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Abstract
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names of the authors and should be cited accordingly. The findings, interpretations, and conclusions expressed in this paper are entirely those 
of the authors. They do not necessarily represent the views of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/World Bank and 
its affiliated organizations, or those of the Executive Directors of the World Bank or the governments they represent.
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How should parents be mobilized for education in Africa? 
This study implemented a large-scale field experiment in 
Angolan primary schools, including three treatments: an 
information campaign at home, simple parents’ meetings 
at school, and the combination of both. The measures 
of parental mobilization include beneficial practices at 
home, contacts with teachers, and participation in school 

institutions. The findings show that the information 
increased parents’ involvement at home but had no impact 
on engagement at school, while the meetings had the oppo-
site effects. After mobilizing parents, only the combined 
treatment improved management practices and facilities in 
schools, teachers’ attitudes, and parents’ satisfaction.

This paper is a product of the Development Impact Evaluation Group, Development Economics. It is part of a larger effort 
by the World Bank to provide open access to its research and make a contribution to development policy discussions around 
the world. Policy Research Working Papers are also posted on the Web at http://www.worldbank.org/prwp. The authors 
may be contacted at vdimaro@worldbank.org, stefan.leeffers@novasbe.pt, dserra@tamu.ed, and pedro.vicente@novasbe.pt.
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1. Introduction 
Bottom-up, community-based monitoring is often seen as a feasible alternative to top-down 

accountability measures in countries characterized by deficient formal institutions and state capacity 

problems. The underlying assumption is that service recipients are in the best position to monitor service 

providers and it is in their best interest to do so (World Bank, 2004).1 In the education sector, this has 

led to numerous attempts to mobilize parents with the overall objective of improving education 

outcomes by fostering parental involvement in school governance. To this end, in the last decade many 

interventions have been implemented in developing countries, typically giving parents information on 

schools’ (or children’s) relative performances and/or ways for them to participate in the monitoring of 

teachers or the education process more generally (e.g., Andrabi et al., 2017; Banerjee et al., 2010; 

Cerdan-Infantes and Filmer, 2015; Lieberman et al., 2014; Pandey et al., 2011; Reinikka and Svensson, 

2004, 2011). The results of these interventions are mixed, with significant impacts observed when 

parents are able to transfer their children to a different school (Andrabi et al., 2017), are trained to hold 

reading camps outside of school on a voluntary basis (Banerjee et al., 2010), or receive information 

about local capture of primary school funds (Reinikka and Svensson, 2004, 2011).2 While investigations 

of the impact of information alone tend to document null effects (e.g., Banerjee et al., 2010, Lieberman 

et al., 2014, Cerdan-Infantes and Filmer, 2015), it is challenging to reach conclusions on the 

(in)effectiveness of this type of intervention, as the kinds of information and the ways in which 

information is conveyed differ greatly across studies.3 

In this paper, we follow and evaluate the implementation of interventions conducted in randomly 

selected primary schools in Angola with the objective of fostering parental involvement. Our study also 

relates to the small but growing literature on interventions conducted mainly in developed countries to 

increase parents’ participation in children’s education. For instance, Avvisati et al. (2014) held parents’ 

meetings in French middle schools in disadvantaged areas to train parents on ways to help their children 

perform better at school by being more involved at home. Similarly, Fryer et al. (2015) provided parents 

in Chicago schools with monetary incentives to attend Parent Academy sessions, while York et al. 

(2019) conveyed information conducive to better practices at home through text messages. 

The interventions we analyze incorporate most of the elements of previous information 

interventions implemented in developing countries: score cards comparing the performance of the local 

school relative to other schools in the area, as well as detailed information on the importance of 

 
1 The possibility of elite capture of bottom-up interventions has however been considered by a large body of literature – see 
Mansuri and Rao (2013) for a review. 
2 For a recent review of information interventions in education see Read and Atinc (2017) and for a more general review of 
information interventions aimed at improving service delivery, see Kosec and Wantchekon (2020). 
3 A possible explanation for the mixed results is the different cultural settings under which these programs are taking place 
and other societal characteristics, such as ethnic fragmentation (Habyarimana et al., 2007; Bjorkman and Svensson, 2010; 
Alesina and La Ferrara, 2005; and Miguel and Gugerty, 2004) and social and economic inequalities (Sampson et al., 2005), 
which have been shown to have a negative correlation with individuals’ willingness to collectively improve the provision of 
public services. 
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participating in children’s education both at home and at school.4 The latter information is conveyed 

through comics, which is an innovation of our experimental design. The information is distributed in 

the most intensive way possible, i.e., through repeated household visits. Thus, our methodology is close 

to that used in early childhood development interventions (e.g., Sylvia et al., 2018). The way 

information is provided to parents allows us to isolate the impact of information from the possible 

mediating effects of increased coordination and cooperation among parents that could arise were the 

information to be disseminated through parents’ meetings, as is the case, for instance, in Banerjee et al. 

(2010), Barr et al. (2012), Pandey et al. (2011), and Pradhan et al. (2014).5 
Our next step is to ask whether there are simpler, less expensive and more self-sustainable ways to 

mobilize parents, i.e., not information based, and not requiring extensive baseline data collection. 

Specifically, in our second treatment, we test whether organizing parents’ meetings and facilitating 

discussions about school related issues raised by parents, without providing any exogenous information, 

could foster future parental involvement in schools and ultimately improve education outcomes. We 

are not aware of other mobilization interventions in education relying purely on parents’ meetings 

(absent any kind of external information dissemination) and aimed solely at helping parents cooperate 

and coordinate their efforts to improve the local provision of education services. Our underlying 

assumption is that effective parental participation in school accountability systems, e.g., parent 

committees and school boards, requires coordination among parents and collective action, as shown in 

Barr et al. (2014). The only study that is similar in scope to ours is by Barr et al. (2012) in Uganda, 

where the authors find that allowing school committee members, which include parents, decide the 

items to be measured on a school report card to be later disclosed to parents, yielded positive results on 

student test scores, as well as teacher and pupil presence at school. Contrary to Barr et al. (2012) our 

intervention does not rely on the dissemination of report cards (i.e., exogenous information) to parents 

and therefore does not require the collection of school-level data. Moreover, our meetings and group 

discussions are targeted exclusively to parents. 
By being very different in both nature and implementation, our intensive Information intervention 

(T1) and our Meetings intervention (T2) allow investigating what conditions are more likely to impact 

different forms of parental involvement. First, if cooperation and coordination among parents are 

important for effective parental participation in formal school accountability institutions, such as 

parents’ committees and school boards, we might see no impact of our Information intervention on such 

forms of parental involvement, yet there may be an impact on beneficial behaviors that parents can 

unilaterally change, such as, for instance, the propensity of helping kids with homework. On the other 

 
4 The only feature we do not incorporate is information about the child’s performance in a standardized test relative to other 
children, as in Lieberman et al. (2014). 
5 A well-known information intervention, conducted in the context of health rather than education services, is the one 
conducted by Bjorkman and Svensson (2009) in Uganda, which resulted in significant improvements in health outcomes. In 
their context, the information was conveyed through score cards disseminated during community meetings where participants 
were also invited to discuss and agree on plans of action, hence the difficulty of attributing the impact of the intervention to 
information alone. 
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hand, if effective involvement requires awareness about the importance of certain education inputs 

and/or outputs – awareness that parents may lack – we might see no impact of the Meetings intervention, 

where school-related information is endogenously generated and shared. 
Finally, we follow a combination of the Information (T1) and Meetings (T2) interventions, where 

we disseminate information through repeated household visits as in T1, and we hold multiple rounds of 

parents’ meetings, as in T2, with the only difference being that the meetings start with the provision of 

exogenous information (i.e., the same score card used during household visits). This way, the 

implementation of the parents’ meetings in T3 follows the same protocol as that of standard score card 

interventions where parents are first presented with exogenous information and then encouraged to 

engage in open discussions. Note that, by design, our Combined intervention (T3) is more intensive 

than T1 and T2, as the parents’ coverage rate per school is weakly greater.6 This treatment is important, 

as its comparison with T2 allows examining the topics of discussion of parents who were or were not 

provided exogenous information, and hence assessing whether in our context providing parents with 

information about a set of school-specific measures is an important catalyst of both discussions among 

parents and their future participation in school-level accountability institutions. The comparison with 

T1 is also meaningful, as it is informative of the value that coordination and cooperation among parents, 

fostered by the meetings, might add to the impact that intensively disseminated information alone has 

on parental involvement in their children’s education at home and at school. 

We conducted our study in the Angolan province of kwanza Sul, involving 126 schools randomly 

selected in groups to receive T1, T2, T3, or act as a control group. To the best of our knowledge, this is 

the first completed randomized evaluation of a public policy in Angola,7 a country richly endowed in 

natural resources but marked by decades of civil conflict (1972-2002) and corruption. Our outcome 

variables are generated by: i) a comprehensive set of teacher, parent and school director surveys, ii) 

administrative school data, iii) direct observation, (iv) behavioral data, and v) standardized student tests. 

In particular, we surveyed randomly selected parents (about 2,000 at endline), all available teachers 

(about 1,600 at endline) and all school directors (126). We collected behavioral data by engaging 

parents, together with teachers, in incentivized lab-in-the-field experiments, which included a modified 

dictator game where teachers could send money to groups of parents, and parents could punish under-

giving matched teachers by coordinating the resources and efforts of other parents, as parent 

representatives would do outside the lab. As an additional effort to minimize desirability bias in our 

primary outcome variables,8 our measures of parental participation at school are generated primarily by 

 
6 It is greater as long as there is no perfect match between the parents visited at home and the parents participating in the 
meetings. 
7 Porteous (2020) documents that the distribution of economics research across African countries is highly uneven: 45 percent 
of all economics journal articles and 65 percent of articles in the top five economics journals are about five countries accounting 
for just 16 percent of the continent’s population. Angola is identified as one of the ‘scarce 7’ countries, which are comparable 
to the referred five countries in terms of population but have least published research in economics. 
8 In order to minimize social desirability bias in parent responses to survey questions regarding school engagement, we did 
not attempt to survey the same parents at baseline and endline. In fact, at endline we randomly selected a fresh sample of 
parents per school, who were unlikely to be directly treated. 
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either teacher surveys or administrative data recording, such as, for instance, on the existence of a parent 

representative in the school board. Similarly, our school administration and management outcomes are 

generated by either direct observation or the recording of school data. Further, we measured absence of 

teachers and students by conducting unannounced visits to schools. Finally, we conducted standardized 

tests on all students enrolled in grades 3, 4 and 5, for a total of over 40 thousand observations at the 

endline. 

We hypothesized that our treatments would have a direct effect on various measures of parental 

involvement in their children’s education, and, ultimately, an indirect effect on education outcomes, 

such as school administration and management, teachers’ behaviors, and students’ performance in 

standardized tests. Our first set of results shows that all our treatments were effective in mobilizing 

parents. However, while the Information intervention affected primarily parental involvement at home, 

the Meetings intervention increased parental participation in formal school accountability institutions, 

and, as expected, the Combined treatment affected both dimensions of parental involvement. Our 

estimates are robust and large in magnitude, especially considering that they essentially capture intent 

to treat effects, given that, as mentioned above, the parents surveyed at endline were randomly selected, 

hence not necessarily treated. Our results suggest that meetings and discussions among parents are a 

necessary component of interventions aimed at fostering participation in school accountability 

infrastructure, possibly due to the need for parents to develop ties allowing them to overcome collective 

action problems. Another important result is that holding and facilitating such meetings may be 

sufficient to foster parental involvement, without the need of providing external information, as (at least 

some) parents participating in the meetings may be already aware of the prevailing problems in the 

school and the need to jointly act to address such problems. On the other hand, providing information 

through household visits may be a more effective way to increase parental involvement at home. 

We also examine the indirect impact of the interventions on school outcomes, such as school 

management and facilities, as well as teacher and student performance. We found evidence of a positive 

effect of our most intensive treatment, the Combined intervention (T3), on various measures of school 

management, including indicators of school safety and availability of teaching materials recorded 

through direct observation. T3 also increased parents’ satisfaction with teachers and teachers’ 

behavioral attitudes toward parents as measured by giving in an incentivized dictator game. While we 

do not see any impact of the treatments on student performance in standardized tests, our analysis of 

heterogeneous effects suggests that the interventions did improve student performance but only in 

schools that were performing better at baseline according to the composite index used to generate 

school-level scores for the report cards used in T1 and T3. This suggests that it may take more time for 

the other schools to translate improvements in parental participation into management changes and 

better education outcomes. 
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the context of our 

experiment. Section 3 gives an overview of the treatments, and Section 4 describes the data collection 
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and provides useful comparisons between the three treatments and their implementation. The estimation 

strategy and hypotheses are discussed in Sections 5 and 6, respectively. Section 7 reports our results, 

starting with balance tests, following with treatment effects on various measures of parents’ 

mobilization, school management and facilities, teacher and student performance and ending with an 

analysis of heterogeneous effects. Section 8 concludes. 

 

2. Context 
Angola, a country of 29.8 million inhabitants, is the second largest exporter of oil in Sub-Saharan 

Africa, resulting in a per capita GDP of 6,966 International USDs in 2019, ranking 130th of 186 

countries worldwide (World Development Indicators, 2020). However, Angola suffered a devastating 

civil war, which lasted three decades, from independence to 2002. Hence, the quality of institutions has 

been weak, with Transparency International (2020) recently rating Angola as the 29th most corrupt 

country in the world. In this context, health and education indicators have been pushing down Angola’s 

Human Development Index rank to just 148th out of 189 countries worldwide (Human Development 

Report, 2020). Angola has a literacy rate of 66 percent and net school enrollment at the primary level 

of 78 percent (World Development Indicators, 2020).9 

We conducted our study in kwanza Sul, a province of almost 1.9 million inhabitants and one of the 

poorest among the 18 provinces of Angola (INE, 2016). In a recent report by the National Statistics 

Office (INE) and UNICEF (2018), based on comprehensive survey data collected in 2016, the 

headcount of deprivation in education for children 5-11 years of age is 62.9 percent, only higher than 

in two other provinces of Angola. The World Bank has been active in kwanza Sul since the 1990s 

through the funding of FAS (Fundo de Apoio Social), a governmental institution with a countrywide 

reach. FAS has historically promoted school construction and other infrastructural improvements. More 

recently, FAS has turned to identifying and implementing strategies aimed at increasing the quality of 

primary education in Angola. The interventions we study belong to this umbrella of work; they were 

sponsored by FAS and conducted in 126 primary schools. 

 

3. The field experiment 
We conducted a field experiment (RCT) consisting in the implementation of three interventions in 

randomly selected schools in the kwanza Sul province. The interventions took place between October 

2016 and November 2017, and consisted of an information campaign implemented through door-to-

door household visits, the organization and facilitation of parents’ meetings, or the combination of the 

two types of activities.10 

 
9 Latest years available. 
10 See Figure A1 in the Appendix for a complete timeline of all field activities. 
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Within the province of kwanza Sul, we involved 126 primary schools, distributed across nine 

municipalities.11 Most of these schools were either constructed by FAS or received another type of 

support through FAS. The 126 schools were randomly allocated across the four groups (three treatment 

groups and one control group) using blocks based on municipality and a set of school characteristics, 

which included the number of classrooms, number students, number of teachers, and whether there are 

elections for a parent committee. The geographical allocation to treatment is presented in Figure A2 in 

the Appendix.  

3.1  The Information treatment (T1) 
The Information campaign consisted in (repeated) household visits where enumerators showed, 

explained, and discussed multiple pieces of information with parents. First, parents were shown a score 

card summarizing their children’s school’s performance relative to other schools in the same province, 

using data collected at baseline between October 2014 and October 2015, as explained in Section 4. 

The score card was divided into several sections, which disclosed: (i) the average performance of 

students in standardized tests; (ii) different measures of teacher performance (e.g., an indicator about 

teacher presence, education levels and parent evaluations of teachers); (iii) different measures of school 

board performance (e.g., management practices, parent and teacher evaluations of the school 

management); (iv) different measures of parental involvement (e.g., parent participation in meetings); 

(v) school infrastructure (e.g., availability of toilets, electricity, student desks); and (vi) information 

about how the teachers and the director are evaluated. For each entry, the score card reported the 

school’s indicator in either green or red depending on how the school compared to the province average, 

green for above average and red for below average. The score card also showed the municipality and 

province averages for each indicator. See Figures A3a and A3b in the Appendix for an example.12 
The second component of the information campaign consisted in the distribution and discussion of 

a comic emphasizing the importance of good parenting practices for the education of children through 

various vignettes. The comic illustrates the importance of setting clear and consistent rules for children 

within the household, helping children with homework, assuring safe transport to school, 

communicating regularly with teachers, and participating in parents’ meetings with members of the 

school administration, as shown in Figure A4 in the Appendix. 

Enumerators were instructed to visit as many parents as possible at home, at the local primary 

school, or at their place of work (often at the farming plots where they operated). The duration of each 

visit depended on the parents’ level of understanding. The information campaign was purposely high 

intensity in nature, with eight rounds of household visits being conducted, with about one month in 

between each visit. On average, 74 visits were made per round per school, with a total of 17,989 visits 

 
11 Schools are distributed over the municipalities of Sumbe (39), Porto Amboim (37), Amboim (29), Conda (8), Ebo (7), 
Quilenda (2), Seles (2), Quibala (1) and Cassongue (1). 
12 Table A1 provides English translations of all indicators presented on the score card. 
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for all T1 schools. Most parents were visited several times.13 During follow-up visits, parents were 

questioned informally about their understanding of the information. Depending on their answers, 

enumerators steered the conversation in order to cover all information as efficiently as possible. 
In an attempt to assess the coverage rate of the intervention, i.e., the percentage of parents who were 

treated, we divide the number of unique household visits by the total number of students per school. 

This gives us a coverage rate of approximately 60 percent, which is likely to be an underestimate of the 

actual coverage rate, as it does not account for the fact that some of the students in the schools are 

siblings. 
 

3.2  The Meetings treatment (T2) 
In the schools assigned to our Meetings treatment, parents were invited to participate in parent-only 

meetings via flyers that were sent home through students, as well as distributed door-to-door. In each 

school, up to eight meetings, the target number of meetings, were held, i.e., about one meeting per 

month. On average seven meetings were successfully completed per school. During the first meeting, 

parents were encouraged to talk about the problems that they perceived to be prevalent in the local 

school and establish an action plan to attempt to address such problems. Up to seven follow-up meetings 

were held with the objective of evaluating the progress made and discussing any additional concerns.14 

If needed, the format of the first meeting was repeated. 

On average, each meeting lasted about 60 minutes15 and about 53 parents participated in a meeting 

per round. We can assess the approximate coverage rate of the intervention in each meeting by dividing 

the number of participants by the number of students in the school, similarly to what we did for T1. 

This suggests that an average of about 10 percent of parents participated per round, with the percentage 

being higher (about 13 percent) for the first meeting.16 

We recorded the topics discussed in each meeting, which we present in Section 4.4, where we are 

also able to compare such topics with those discussed in our third treatment, the Combined treatment, 

which had both an information and a parents’ meeting components. 

 

3.3  The Combined treatment (T3) 
The Combined treatment blended both the information and meetings components of T1 an T2. 

Door-to-door visits to parents followed exactly the same procedure as in T1. Enumerators visited an 

average of 69 households per school for each of the up to eight visit rounds, with a total of 17,058 visits 

 
13 Enumerators indicated whether a visit was a first-time or repeated visit. In face of difficulties in recording and processing 
names of visited parents, we are unable to identify how many times each parent was visited. 
14 It was not always possible to complete all eight rounds. When a meeting did not happen, for example, because of a funeral 
or bad weather, the meeting was rescheduled shortly after the original date. When parents did not show up, local leaders would 
be asked to mobilize the community. 
15 Times of the meetings were not recorded in the first four rounds. 
16 In face of difficulties in recording and processing names of participants in the meetings, we are unable to identify the 
percentage of parents who participated in more than one meeting. 
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across all schools during the whole intervention, which corresponds to an approximate coverage rate of 

60 percent when dividing the number of unique visits by the number of students per school. 

Parents’ meetings were also carried out following the same procedure as in T2. The only difference 

is that, similarly to how meetings are implemented in standard score card interventions, in the Combined 

treatment each meeting began with a facilitator showing a poster displaying the school score card and 

explaining its meaning. On average, 40 parents per school per round participated in the meetings and 

each meeting lasted about 60 minutes. In Section 4.4 we compare T2 and T3’s coverage rates and the 

topics most frequently discussed by parents. 

 

4. Data 
The baseline data were collected from October 2014 to August 2015, whereas the endline data 

collection took place between July and December 2018, i.e., eight to 12 months after the implementation 

of the treatments. In this section, we discuss all data sources and their variations across data collection 

rounds. 

4.1  Surveys, administrative data, and direct observation 

First, during the baseline we conducted standardized Mathematics and Portuguese language tests 

with all students enrolled in the third and fourth grades.17 At endline, we also tested third and fourth 

grade students, and added fifth grade students to the sample. Each test included 10 or 12 questions.18 

All students completed both the Mathematics and the Portuguese tests in class during a one-and-a-half-

hour interruption of their normal daily routine. Second, in both data collection rounds we conducted 

interviews of: parents, teachers, school directors, and school administration employees. At baseline, 

parents were selected and interviewed using a random walk method around each school. At endline, we 

also randomly selected parents to be surveyed. However, this time we first randomly selected students 

from the third, fourth and fifth grades and then asked their parents to come to school and participate in 

the survey and lab-in-the-field experiments. Our random selection of parents at baseline and endline, 

and the particular method we used to randomize survey participants at endline, ensure that our chances 

of having sampled the same set of parents over the two time periods are minimal. This, together with 

the decision at endline not to survey specifically the parents who had participated in the meetings in T2 

and T3, and not to go back to the households who were visited in T1 and T3, minimize social desirability 

bias in the way parents answered questions on their involvement at home and at school. 

At baseline and endline we interviewed all teachers (where possible) and school directors. We also 

collected school administration data by interviewing a group of school representatives, which usually 

included the school director. We also obtained administrative data from the provincial board of 

 
17 The tests were modeled after tests that are those routinely employed by the Ministry of Education. 
18 The analysis of student performance at baseline revealed that the baseline tests were too difficult. We therefore modified 
them at endline. As a consequence, student performance in the test is not directly comparable across time. 
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education in kwanza Sul concerning the school administration and facilities. Finally, besides all other 

measurements, we collected objective measures of teachers’ and students’ absence during two visits to 

the schools at endline.19 

Our primary outcomes of interest are measures of parents’ involvement at home and at school. To 

this end, the parent survey included questions about parenting practices commonly followed at home 

such as the establishment of clear daily rules and the tendency to help children with homework, and the 

engagement with teachers (i.e., the frequency of meetings with the child’s teacher) and participatory 

institutions such as parents’ committees. We also obtained measures of parental involvement from the 

teacher survey, i.e., we ask teachers to assess the extent of parental involvement in the school. Finally, 

our primary measures of parents’ participation in formal school institutions, such as the existence of a 

parents’ committee and the presence of parent representatives in the school board, are obtained through 

the school administration data.  

Since we expect the interventions to have indirect effects on education outcomes, we collected 

measures of school management recorded by enumerators through direct observation, i.e., measures of 

hygiene and school security, as well as the public disclosure of information about teachers’ 

qualifications, students’ tests, and parents’ representation in the school board. We also have various 

measures of school infrastructure, i.e., number of usable student desks, the numbers of new exercise 

books, and new chalk boxes found on the school premises. Finally, we devoted attention to measuring 

teacher performance, i.e., parents’ satisfaction with teachers’ performance and an objective measure of 

attendance as recorded by enumerators during two school visits at endline. 

Parent, teacher and school director surveys included socioeconomic and demographic questions. 

School-level control variables from the school administration survey are general characteristics of the 

school and the students, i.e., number of teachers, number classrooms, and total number of students. 

4.2  Lab-in-the-field experiments 
We conducted, at the endline, a set of incentivized lab-in-the-field experiments involving about 10 

parents and 5 teachers per school.20 In particular, we implemented a dichotomous Public Good Game, 

a standard Trust Game, and a modified Dictator Game. The public goods game aimed to measure social 

cohesion among parents and their willingness to cooperate with each other for the common good. In 

each school, we planned to play the game with 10 randomly selected parents, and we managed to do so 

in about 70 percent of the schools.21 Following Barr et al. (2014), in the game, each parent received a 

voucher and had to decide whether to invest it in either a private or a group account. Investing the 

 
19 During both visits, an enumerator recorded the presence or absence of teachers and of each of the 40 sampled students 
mentioned above. 
20 Similar lab-in-the-field experiments were conducted during the baseline. Small differences in design and implementation 
issues at baseline prevent us from using the baseline data in the analysis of this paper. 
21 We recruited 9 parents in 10 percent of the schools, 8 parents in 11 percent of the schools, 7 parents in 9 percent of the 
schools, and 6 in 2 percent of the schools. 
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voucher in the private account would generate 600 kwanzas plus 100 kwanzas for every voucher 

invested in the group accounts by other participants.22 In contrast, investing the voucher in the group 

account would generate 100 kwanzas plus 100 kwanzas for every voucher invested in the group account 

by fellow participants. We interpret the decision to invest the voucher in the group account as a proxy 

for a parent’s willingness to cooperate with other parents for the common good. 

We also implemented a standard trust game with parents and teachers. In the game, parents and 

teachers were seated in separate rooms and each teacher was matched with a parent; following standard 

experimental procedures, play and matching was anonymous. Each parent was given 1,000 kwanzas 

and had to decide how much money, from zero to a maximum of 800 kwanzas in multiples of 200, to 

send to his/her matched teacher. The money was tripled before being passed to the teacher, who then 

had to decide how much to send back to the parent. Teachers played using the strategy elicitation 

method, i.e., they stated on a form how much they would send back for each possible amount sent by 

the parent. Earnings would then be computed by finding out how much the parent sent and 

implementing the teacher’s decision corresponding to that received amount.23 The main purpose of this 

game is to measure both parents’ trust in teachers and teacher’s reciprocity toward parents. 

Finally, we designed and conducted a Dictator Game involving parents and teachers. In the game, 

each teacher is matched with five parents seated in a different room. Play and matching is, once again, 

anonymous. In the basic version of the game, which was conducted in 42 randomly selected schools, 

teachers and parents are given endowments of 500 kwanzas each. Each teacher is given additional 2000 

kwanzas and had to decide how much to send to the five matched parents. The teacher could give 

nothing or a multiple of 500 (500, 1000, 1500, 2000). The amount sent, if any, would then be equally 

divided among parents. This game aims to measure teachers’ intrinsic motivations toward parents 

(and/or their children). 

In another randomly selected subset of schools, also composed of 42 schools, we conducted a 

modified Dictator Game, where parents could jointly punish a teacher if they perceived him or her to 

be under-giving. In particular, each parent was asked to act as a parent representative and decide how 

much each other parent (and themselves) should contribute to a punishment fund that would be used to 

impose a penalty on the teacher.24 One of the five parents would then be randomly selected to be the 

parent representative and his or her decisions would be implemented to determine final earnings in the 

game. We designed this variant of the dictator game with the general objective of quantifying parents’ 

 
22 The game incentives were non-trivial for the average participant. Around the start of endline field activities 100 Angolan 
kwanzas were equivalent to 0.35 USD. The average reported monthly income of interviewed parents at endline is 28,600 
kwanzas. This is an average income of 1,430 kwanzas per day, considering 20 working days per month. 
23 Whether and to what extent the strategy elicitation affects observed behavior is the subject of an ongoing debate. While the 
evidence is mixed and the complexity of the experiment seems to be a crucial factor (Brandts and Charness, 2000), a survey 
of the experimental literature (Brandts and Charness, 2011) found no cases of treatment effects generated when using the 
strategy method and not observed when employing the direct-response method. 
24 In this modified dictator game parents were each given additional 200 kwanzas, which they could use to punish teachers. 
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willingness to coordinate other parents’ efforts and resources to hold teachers accountable, as it happens 

in well-functioning parents’ committees.25 

 

4.3  Descriptive statistics and balance tests 
Table 1 reports balance tests for school and parent characteristics at baseline. Table 2 reports 

balance tests for teacher and school director characteristics at baseline. For each measure, we display 

the mean of the control group, differences to the mean of each of the treatments, the standard errors of 

such differences, and the p-value of a joint test of equality across all treatments. We also report p-values 

generated by tests of equality of the means of each pair of treatments.  

Table 1 provides evidence of a fairly balanced sample, which is to be expected given the block 

randomization we used to assign schools to treatment groups. The average control school has 16 

teachers, 10 classrooms, and 639 students. The only school-level difference we observe in the data is in 

the size of the T2 and T3 schools, with T3 schools being slightly smaller in terms of number of 

classrooms and number of students. The last row of the top panel of Table 1 shows descriptive statistics 

and balance tests for the “school score,” i.e., a z-score generated by aggregating the baseline values of 

all the school indicators used to create the score cards used in T1 and T3.26 We do not see any significant 

differences in school performance or quality, as measured by the school scores, across treatment groups. 

This is important especially for the validity and comparability of our T1 and T3 treatments since they 

both relied on the dissemination of information about school score cards. 
Parent characteristics are also generally balanced across groups, as shown in the bottom panel of 

Table 1. About 64 percent of the interviewed parents are female, with an average age of 36. About 60 

percent of parents completed primary education. The sampled students corresponding to these 

households are female in 53 percent of the cases and are 11 years of age on average. 

While at baseline we did not collect all the measures of parental involvement that we have at 

endline and that constitute our primary outcomes of interest, in Table A2 in Appendix we report balance 

tests for the variables that we do have. We do not see any significant differences in self-reported 

measures of parental involvement at home, e.g., how often they help students with homework, or at 

school, e.g., the frequency of meetings with teachers as reported by both parents and teachers. We also 

do not see baseline differences in the existence of formal participatory institutions, such as parents’ 

committees, as reported by teachers, and parents’ representation in school boards, which seems to be 

very low across the board, with about 6 percent of schools having parent representatives to the school 

 
25 The lab-in-the-field experiments were conducted in the second school visits during the endline. In the first visit (day) 
invitations were sent out to randomly selected parents to come to the school one week later to participate in a workshop. 
Participants received 400 kwanzas just for showing up at the workshop, plus additional money that they accumulated in the 
game. Only one of the games was selected for payments, and the outcomes of each game was revealed to participants in private 
only at the end of the workshop. Each workshop lasted between 2 and 3 hours. 
26 The school performance variable is constructed using all score card indicators at baseline value. First, we standardized each 
indicator into a z-score by subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard error. All z-scores were then combined into a 
single variable by taking the average. All score card indicators are fully described in Table A1. 
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board at baseline. We also do not see significant differences across treatments in parents’ levels of 

satisfaction with school director, teachers and school performance. 

The top and the bottom panels of Table 2 report no significant differences in teacher and school 

director characteristics across control and treatment groups, and between treatments. Teachers are 50 

percent female and have 36 years of age on average. About 33 percent of the teachers have higher 

education degrees. School directors are primarily men and 45 years of age on average. Above 41 percent 

of school directors have completed higher education. 

Overall, we can conclude that our randomization procedure was effective in allocating comparable 

schools (and parents) to control and treatment groups.27 

 

4.4  Treatment comparisons: Coverage, participation, and discussed topics 
Our Information (T1) and Combined (T3) treatments both relied on household visits where relevant 

information was shared with and explained to parents. Our Meetings (T2) and Combined (T3) 

treatments both had a parents’ meeting component, where parents contacted via flyers and door-to-door 

canvassing were invited to participate in meetings held in the school premises. Here we examine 

possible differences in coverage rates, i.e., the percentages of treated parents in T1 versus T3, as well 

as in T2 versus T3. We also compare the topics discussed during the parents’ meetings held in T2 versus 

T3. 

Figure 1 shows the percentages of parents visited in their homes in T1 and T3 in each of the eight 

rounds of household visits. These percentages are an approximation of the actual coverage rate and 

underestimate the real percentages as they are obtained by simply dividing the number of households 

by the number of students in the local schools, i.e., without discounting for parents of siblings attending 

the same school. Nevertheless, the left panel of Figure 1 shows a coverage rate of between 10 and 20 

percent per round, with no significant differences across treatments. The right panel of Figure 1 shows 

the percentages of new visits, i.e., the number of parents who were visited for the first time in each 

round, divided by the total number of students per school. Here we also see no significant differences 

between T1 and T3. By adding up the percentages of new visits we obtain the total coverage rates, i.e. 

the percentages of parents who were visited at least once during the intervention period. These amount 

to around 60 percent for both T1 and T3, confirming the high intensity of our information interventions. 

Turning to the comparison between T2 and T3, we also see no significant difference in the 

(approximate) percentages of treated parents. The left panel of Figure 2 shows the percentages of 

parents (i.e., number of parents divided by total number of students) who participated in each school-

level meeting. We see the percentage of participants to be around 13 percent in the first meeting and 

declining slightly over time, averaging 10 percent over the duration of the intervention for both T2 and 

 
27 For completeness, we also report balance tests for school, parent, teacher and school director characteristics at endline in 
Tables A3 and A4 in the Appendix. 
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T3. For these treatments, we are unable to distinguish between parents who participated only in one 

meeting and parents who participated in multiple meetings, and we are therefore unable to assess the 

overall coverage of the intervention. We can nevertheless compare the existing data for T2 and T3 and 

note that there are no differences in the percentages of participants in each meeting round or in the 

average duration of each meeting. 

Finally, we examine the topics discussed in the meetings. We first focus on discussions concerning 

school accountability (such as talking to teachers and the school director about their performance or 

requesting improvements from local government officials), the need for more parental involvement, 

parents’ committees, and parents’ contributions to the school. Figure 3 shows the percentages of T2 and 

T3 schools that discussed each of the above topics per meeting round.28 In the first meeting, about 20 

percent of T2 schools and 15 percent of T3 schools discussed ways of improving school accountability, 

with the percentages going down over time, with no significant differences between treatments. Parental 

involvement was discussed in about 30 percent of schools in both treatments, averaging across all 

rounds, with no significant differences between T2 and T3 schools. We do see a significant difference 

in the percentages of schools discussing parents’ committees in the first parent meeting, possibly due 

to such percentage being equal to zero in T3 schools. However, the difference dissipates in subsequent 

meeting rounds. A higher share of schools, i.e., about 50 percent, in both T2 and T3, saw parents 

discussing the need to collect contributions to improve the school, namely for new doors, locks, hiring 

security staff, and cleaning materials, with no significant differences between treatments. Discussions 

of contributions in time and effort included the need to work together to clean the school and improve 

the existing infrastructure or build new facilities. 

Other topics frequently discussed in meetings were hygiene and school safety, as shown in Figure 

4. We do not see any significant differences in the shares of schools where parents discussed such topics 

both by meeting round and averaging across all rounds. Overall, the topic comparison suggests that 

providing parents with information about school performance through the school report card, as in the 

Combined treatment, did not alter the way parents looked at and discussed school problems and possible 

solutions to such problems. This makes any difference between the effects of T2 and T3 on our 

outcomes of interest unlikely to be driven by differences in the topics and strategies discussed by 

parents, and more likely to be driven by the intensity and coverage of the treatments, which we expect 

to be higher for the Combined treatment (T3). 

 

5. Estimation strategy 
The random allocation of the interventions allows us to estimate the treatment effects using simple 

OLS specifications. Since the surveyed parents were randomly selected and, therefore, not necessarily 

 
28 The figure also reports the number of schools where each meeting round was successfully held, as these numbers go down 
as time progressed for both T2 and T3. 
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treated, the impact of the interventions on parental involvement can be seen as their intent-to-treat 

effects, using equation 1 below: 

𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑻𝑻𝑗𝑗 + 𝛿𝛿𝑿𝑿𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛾𝛾𝒀𝒀𝑗𝑗𝑗𝑗 + 𝜆𝜆𝑘𝑘 + 𝑢𝑢𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 .          (1) 

 

where Yijk is the outcome variable for parent i in school j in municipality k as measured during the 

endline data collection. Tj is the vector of three binary treatment indicators, with the control group 

serving as the omitted group; Xijk is a vector of demographic characteristics; 𝒀𝒀𝑗𝑗𝑗𝑗  is a vector of school 

characteristics, 𝜆𝜆𝑘𝑘  are municipality fixed effects, and uijk is the error term. We cluster the standard errors 

at the level of randomization, i.e., the school level. We employ the same estimation strategy when 

testing the impact of the interventions on student-level outcomes, i.e., student absence rates and 

performance in standardized tests, and teacher-level outcomes. When analyzing school-level outcomes, 

the vector of demographic characteristics is omitted.29 

Since we have numerous outcomes of interest at the parent-, teacher-, student- and school-level, 

and multiple measures of the same outcomes, e.g., different survey questions measuring the degree of 

parental involvement at home and at school, one concern may be that multiple hypothesis testing could 

lead to a high rate of false positives. Our approach to addressing this concern is twofold. First, instead 

of estimating equation 1 for each and every outcome measure, we compute and employ standardized 

indices for groups of similar outcomes. For instance, we have four survey-based proxies of parental 

involvement at home: helping with homework, keeping a tight discipline, having sit-down meals with 

all members of the family, and maintaining a regular sleeping schedule on kids. We aggregate the four 

measures into an “involvement at home” index by first demeaning each measure and dividing it by the 

standard deviation of the corresponding control group variable (so that all measures are on a comparable 

scale) and then taking their average, similar to Anderson (2008). We do the same for all sets of variables 

measuring the same outcome, hence we considerably reduce the number of hypothesis tests to be 

conducted. All indices are fully described in Tables A5 and A6 in Appendix.30 Second, we compute 

and report q-values obtained by correcting the p-values associated to individual hypotheses concerning 

to each treatment by employing the step-down multiple testing method developed by Romano and Wolf 

(2005).31 

 

6. Hypotheses 
We distinguish between four types of treatment effects, namely (i) direct treatment effects on 

parents and indirect treatment effects on (ii) school management and facilities, (iii) teacher behavior, 

 
29 We conduct additional analysis by adding block fixed effects to equation 1 and report the findings in the Appendix. 
30 The estimation results for the individual outcome measures used to construct the indices are presented in Tables A7 and 
A8. 
31 The corrected p-values are computed using the Stata command rwolf (Clarke et al. 2019). 
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and (iv) student performance. For all outcomes, we expect the indirect treatment effects to be weaker 

and smaller in magnitude than the direct treatment effects. Our hypotheses follow. 

 

Hypothesis 1: The Information intervention (T1) has a positive impact on parents’ involvement at 

home and at school, and, to a lesser extent, a positive indirect impact on school management, teacher 

behavior, and student performance in standardized tests. 

Given that our information campaign had a school score card component and a comic component 

providing awareness about important ways for parents to be involved at home and at school, if 

information is an important catalyst for parental participation, we expect the intervention to mobilize 

parents both at home and at school. Note that by implementing the information campaign through 

repeated household visits we achieve two goals. First, we isolate the impact of information alone from 

any additional effect that may derive from discussions among parents, had the information been 

disseminated through parents’ meetings, as it is usually the case in the existing literature. Second, the 

intervention is high intensity compared to previous studies, as the information is provided to parents 

during one to one home visits, and it includes both a report card component and a comic depicting 

different ways for parents to benefit their children’s education at home and at school. Moreover, 60 

percent of households were visited at least once, to enhance parents’ level of understanding. By doing 

so, we maximize the likelihood that the information campaign will have a significant effect on parents’ 

behavior. If we end up finding null effects, hence rejecting Hypothesis 1, we could draw some important 

conclusions on the ineffectiveness of information interventions in mobilizing parents (at least in our 

context). 

Hypothesis 2: The Meetings intervention (T2) has a positive direct impact on parents’ involvement 

at school and, to a lesser extent, a positive indirect impact on school management, teacher behavior, 

and student performance in standardized tests. 

The Meetings intervention did not provide any exogenous information to parents and relied on 

endogenous information-sharing and discussions on strategies to improve school outcomes. The 

purpose of this intervention was to examine whether an intervention that is simpler, cheaper and more 

likely to be sustainable could be equally or more effective than a large scale, high intensity information 

campaign to mobilize parents. Given the collective nature of the intervention, we expect the treatment 

to impact parents’ coordination efforts and their willingness to jointly participate in formal school 

accountability processes, for example by establishing parent committees (if they do not exist) and/or by 

electing parent representatives to the school board. Hence, we expect the intervention to primarily affect 

parental involvement at school. 

 



17 

Hypothesis 3: The Combined treatment (T3) has a positive direct impact on parent’ involvement 

at home and at school, and, to a lesser extent, a positive indirect impact on school management, teacher 

behavior, and student performance in standardized tests. 

By relying on the implementation of both an intensive information campaign and repeated parents’ 

meetings, we expect our third treatment to generate the same results as T1 and T2 combined, and hence 

to have an impact on parental involvement both at home and at school. 

When comparing the effects of each treatment to each other, we can formulate Hypotheses 4 and 5 

below. 

Hypothesis 4: The Meetings intervention (T2) is more effective than the Information intervention 

(T1) in mobilizing parents toward school-level participatory activities that require coordination with 

other parents. 

Hypothesis 5: The Combined intervention (T3) has a greater indirect impact than T1 and T2 on 

school, teacher, and student outcomes. 

Hypothesis 4 originates from the empirically founded assumption that participatory accountability 

requires collective action and that collective action requires coordination among individuals (e.g., Barr 

et al. 2012; Barr et al., 2014). The Information intervention, by operating on a one-to-one basis, does 

not facilitate coordination among parents. Therefore, even though in T1 information about school 

quality and the importance of involvement at home and at school is conveyed in a high intensity manner, 

by lacking a coordination element, we expect T1 to have a lower impact than T2 on parents’ 

involvement in formal participatory institutions such as parents’ committees and school boards. 

As for Hypothesis 5, it is motivated by the likely higher coverage rate of T3 as compared to T1 and 

T2 – given that we do not expect to have a perfect overlap between the parents visited at home and the 

parents participating in meetings –, as well as the expectation that by both providing information about 

school quality and good parenting practices at home and at school, and facilitating parents’ cooperation 

and coordination through meetings, the likelihood of affecting education outcomes is higher in T3. In 

Section 4.4 we showed that the parents participating in meetings in T2 versus T3 discussed similar 

topics and came up with similar solutions. Therefore, any stronger impact of T3 on education outcomes 

can be attributed to the higher intensity of the treatment and/or the added value of explaining the 

importance of parental involvement on a one-to-one basis. 

 

7. Results 

7.1 Direct effects on parents’ mobilization 
We start by examining the impact of the interventions on parents’ mobilization toward activities 

that are beneficial to their children’s education. We use data from three data sources: parent survey, 
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teacher survey, and school records of parents’ participation in formal school-level institutions. From 

the parents’ survey, we have four measures related to parents’ involvement at home: 1) helping with 

children’s homework, 2) keeping clear rules at home, 3) having meals together as family, and 4) 

maintaining a sleep schedule for children. We also have two measures of individual parent involvement 

at school: 1) participation in parent-teacher meetings, and 2) regular gathering of information about the 

child’s performance. For both sets of variables, we construct indices of, respectively, “individual 

involvement at home” and “individual involvement at school” by first demeaning each measure and 

dividing it by the standard error of the corresponding control school mean, and then averaging all the 

newly standardized measures (Anderson, 2008). 
From the teachers’ survey, we construct a similar index that includes the teacher’s perception about: 

parents’ involvement in their children’s education, parents’ availability to help with extracurricular 

activities of their children, the average number of parents participating in parent-teacher meetings. The 

fourth item entering the index is a measure of the teacher’s satisfaction with the parents’ committee. 

Our final index is a measure of formal parental involvement in the school and it originates mostly 

from the school’s administrative data. We consider (and aggregate measures of) whether there are 

parents’ representatives to the school board, whether there is a parents’ committee, and the number of 

committee members. Finally, we include the school average of parents’ self-reported participation in 

general school assemblies. 

We estimate equation 1, which includes parent and teacher (demographic) controls, school controls 

and municipality dummies, as specified in Section 5.32 The estimates are shown in Table 3. For each 

coefficient we report clustered standard errors in parenthesis, and q-values obtained by adjusting p-

values for multiple hypothesis testing (Romano and Wolf, 2005) in brackets.33 

A number of important findings emerge. First, our highly intensive Information campaign (T1) was 

very successful in mobilizing parents at home. The estimates suggest that it increased individual 

involvement at home by 0.27 standard deviations and, to a lesser extent, individual involvement at 

school by 0.14 standard deviations, although the effect of T1 on the latter variable does not withstand 

the correction of standard errors for multiple hypothesis testing. The Information intervention had a 

positive impact on parents’ mobilization also according to teachers (column 3), although the effect also 

loses statistical significance when correcting for multiple hypothesis testing. Differently, T1 had no 

impact on participation in formal accountability institutions, such as parent committees and school 

boards, as shown in column 4. Our first result follows: 

 
32 Parent controls are parent gender, whether the parent has completed primary school, whether the parent has a partner, and 
number of children; they also include the age of the student, his/her gender, grade and relation to respondent. Teacher controls 
are teacher age, gender, whether the teacher has completed higher education, whether the teacher has a partner, number of 
children, years of experience and the corresponding class grade. School controls are number of teachers, number of classrooms, 
and number of students. 
33 Table A9 in the Appendix reports the (similar) estimates obtained when including block fixed effects into the empirical 
specification. 
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Result 1: The Information intervention (T1) had a positive impact on parental involvement at home 

but no robust effect on parent involvement at school and participation in formal school-level 

institutions. 

Table 3 provides evidence of different treatment effects of our Meetings intervention (T2). 

Specifically, the treatment had no impact on parental involvement at home (column 1) and a weak (and 

not robust) effect on individual involvement at school, both according to parents (column 2), and to 

teachers (column 3). However, the Meetings intervention had a positive and significant effect on 

participation in formal accountability institutions, as shown in column 4. The formal participation index 

sees an increase of 0.70 standard deviations as a consequence of the intervention. It is significant at the 

five percent level and at the ten percent level when adjusting the standard errors for multiple hypothesis 

testing (q-value=0.059). Our main result is summarized below. 

Result 2: The Meetings intervention (T2) had no impact on parent involvement at home and no 

robust effects on parent individual involvement at school, i.e., on communication with teachers, but it 

had a strong positive effect on parental participation in formal school-level institutions. 

As expected, the results obtained for our Combined treatment (T3) look like a combination of the 

results generated by T1 and T2. Like T1, T3 increased parental involvement at home, with no significant 

differences in the effects generated by these two treatments. Similarly to both T1 and T2, the 

intervention did not impact parents’ individual involvement at school. However, as a result of the 

intervention, teachers’ assessments of parents’ involvement at school (column 3) increased by 0.19 

standard deviations. Finally, like for our Meetings intervention, T3 had a large, significant and positive 

impact on parents’ participation in formal accountability school institutions, as shown in column 4 of 

Table 3. Our third result follows. 

Result 3: The Combined intervention increased parents’ involvement at home, parents’ 

involvement at school as perceived by teachers, and parents’ participation in formal school-level 

institutions. 

Our results are largely consistent with our hypotheses on the direct impacts of the interventions 

(Hypotheses 1 to 3), with the exception of the null effects on parents’ involvement at school, i.e., the 

index capturing the relationship with teachers composed from information gathered in the parent 

survey. It seems that neither providing extensive information to parents nor facilitating discussions 

among parents managed to increase parents’ propensity to have regular meetings and frequent contacts 

with their children’s teachers, as captured by the “at school” index. On the other hand, the information 

campaign that we implemented in T1 and as part of T3 was successful in increasing involvement at 

home, and the parents’ meetings that we held in T2 and as part of T3, were successful in facilitating 
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parents’ formal involvement in school participatory institutions such as school committees and school 

boards. The latter finding is in line with our Hypothesis 4, which highlights the importance of fostering 

cooperation and coordination among parents to effectively mobilize them toward participatory school-

level activities and institutions. 

Parents’ behavior in the modified Dictator Game provides additional insights on how parents’ 

meetings in T2 and T3 changed parents’ attitudes toward joint cooperation for the purpose of holding 

teachers accountable.34 In the game, teachers had to decide whether to send money to groups of five 

parents,35 and each parent had to assume the role of parent representative and decide how much each 

parent should contribute to a fund used to impose a penalty on teacher, if the parent perceived the 

amount give to be unsatisfactory. Each parent had to make this decision using the strategy method, i.e., 

before knowing the amount sent by teacher, the parent had to decide how much he/she would want 

other parents to contribute to the joint penalty fund for any possible amount given by the teacher. The 

choice was between individual contributions of zero, 100 or 200 kwanzas. Individual contributions of 

100, meaning a total of 500 kwanzas in the joint punishment fund, would impose a penalty of 500 to 

the teacher, whereas individual contributions of 200 would impose a penalty of 1000 to the teacher. 

Earnings were subsequently determined by: i) looking at how much the teacher gave to parents, ii) 

randomly selecting one parent to be the representative for the group, and iii) implementing the parent’s 

decision corresponding to the amount sent by the teacher. 

This game was implemented in a randomly selected sample of 42 schools, with the schools being 

balanced across treatments. A total of 402 parents participated in the game, i.e., about 10 parents per 

school on average. One important design feature to note is that we randomly selected participants in the 

lab-in-the-field experiment, hence, once again, any impact of the interventions on behavioral outcomes 

is essentially an intent to treat effect, since the participants in the games may have not been treated. 

This is in contrast to other studies employing lab-in-the-field experiments (e.g., Barr et al., 2012) to 

measure outcomes, where the games are played immediately following the intervention(s) and involve 

direct recipients of such intervention(s). 

Figure 5 shows the average contribution to the punishment fund that a parent sets when in the role 

of parent representative in the event that a teacher gives no money to the parents. We consider this 

scenario because it simulates the case of parents having to decide what to do when a teacher is clearly 

underperforming. We see that the Meetings and Combined treatments led to a significant increase in 

the average amount that parent representatives request other parents (and set for themselves) to 

contribute to the punishment fund. Specifically, this amount increases from 118 kwanzas in the control 

group to 148 kwanzas in the Meetings treatment group (T2) and 144 kwanzas in the Combined treatment 

 
34 Parents also played a dichotomous public goods game with each other, and a standard trust game where each parent played 
as sender and each teacher played as receiver. See details in Section 4.2. We do not see any evidence of impact of the treatments 
on parents’ behaviors in the public goods game and the trust game. 
35 The teacher could give any amount between zero and 2000 kwanzas to groups of five parents, and whatever was given 
would be split equally among the five parents. 
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group (T3). The differences between control and T2, and control and T3 are both statistically significant 

according to both non-parametric tests (Mann-Whitney test p-values equal to 0.008 and 0.018 

respectively) and parametric tests (two-sided tests of equality of means p-values equal to 0.006 and 

0.016 respectively). The average contributions demanded by parent representatives in the Meetings and 

the Combined treatments are not statistically different from each other. We do not see any difference in 

the amounts chosen by parent representatives in the Information treatment. Overall, parents’ behavior 

in the modified Dictator Game that we conducted in a subsample of schools, provides suggestive 

evidence that the meetings component of the T2 and T3 interventions impacted parents’ willingness to 

coordinate other parents’ efforts and resources to hold teachers accountable. 

 

7.2  Indirect effects on school management 
We now turn to the impacts of the interventions on outcomes that may have been indirectly 

impacted through the increased mobilization of parents. We start by examining outcome variables 

aimed to measure school management practices and the quality of school infrastructure. Our data 

sources are parent, teacher, and school surveys, which include direct observation of different outcomes 

of interest. Specifically, we look at: 1) satisfaction of parents with the school management; 2) 

satisfaction of parents, teachers, and the school director with the availability of school facilities and 

materials; 3) recording of whether eight different types of information are public, including the names 

of parents’ committee members and parent representatives to the school board; 4) direct observation 

and assessment of a set of indicators of school safety, hygiene, and materials. Specifically, for safety, 

we recorded the number of classrooms that have been improved, the presence of a guard and fence, and 

whether the school recently improved its fence/wall. For hygiene, we recorded whether the school has 

student bathrooms, as well as access to water and cleaning staff. Finally, the school material index 

employs the percentage of usable student desks, the numbers of new exercise books, and new chalk 

boxes found on the school premises. 

In all regressions we employ the full set of controls and cluster the standard errors at the school 

level (when employing observations at a lower level). As before, we report standard errors in 

parentheses and q-values obtained by adjusting the standard errors for multiple hypothesis testing in 

brackets. The results are shown in Table 4. 

The estimates provide evidence of a consistently positive and significant effect of our Combined 

intervention on various measures of school management and the quality of school infrastructure. 

Parents’ satisfaction with the school management increases by 0.15 standard deviations. The level of 

satisfaction of all stakeholders with the school facilities also sees a large and significant increase (by 

0.79 standard deviations). The availability of public information at the school level increases, although 

the effect loses statistical significance when correcting the standard errors for multiple hypothesis 

testing. Importantly, the Combined treatment also has a positive and significant impact on facilities and 
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services related to school safety and teaching resources, as measured through direct observation. In 

particular, the index measuring school safety increased by 0.67 standard deviations and the teaching 

materials index increased by 0.62 standard deviations.36 Our findings are summarized below. 

Result 4: The Combined intervention led to significant improvements in school management, as 

perceived by parents, as well as increased stakeholder satisfaction with school facilities, and better 

objective school safety infrastructure and teaching materials. 

We do not find any significant effects of the Information intervention and the Meetings intervention 

alone on our measures of school management and school infrastructure. Given that the Information 

treatment only impacted parents’ involvement at home, the null effect of T1 is not surprising. In 

contrast, given the large observed impact of T2 on parents’ formal participation in school activities, it 

is somehow surprising that such increased participation did not translate into better management 

practices and school infrastructure. The null effect and its contrast with the positive effects observed 

for T3, may be due to a multiplicity of reasons. As we noted in Section 4.4, it is likely that T3, by 

combining an information campaign and parents’ meetings, had a higher coverage rate, i.e., more 

parents were treated. The higher intensity of this treatment, as compared to T2, may explain the 

differences in treatment effects observed in Table 4.37 

 

7.3 Indirect effects on teacher performance 
Table 5 presents the indirect effects of the intervention on various measures of teacher performance. 

All regressions include the full set of controls like before. We begin by analyzing an objective measure 

of teacher performance, i.e., teacher’s presence during two random school visits at the endline. We do 

not report a significant impact of any of the interventions on such variable. 

In columns 2 and 3 of Table 5, we examine measures of parents’ satisfaction with teachers’ 

performance, school attendance, general motivation, and extent of caring for students (column 2). We 

employ a similar index for the school director’s satisfaction with teachers (column 3). The estimates 

show similar effects on parents’ satisfaction with teachers in the Information and Combined treatments 

– the magnitude is around 0.16 standard deviations. However, these effects are not robust to multiple 

hypothesis testing. We do not see any impact of the treatments on the satisfaction index relating to the 

school director. 

Finally, the last column of Table 5 reports the results obtained for a behavioral measure of teachers’ 

attitudes towards parents/children obtained from the dictator game that a randomly selected subset of 

 
36 Similar results are obtained when including block fixed effects in the specification, as shown in Table A10 in the Appendix. 
37 It is also possible that information about relative school performance provided to parents during meetings held on school 
premises (in T3) may have also reached other school stakeholders (e.g., the school director), inducing such stakeholders to 
react more favorably to increased parents’ demands for better services and infrastructure. 
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teachers (i.e., five teachers) played in 42 randomly selected schools. In the game, each teacher was 

given an endowment and had the chance to send some of it to five parents seating in a different room, 

as described in Section 4.2. The dependent variable is the share of the endowment that the teacher 

decided to give to parents in the game. The baseline share is 0.36. The estimates show that while the 

Information intervention had no impact on teacher behavior in the dictator game, both the Meetings and 

the Combined interventions significantly increased the share of the endowment that teachers gave to 

parents, by 14 and 20 percentage points respectively. This indicates that the treatments positively 

affected teachers’ attitudes toward parents (and possibly their children), which may reflect better one-

to-one relationships and could ultimately result in higher investments in the provision of quality 

education to students.38 

In sum, while we do not see any changes in teachers’ likelihood to be present at school during 

unannounced visits, we find evidence of increased parents’ satisfaction with teacher performance as a 

result of the Information and the Combined interventions, as well as evidence of improved attitudes of 

teachers toward parents following both the Meetings and  the Combined interventions, as measured by 

the giving behavior of teachers in a dictator game where groups of parents were the recipients.39 Our 

fifth result follows. 

Result 5: a) The interventions had no impact on teacher presence at school; b) Both the Information 

and the Combined interventions increased parents’ satisfaction with teacher performance; c) Both the 

Meetings and the Combined interventions improved teachers’ giving attitudes toward parents. 

 

7.4  Indirect effects on student performance 

To complete our analysis of the indirect impacts of our interventions, we estimate the treatment 

effects on various measures of student performance. We employ four sets of outcome variables. First, 

we look at parents’ satisfaction with their children’s education (column 1). Then, we examine the 

percentage of students repeating a grade within each school, using data provided by the ministry of 

education (column 2). Subsequently, we present results for student absenteeism (column 3), an outcome 

variable that is based on our recording of the absence of a randomly selected sample of students at 

endline during an unannounced school visit. Finally, we examine student performance in standardized 

Portuguese and Math tests that we administered in all schools to students enrolled in grades 3 and 4.40 

We employ specifications with full controls like in the previous tables.41 

 
38 Figure A5 in the Appendix shows the full distribution of teachers’ giving in the dictator game across treatments. 
39 Similar results are obtained when including block fixed effects, as shown in Table A11 in the Appendix. 
40 In schools offering grade 5, we also administered the tests to grade 5 students. However, since 25 percent of our schools did 
not offer grade 5, we restrict the analysis to the performance of students in grades 3 and 4. 
41 For the standardized tests, since we have student performance at baseline (even though not for the same students), we also 
estimate difference-in-difference regressions. The results of these estimations provide similar results to the ones presented in 
Table 6, i.e., a null impact of the treatments of student performance in the tests. 
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We find some evidence of greater parent satisfaction with their children’s performance for T1 and 

T3, with magnitude between 0.15 and 0.16 standard deviation units, as well as some weak evidence of 

reduced repetition rates for T2. Still, the overall picture emerging from Table 6 is that the interventions 

did not have a significant impact on student outcomes, as measured by absence rates and performance 

in standardized tests.42 

Result 6: The Information, Meetings and Combined interventions had no significant impact on 

student absence rates and performance in standardized tests. 

 

 
7.5  Heterogeneous effects 

In this section, we present an analysis of heterogeneous effects of the treatments on our main 

outcomes of interest. Given that the Information and the Combined interventions relied on score cards 

showing indices of school performance relative to other local schools, it is possible that the interventions 

were more effective in schools that were rated relatively badly, as this could have incentivized parents 

to be more involved at home and/or at schools. It is also possible that in such schools, parents’ 

discussions during meetings held in the Meetings and the Combined treatments led to more active 

parental participation, especially in the Combined treatment, where the relative performance of the 

school was shown to parents at the beginning of each meeting. Alternatively, seeing better than the 

average school scores may have motivated parents to be more active both at home and at school in order 

to maintain and further improve the observed positive school indicators. 

In Table 7, we present estimates that include the interaction of each treatment with a dummy equal 

to 1 if the school is a “top-school” at baseline, where the classification is based on all the baseline 

indicators constituting the school score cards in T1 and T3. We consider top schools those in the top 

tercile of the classification distribution.43 All score card indicators are fully described in Table A1. 

The results obtained for parental involvement at home (column 2) suggest that the impact of the 

Information campaign on the at home index holds also for schools that are not at the top of the 

distribution, with no significant differences due to baseline school performance. We obtain a similar 

result for the impact of the Meetings treatment on formal participation at school (column 4), whereas 

the impact of the Combined treatment seems to be null in schools that are not at the top of the 

distribution based on their baseline overall performance. 

With respect to student performance in the standardized test scores, we observe a consistent pattern 

of heterogeneous effects: we find positive impacts but only for better schools at baseline. This holds 

especially for the performance of grade 4 students. Taken together, these results suggest that while the 

 
42 Similar results are obtained when including block fixed effects in the specification, as shown in Table A12 in the Appendix. 
43 When estimating these regressions, we correct the standard errors for multiple hypothesis testing per treatment interaction. 
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treatments, and especially T1 and T2, were effective in mobilizing parents no matter the school baseline 

performance, increased parental involvement was successful in improving student outcomes only in 

better performing schools at baseline. This indicates that more time may be needed for the observed 

increase in parental involvement at home or in formal school institutions to translate into improvements 

in student outcomes in schools that were characterized by lower performance indicators at baseline. 

Result 7: The Information, Meetings and Combined interventions had a positive and significant 

impact on the performance of grade 4 students in standardized tests, but only in schools that were 

overall better performing at baseline, as measured by the school score card value.  

 

We next test whether parents’ education is an important factor in determining the effectiveness of 

the interventions. It is for instance plausible that more educated parents are more receptive of the 

interventions and more able to coordinate themselves in an attempt to improve school outcomes. In 

Table 8 we present estimates generated by interacting each treatment with a dummy equal to 1 for 

school areas characterized by a high frequency of surveyed parents who did not complete primary 

education. Specifically, we employ a dummy equal to 1 for the bottom tercile of schools, where the 

distribution is based on the share of surveyed parents who completed primary education. We find no 

consistent patterns of heterogeneous treatment effects due to parents’ education levels. 

 

8. Conclusion 

In this paper, we examined the effectiveness of different ways to mobilize parents in primary 

schools in Angola. We contrasted a high intensity information intervention conducted through 

household visits, with a more self-sustained, intervention aimed at facilitating parents’ meetings without 

providing any exogenous information. The information campaign relied on enumerators explaining to 

parents their school’s report card – comparing numerous school characteristics and outcomes to those 

of the average school in the district – and comics depicting important ways for parents to participate in 

their children’s education both at home and at school. In contrast, the parents’ meetings had the sole 

purpose of bringing parents together and letting them raise and discuss school-related issues and 

possible solutions. We also implemented a combination of the two interventions, where we distributed 

information through household visits and facilitated parents’ meetings, which started with a brief 

discussion of the school report card. 

Our experimental design allowed us to isolate the importance of information alone on parents’ 

involvement at home and at school. This way, we contribute to a large literature showing mixed results 

of information campaigns on parents’ mobilization at school. The existing studies often combine the 

dissemination of information with other factors (e.g., parents’ meetings) that may mediate the impact 

of information alone on parents’ behavior. By estimating the effect of providing different kinds of 
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information to parents on a one-to-one basis, we can conclude that information alone is effective in 

improving beneficial parenting practices at home, such as helping children with homework and setting 

a clear time discipline. However, it has no impact on involvement at school (e.g., contacts with teachers) 

and participation in formal institutions such as school committees and school boards. 

Our Meetings treatment allowed us to test whether facilitating parents’ interactions and discussions 

about endogenously raised school-related problems and solutions, hence indirectly fostering 

cooperation and coordination among parents, may be a more effective (and cheaper) way to increase 

parental involvement at school. We found that it is. The Meetings treatment significantly increased 

parents’ participation in formal school-level institutions. 

Our Combined treatment led to results that mimic those obtained for the Information (T1) and the 

Meetings (T2) treatments alone, i.e., it increased both involvement at home (like T1) and formal 

involvement at school (like T2). Data generated by a specially designed lab-in-the-field experiment 

provide suggestive evidence of the mechanism behind the effectiveness of the Meetings and Combined 

treatments. It shows that, as a result of the meetings, parents became more willing to spend resources 

and coordinate other parents’ efforts to hold teachers accountable. Additionally, the comparison of the 

topics discussed by parents in the Meetings and the Combined treatments reveal that, although parents 

in T2 were not provided any exogenous information about the school, they ended up talking about the 

same issues and possible solutions as the parents participating in the T3 meetings. This suggests that 

either school problems were common knowledge among parents, or that at least some parents 

participating in the meetings in T2 were aware of the most stringent problems and were able to steer 

the conversation toward them. 

One dimension of parental behavior that was unaffected by all interventions is parents’ propensity 

to meet one on one with teachers and get regular feedback on their child’s performance, which is what 

we called individual participation at school. The null effect of T1 suggests that either the information 

provided to parents through household visits was unable to convey the importance of parent-teacher 

meetings – even though they appeared both in the comic and in the score card – or that the costs 

associated with frequently communicating with teachers still exceed the benefits, as they are perceived 

by parents. As for the null effects of T2 and T3, they seem to be driven by the fact that when parents 

met, they tended to discuss issues that they could address together; hence, the importance of holding 

individual meetings with teachers never came up.  

When testing whether the treatments had any indirect positive effects on other outcomes, such as 

measures of school management and quality of school infrastructure, we see that (only) the Combined 

intervention did have effects. We also see that this intervention increased parents’ satisfaction with 

teachers and teachers’ giving attitudes toward parents, as measured through a lab-in-the-field Dictator 

Game. The greater giving of teachers to parents is also seen as a result of the Meetings treatment (but 

not of the Information intervention), suggesting that the driver of the observed better attitudes of 

teachers toward parents may be increased parental involvement at school. 
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Finally, while we do not find evidence of a significant indirect impact of any of the interventions 

on student performance in standardized tests, our analysis of heterogeneous effect shows that the 

interventions did increase performance but only in schools that were overall better at baseline, 

suggesting that it may take more time for worse than average schools to see changes in parental 

involvement (at home or at school) translate into better education outcomes. 

Taken together, our results show that effective parental involvement at school could be achieved by 

facilitating parents’ meetings and discussions without the need to collect extensive school data and 

disseminate it to parents in the form of school report cards. Such meetings have the benefit of increasing 

parents’ willingness to cooperate and coordinate their effort to improve salient school outcomes, and 

they seem to also result in better attitudes of teachers toward parents. However, combining parents’ 

meetings with high intensity dissemination of information is necessary to see improvements in school 

management and school facilities in a relatively short time period (8 to 12 months in our case). 

Finally, we note that while providing parents with information about both the school and various 

ways for parents to be involved at home and at school (through household visits) is unlikely to mobilize 

parents at school, it does seem to improve parental involvement at home, which could result in long 

term benefits for children, as suggested by the literature on early childhood development. Since our 

information intervention had both a score card component and a comic component, by design we are 

unable to scientifically disentangle the role that each component played in successfully mobilizing 

parents at home. However, given that the parents’ behaviors that changed at home were among those 

mentioned in the comic and did not appear in the score card, we can speculate that the comic was most 

likely the driving force behind the success of the intervention. This is good news, as comics do not 

require any data collection prior to their dissemination to parents and can therefore be produced at a 

much lower cost than school score cards. 
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Figure 1: Shares of parents visited in their homes by round 
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Figure 2: Parents’ participation in meetings and meetings’ duration 
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Figure 3: Topics discussed in meetings (percentage of schools) 
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Figure 4: Facility related topics discussed in meetings (percentage of schools) 
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Figure 5: Punishment fund contributions 
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ONLINE APPENDIX TO: 

“Mobilizing Parents at Home and at School: 
An Experiment on Primary Education in Angola” 

 

Figure A1: Timeline of field work activities 
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Figure A2: Map of geographic location sample schools 

 

Angola      kwanza Sul 
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Figure A3a: Example of a scorecard (front) 

 



47 

Figure A3b: Example of a scorecard (back) 
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Figure A4: Comic about parental involvement and education (translated to English) 
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Figure A5: Teachers’ giving to parents in the Dictator Game 
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