indicators that parents care about, that they understand, and that are likely 
to motivate them to action. The indicators are likely to differ depending on 
the socioeconomic context (in particular, the literacy level of the parents) 
and the specifi cs of the education market (recall that Pakistan had a par-
ticularly vibrant private sector). Piloting various approaches should precede 
any scale-up of a report card exercise.

How much “socialization” do the report cards need?
The notion that simply introducing information into a system is suffi -
cient to upset an equilibrium—and lead to a stronger set of accountabil-
ity relationships—is an attractive one. If such an intervention has an 
impact, its cost-effectiveness would be large, as box 2.4 discusses.

The studies reviewed here show a big range in the extent to which infor-
mation was accompanied by additional interventions to ensure that it was 
being understood and to maximize the chance that it would be acted on. At 
one extreme is the Uganda case, where it was simply newspaper availabil-
ity that identifi ed the impact. At the other extreme are the Pakistan and 
India three-state studies, which had more in-depth, community-based 
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dissemination strategies. Impacts of the campaigns were therefore found at 
both extremes. While a relatively hands-off approach may work for some 
situations, the case of Chile suggests that it is not always enough. The com-
parison between the two India-based studies suggests that, at least for the 
community mobilization efforts, a more sustained and comprehensive 
approach might have been necessary. The India three-state intervention 
involved more frequent visits and provided more subsequent follow-up 
visits—which seem to have translated into greater impact. 

Björkman and Svensson (2007) described an intervention in Uganda 
that provided information about health service delivery and local health 
outcomes along with an intensive community mobilization campaign that 
included the development of action plans. The authors estimated that this 
approach had a large impact on improving service delivery and reducing 
infant mortality. 

It is likely that there are many settings in developing countries where the 
current equilibrium is that parents and local stakeholders feel disengaged 
from the education system (and perhaps disempowered from it). Simply 
making information available may not be enough to change that status 
quo—at least in the initial phases of a report card scheme. Complementary 
activities might include community meetings at which the results of the 
report cards are described item by item (such as in the Pakistan case). They 
might also include approaches that ensure that the stakeholders have a 
framework within which to channel their input into schools (such as in the 
Ugandan health sector example). More-intensive interventions are likely to 
be costlier—both in fi nancial and human terms—and less easy to scale up 
than less-intensive ones—but little is known about the tradeoff between 
these approaches. Again, piloting alternative approaches within a given set-
ting would be important before large scaling up of activities.

Downsides of Information for Accountability 

It is hard to argue against greater access to accurate information. Neverthe-
less, it is important to keep in mind that the approach has several potential 
shortcomings. Much of the research on potential downsides has focused on 
the distortions that strong accountability approaches can engender. 

First, they could lead to strong opposition to reform—as discussed in the 
case of Brazil (Brooke 2005). Second, they could have unintended conse-
quences—many of which undermine the validity of the exercise itself. Stra-
tegic behavior on the part of schools undergoing an assessment was found 
in the Chicago school system when a strong accountability system was 
introduced—from outright cheating on the part of teachers (Jacob and Lev-
itt 2003) to more subtle effects such as excluding students from the testing; 
retaining students in grades that were not subject to testing; or reducing the 
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scope of subjects taught, or the curriculum itself, away from nontested sub-
jects (Jacob 2005). While these effects have been documented, Loveless 
(2005) concludes that the “harms” described to date appear temporary and 
malleable. 

Elite capture is another potential problem with information campaigns 
that rely on written communication, which is more likely to be understood 
by educated parents. The India three-state study suggests that the potential 
for elite capture is real. Moreover, when combined with other interven-
tions, information can have the potential to aggravate inequalities even 
further. In Chile, vouchers provided to promote school choice, combined 
with information, facilitated an increase in the stratifi cation of schools—
with students of high socioeconomic status going to good schools and stu-
dents of low socioeconomic status going to the lower-quality schools (Hsieh 
and Urquiola 2006). Contreras, Flores, and Lobato (2004) argue that the 
Chilean SNED system exacerbated socioeconomic inequalities—with larger 
learning gains associated with higher baseline household income and 
parental education levels.

Yet another potential pitfall of information-for-accountability interven-
tions that rely on test scores relates to measurement issues. Test scores mea-
sure a variety of factors. While teachers and schools matter, the role of the 
innate endowments of students, their socioeconomic backgrounds, and the 
level of support they receive from their families for education are all impor-
tant. To the extent that test-score-based campaigns do not take those fac-
tors into consideration, they may be misleading. While such variables could 
be taken into account to some extent—as was done in Chile and Pakistan—
the measurement issues related to test scores can be quite problematic. 
Kane and Staiger (2002) describe the properties of school test score mea-
sures and forcefully argue that they are less reliable than commonly recog-
nized. In particular, the small samples underlying average test scores for a 
grade from a particular school make that average a noisy measure—even 
(or perhaps especially) if adjusted for previous-year scores or observed 
characteristics. Mean reversion in test scores—the fact that positive (or neg-
ative) school-specifi c shocks in one year will be reversed in the subsequent 
year—will lead to misguided interpretation of the role of information based 
on test scores or the interventions based on them (Chay, McEwan, and 
Urquiola 2005). Kane and Staiger (2002) argue for the use of test scores 
averaged over time—an approach available only if there is frequent testing. 

Conclusion: Beyond Proof of Concept

Despite the theoretical appeal of information for accountability, the experi-
ence to date suggests that it does not offer a silver bullet for solving issues 
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of service delivery. But that is probably too tall an order for any single 
approach. The evidence to date in developing countries—which is admit-
tedly thin—suggests that information can lead to improvements in out-
comes. This happened because information promoted effective choice and 
competition, because it enabled more effective participation in school over-
sight and management, and because it enabled citizens to hold local gov-
ernments accountable. 

Many questions remain open—for example, on the most effective ways 
to design information programs, or on the factors that enable or disable 
impacts on learning outcomes, or on the way to collect and disseminate 
information. Given the cost-effectiveness of the information-for-account-
ability approach, research into these areas is likely to be valuable. Priority 
areas for research include those discussed in this concluding section.

What Is the Best Target Audience—and How Is Information 
Interpreted?

The cases to date suggest variability in the extent to which target popula-
tions “absorb” information that is being disseminated. This variability could 
occur for various reasons. For example, if the information provided is not 
additional—in the sense that it merely confi rms people’s prior beliefs—then 
one might expect minimal impact. This is consistent with the Chile SNED 
results, although the study in Pakistan found that the information was 
instrumental in narrowing the range of opinions about the quality of 
schools and, in so doing, reduced the “noise” of people’s prior perceptions. 
The issue that deserves more attention, therefore, is the extent to which 
information is merely confi rmatory or whether it alters beliefs in a way that 
may motivate action.

This is not to say that confi rmatory information would not necessarily be 
value added. One of the hypotheses behind information as an accountabil-
ity tool is that externally validated performance indicators provide parents 
and other community stakeholders the basis for lobbying and monitoring 
schools and local governments. Even merely confi rmatory information 
could still perform this function. The Pakistan study suggests that this may 
be occurring (as one explanation for the impacts found in public schools), 
but there are other explanations as well. Understanding more about this 
potential role of information would provide insights into the channels 
through which it could improve outcomes.

An additional dimension in the targeting of information campaigns 
relates to the potential “capture” of the information. One of the general 
fears about decentralization efforts is that they result in elite capture—the 
use of the new powers by local populations who have power to further their 
own objections, sometimes at the expense of the less well-off (Bardhan and 
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Mookherjee 2000, 2005). Information may have a heterogeneous impact 
on stimulating choice, participation, or voice in a way that disproportion-
ately benefi ts the already advantaged, thereby aggravating inequalities. 

The results from the studies to date provide contrasting results on that 
score. The results from the Uganda newspaper campaign showed that the 
schools with the least political power benefi ted the most from the new 
transparency in terms of reduction in leakage (Reinikka and Svensson 
2004). On the other hand, the results from the India three-state study 
showed that the non-Scheduled Caste and non-Scheduled Tribe members 
of the school oversight committees showed the greatest change as a result 
of the intervention. Moreover, the impacts found in the latter study were 
largest in villages with low shares of Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe 
members in the population—suggesting some degree of elite capture. 
The extent to which the nature of the information, its packaging, and dis-
semination strategies might mitigate or exacerbate this effect is something 
important to fi nd out.

Another way in which the nature of the information and the character-
istics of the target population interact is the extent to which information is 
provided into a setting where education is valued. The low levels of popular 
engagement and knowledge about VECs documented in the Jaunpur Dis-
trict of Uttar Pradesh attest to a disconnect between the population and the 
education system. The interventions in India were all aimed at raising that 
engagement, through awareness and knowledge building. But if the per-
ceived value of education is low—or low relative to the opportunity cost of 
the time required to participate in school activities, monitor teachers, or 
organize and lobby governments—then it should not be surprising if infor-
mation has no impact. Likewise, if people have become conditioned to 
have low expectations for service delivery and do not believe their actions 
will change the behavior of providers, they might not be willing to make 
the effort to bring about that change since it is perceived as futile. 

How Does Information Interact with Collective Action?

Some of the rationales for information campaigns depend on the ability of 
parents and potentially other community members to undertake collective 
action. Information is an input into processes of participation and voice, 
which require groups of people to coordinate their actions to infl uence 
front-line providers and local governments. But collective action is not 
automatic and depends, among other things, on the characteristics of the 
population involved—for example, its heterogeneity. 

In addition, the nature of the information and the way it is dissemi-
nated matters. Information that enables private action—such as the report 
cards in Pakistan—might have more impact than information that is 
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geared primarily toward facilitating collective action. In discussing their 
study results from the Jaunpur District of Uttar Pradesh, India, the authors 
attributed the impact of the reading classes versus the nonimpact of the 
information campaigns to this effect (Banerjee and others 2008). The for-
mer was a largely private endeavor that provided private benefi ts, while 
the latter requires coordination, for which there are large externalities to 
any individual behavior.

What Information Has the Most Impact?

As described above, the studies so far are quite different in terms of the 
types of information disseminated. In Chile and Pakistan, the emphasis was 
on externally validated and verifi ed data on learning outcomes. Both of 
those studies, however, were quite different from the scorecard approach 
used in the India examples. In India, villagers were provided with the tools 
to assess learning levels, but these were meant to be self-assessment tools 
(that is, not externally validated), with no comparators available or pro-
vided. In the Jaunpur District in Uttar Pradesh, India, the self-assessment 
tool appeared to provide no benefi t over and above the information on 
rights, roles, and responsibilities. In the India three-state study, it was not 
possible to disentangle these effects. Understanding the importance of the 
credibility and external validation of information on learning outcomes 
would be important for policy development.

The different cases have also highlighted alternative ways of presenting 
information on learning outcomes. In Chile, SNED built on an earlier effort 
based on “raw” scores (SIMCE) and combined test scores with other indica-
tors, such as the socioeconomic background of the school’s students, to 
determine school performance. In Pakistan, the data were presented raw, 
with village- and district-level comparators provided to give context. 

More generally, the extent to which raw or value-added scores would be 
the most effective is unknown (“value added” being defi ned either as over 
time for the same students, for the same schools, or in terms of perfor-
mance over and above what is predicted by observed characteristics). While 
greater sophistication in the way data are manipulated may serve to convey 
their meaning more accurately, this sophistication must be weighed against 
the extent to which the target audience understands and interprets the 
data. The cases to date provide little guidance on how to make this tradeoff.

Is There a Role for Strong Accountability in 
Developing Countries? 

One of the features of the evaluation studies in developing countries is the 
lack of strong accountability models. All of the approaches rely only on 
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information itself as a tool for accountability rather than on any explicit 
sanctions or rewards associated with it. The studies of strong accountability 
in the United States suggest that such measures can have strong impacts on 
outcomes, albeit with potentially distortionary impacts, as previously dis-
cussed. Indeed, Winkler and Sevilla (2004) point to the lack of sanctions 
and rewards related to performance as one of the salient factors of account-
ability systems in developing countries. 

While no evidence suggests that strong accountability is an appropriate 
strategy for developing countries (although chapter 4 provides evidence 
that incentives can affect teacher behavior), the lack of studies suggests that 
this is a potential area for further research.

What Can Providers Do with the Information, or the Pressure, 
They Receive?

The extent to which schools can respond to information, to competitive 
pressures, or to parent participation will determine the extent to which one 
should expect any impacts. Indeed, if schools have no (or extremely lim-
ited) decision-making authority, then it would not be surprising to fi nd 
limited impact. The Pakistan study showed that private schools were the 
ones most affected by the intervention—either by increasing quality or 
reducing fees (an option not open to public schools, which are free in Pak-
istan). One might expect that the ability of schools to realign expenditures 
and efforts to improve quality would matter in determining the potential 
for impact. None of the studies to date can shed much light on the extent 
to which information acts only as a complement to school autonomy (con-
sistent with the choice and participation channels for change) or whether it 
can be, to some extent, a substitute. 

A related issue is that, even if schools have the authority and the ability 
to make decisions, schools and teachers may not know how to improve 
quality. School administrators may be resistant to change because they 
don’t know any other way of acting. Teachers may be reluctant to change 
teaching methods. There is undoubtedly some truth to this—if it were easy 
to improve quality, it would likely have already happened. But the cases so 
far suggest that schools, even in these poor settings, were able to make 
relatively easy adjustments that are associated with improvements in qual-
ity. In Pakistan, the effective school day increased by about 30 minutes in 
initially low-performing private schools. In the India three-state study, 
teacher attendance and teacher activity conditional on attendance (that is, 
the likelihood of a teacher being engaged in teaching activities at the time 
of the unannounced visit) increased substantially in the two states where 
teacher attendance and activity were initially lowest (Uttar Pradesh and 
Madhya Pradesh). In Liberia, the explicit teacher training that was overlaid 
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on top of the information intervention yielded dramatic impacts on reading 
(and measurable impacts on math) ability.

These issues—the extent to which information can feed into decision 
making at the school level and the degree to which schools know which 
changes to make—are taken up more explicitly in the next chapter, devoted 
to the evidence on school-based management.

Notes

 1. Another aspect of the use of information not discussed here is the use of infor-
mation as a tool to stimulate demand. For example, the perceived return to 
education was low among youth in the Dominican Republic (Jensen 2010). 
When information about average rates of return was made available to a ran-
domly selected group of youths, they ultimately completed between 0.20 and 
0.35 more years of schooling. Other studies of the impact of information about 
the costs or benefi ts of education have shown consistent results (Nguyen 2008; 
Dinkelman and Martinez 2010).

 2. Friedman (1955), advocating the use of vouchers to promote money-follows-
the-student school choice, is largely credited with framing the notion of school 
choice as a way to improve outcomes. See Hoxby (2003) for a more recent 
review of the issues related to school choice in the United States.

 3. An example of the impact of oversight is in Jimenez and Sawada (1999), which 
studied the impact of El Salvador’s Educación con Participación de la Comunidad 
(Education with Community Participation, or EDUCO) “community-man-
aged” school program. In that case, student test scores were higher, in part 
because of greater teacher effort (Sawada 1999).

 4. These reports, along with performance tables, can be accessed from http://
www.dcsf.gov.uk/performancetables/.

 5. See http://www.ero.govt.nz/ for more details.
 6. Action plans included activities such as involving parents and older students in 

tutoring activities, teachers following up more closely with students with dif-
fi culties, organizing classrooms into smaller groups, and addressing child labor 
activities that are incompatible with schooling.

 7. In addition to these experiences, EMIS-based report cards have been imple-
mented in Benin, Madagascar, Niger, and Togo more recently. These exercises 
have aimed at increasing accountability at the school level through public dis-
play of the information and by helping management—for example, through 
the determination of school grants or the prioritization of schools for inspection.

 8. Flórez, Chesterfi eld, and Siri (2006) assessed the impact of CERCA schools by 
comparing outcomes in these schools to those in “similar” nonparticipating 
schools. However, the authors were not specifi c about how this comparison 
group was selected, nor did they document how similar or dissimilar the groups 
were in terms of observable (and potentially unobservable) characteristics.

 9. These fi ndings are similar to those in Kane and Staiger (2001, 2002) using U.S. 
data.
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 10. The authors argue that the potentially confounding fact that teachers in award-
winning schools also received a bonus would have relatively small impact on 
the results. They argue that, if anything, the potential bias would be upward as 
higher teacher salaries might make schools more attractive to parents. Other 
analysts have focused on the teacher incentive aspect of the program and argue 
that this has indeed generated returns in the form of increased test scores (see 
the discussion in chapter 4 about teacher accountability).

 11. Contreras, Flores, and Lobato (2004) evaluated the impact of the SNED teacher 
bonuses on testing achievement. They showed that there is a positive and sig-
nifi cant correlation between winning the award and subsequent student per-
formance. Primary schools that received an award in 2002 had higher math 
scores in 2004, even after controlling for mothers’ schooling and household 
income and for homogenous group dummies and testing performance in the 
previous two years for which scores were available. The data suggested similar 
conclusions for secondary schools.

 12. Based on EdStats “Country Trends and Comparisons,” available at http://
go.worldbank.org/ITABCOGIV1.

 13. The evaluation summarized here was a part of a broader effort to “understand 
how much learning is taking place and to identify what factors determine the 
quality of the education children receive” (Andrabi, Das, and Khwaja 2009). 
Details of the broader effort are at http://www.leapsproject.org.

 14. The cards in the second year of the program included information based on 
learning gains between the fi rst and second years.

 15. There was an additional protocol for distributing cards to the relatively small 
share of parents who did not attend the meetings.

 16. Districts included in the study were Sitapur, Pratapgargh, Hathras, and Kanpur 
Dehat in Uttar Pradesh; Dhar, Guna, Katni, and Raisen in Madhya Pradesh; 
and Bellary, Gulberga, Kolar, and Chikmagalur in Karnataka.

 17. The study computes this by using exposure to the intervention as an instru-
ment for class participation in an instrumental variables analysis of the impact 
of reading clubs.

 18. “Score” refers to the percentage of students who can perform a competency 
correctly.

 19. The seven indicators used were letter fl uency (per minute), phonemic aware-
ness (of 10), familiar words (per minute), unfamiliar words (per minute), oral 
reading fl uency (per minute), reading comprehension (%), and listening com-
prehension (%).

 20. The nine indicators were number identifi cation, quantity discrimination (per 
minute), missing number, addition 1 (per minute), addition 2 (per minute), 
subtraction 1 (per minute), subtraction 2 (per minute), multiplication, and 
fractions (%).

 21. It is possible that the narrow nature of the indicators measured—letter fl uency, 
unfamiliar word decoding—as opposed to a broad-based index contributed to 
these large effect sizes.

 22. Li and others (2010) document how parental communication works as a com-
plement to tutoring in improving learning outcomes in a randomized fi eld 
experiment in China.
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