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Background

In 2008, the average pupil-textbooks ratio in Sierra Leone
Was 4:1

The Government was planning to roll out a nationwide
program to provide a set of core textbooks for every child

In order to rigorously assess the impact of textbook
provision, the Sierra Leone Ministry of Education, Science
and Technology (MEST) in collaboration with the World
Bank, designed and implemented an impact evaluation



How It's Supposed to Work

Books
Provide structure & syllabus
. Standardize instruction
Maintain quality

| Manages | : Supplgment teacher knowledge
. Effective language models
/ Richards (n.d.)

Other elements
Management structure

Incentives
Other inputs




But empirical results are mixed

Textbooks / workbooks & student outcomes in developing countries

0% 20% 4,0% 60% 80% 100%
21 ok studies
8 top studies

2 RCTs

Neg & Sig Neg & Insig Zero Pos & Insig Pos & Sig

Glewwe et al. 2011

PaoRCTs One RCT

NOT ABOUT TEXTBOOKS!

Kenya — only the smartest kids @lewwe etal. 2009)



Why do an impact evaluation?

Impacts of expensive school input provision programs often
found to be low —we need to know why.

Evidence base for textbooks is extremely thin.

Ministry of Education identified this as a high priority
program for evaluation.

Original plan: Overlay this with a teacher training
evaluation.

Every school received their basic allotment of books;
additional project books were for impact evaluation.

The community was involved in random selection of schools
to ensure that the process was fair and transparent.



Impact Evaluation (IE) — Basic Design

One council from each of Sierra Leone’s four
regions was randomly chosen to take partin the
study :

Kailahun (Eastern region), Kambia (Northern region),
Pujehun (Southern region),and Western Urban and Western
Rural (Western region)

The IE includes 337 program schools randomly
divided into control and treatment

Baseline data collection took place in May 2008
and endline in Nov 2009

The IE studied the cohort in Grades 4 & 5



Initial school conditions

Average of 335 students per school, 8.5 teachers per school

0% 10% 20% 330% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 9o%
Building in good condition
Storeroom with lock
Power
Water source
Latrines

Latrine for girls



Initial student language levels

to: ot, to, so, bo

add: abb, add, adb, dad

bird: dirb, bird, brib, drib

breathe: breethe, dreathe, breathe,
breahte

Mammy gave Musa a gift: job, brush,
banana, preseni #

She saw a tiny bird: little, tired, sick, poor

The thieves ran away: chickens, boys,
robbers, rabbits

OClass 3 mClass 4 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%




Main Impacts of the Textbook
Provision Program



Some positive impacts on teacher behavior

In class, teacher was found teaching (744 classes)

Treatment Schools 68%

Control Schools 57%

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Teacher had a written lesson plan (785 teachers)

Treatment Schools 63%

Control Schools 53%

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%



No significant impacts on student attendance

Student Attendance - Percentage of students present in class on
day of unannounced visit
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No significant impacts on student learning

outcomes
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Why the low impacts?

In treatment schools, books were often stored and not distributed
to students in class

Avg no. of books in class per capita Avg no. of books in storage per capita
(no. of books in class/no. of students present) (no. of books in storage/no. of students
present)
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Books are being stored instead of being
used




Why the low impacts? (contd)

Books in class (pc) Books home
Assigned as Treatment
School Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 4 Grade 5
0.192 0.107 0.208 0.089
(0.1279) (0.181) (0.255) (0.276)
Observations 301 287 314 296

In terms of ‘books stored and change in books stored, per capita student present’ —
rates are much higher in treatment schools

Books Stored (pc) A in Books Stored (pc)
Assigned as Treatment
School Grade 4 Grade g Grade 4 Grade g
1.083** 1.373%*%* 0.768%* 2.449%**
(0.475) (0.433) (0.463) (0.910)

Observations 306 292 235 185



Predictors of Storage

Expectations of school administrators
(smoothing)

Remoteness

Parental involvement:
Propensity to complain
Payment of school fees



If you think about it, the behavior is rational
(permanent income hypothesis)

No current expectations signal uncertainty/low
expectations about future govt transfers

For these schools, there will be higher
propensity to save existing transfers for future
use

Books depreciate quickly



Why might expectations matter in this context?

There is uncertainty with regard to Govt
programs
There is imperfect trust in Govt

17% of headmasters and 36% of teachers reported not
receiving their full pay

none of the DEOs or LCs had a clear picture of
responsibilities and processes for book distribution
program. No written records

in 25% of treatment schools headmasters had to pay for
textbook delivery from warehouse to school from their
personal resources



Value of parent involvement

Schools with “active parents” (complainers)
are more likely to get books (control schools)

Treatment schools with more “active
parents” less likely to store books

Students with more educated parents and
richer students are more likely to receive
school-provided textbooks



Summary & Conclusion




Summary

Input provision to the schools does not
automatically lead to student access to these
INnputs

Part of the inputs were stored by school
administrators

Propensity to store current transfers
positively linked to uncertainty about future
transfers

Propensity to store current transfers
negatively linked to parental involvement



Thinking differently about input provision

This behavior might not be confined to textbooks:

School grants are most often used to finance physical inputs (classrooms, furniture,
learning materials etc).

This choice could partly be driven by ‘saving’ motive

Hoarding behavior on part of intermediate agents is seen as incompetence,
inefficiency, short-sightedness, or capture. This study shows that it could be
rational.

Incentives are mediated by baseline characteristics and expectations.
Expectations matter!

The following could help:
Information provision on future transfers

Empowerment of parents



