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Education Delivery Challenges 
in Remote Areas
• Ensuring quality (public) service is a daunting task in remote areas
• Undesirable locations for service providers (teachers, nurses, doctors)
• National standards may be too high for local conditions
• Difficult to monitor and enforce service standards

• Incentivize remote assignments via hardship allowance… but is ineffective
• Gambia: 30-40% hardship premium ® no effect on learning (Pugatch and Schroeder 2018)

• Indonesia: Remote-area allowance recipients absent more than non-recipients in 
same location (31.5 v. 23.6) (SMERU, 2010)

Policy experiment in education:
Bottom-up monitoring against local standards

Three variations of teacher incentives, 
including incentivized Government remote area allowance



KIAT Guru Experiment - Indonesia
Teacher Performance and Accountability

• Collaborate with education ministry, district governments
• Remote schools…

• at least one-hour drive from disadvantaged-district capital

•Work with government-paid remote-area-allowance (TSA)
• “hardship allowance = base salary” or Teacher Special Allowance (TSA)
• received by selected permanent, government-contracted teachers…
• … and registered private school teachers

• Core components:
• social accountability only
• social accountability plus two types of performance pay (PP)

High teacher absenteeism in Indonesia’s remote areas
19% in remote areas v. 9% nationally (ACDP 2014)



5 Districts, 270 primary schools
baseline: late 2016/early 2017 | endline: early 2018 | follow-up: early 2019



Implementation Timeline
One-Year (all) and Two-Year Impacts (SAM & SAM+Cam)

SAM begins
October 2016

Facilitators left
Jan 2018

PP evaluation 
April 2017

Endline
Feb-Apr 2018

Follow-up
Feb-Apr 2019

(SAM & SAM+Cam)



Intervention
Design



Social Accountability 

• Local standard: Service Agreement
• Assign roles for teachers and parents/community
• Service agreement can be revised at least every semester

• Teacher component → Teacher-specific scorecard



Teacher-Specific Score Cards

Between 5-8 
indicators

Must always include 
presence indicatorAssign indicator 

weights that 
add up to 100

Include rubrics (and 
subweights) for 

each indicator to 
clarify scoring 

Have teaching-
method related 

indicators

…as well as less 
academic indicators

Signed off by the user 
committee



Social Accountability

• Local standard: Service Agreement
• Assign roles for teachers and parents/community
• Service agreement can be revised months later

• Teacher component → Teacher-specific scorecard
• List of 5 to 8 measurable indicators and weights
• Required indicator: Teacher presence in school
• Rubric to define scoring method of all indicators
• For all teachers (not just allowance recipients)

• User committee (UC) to monitor
• Formation facilitated through consultative processes
• Minimum 9 members
• Three community leaders + parents from each grade 
• Meet monthly to discuss scorecard evaluation
• PP: Signs off on scores that determine pay cuts



Experimental Design
number of schools

No Salary incentive Remote area allowance cut based on 

absenteeism as 
recorded by 
camera (CAM)

on teacher 
scorecard
(Score)

Control 67 x x

Social 
accountability 
mechanism (SAM)

68 68 67



SAM+Cam
Presence Indicator + 
Tamper-Proof Camera

• UC monitors all indicators, but only presence 
affected performance pay

• Camera evidence of presence:
• Teachers take selfies at start and end of day
• (Excused) absences verified by UC every month

• Quantifying (cuts in) presence:
• partial presence = 1.5% cut
• excused absence = 2% cut
• unexcused absence = 5% cut

• Remote area allowance (RAO) payment:
• Total presence ≥ 85%: total percentage
• Total presence < 85%: 0 (adherence)

• Non-RAO teachers not financially affected



SAM+Score
Average Score on 
All Indicators

• UC monitors all indicators
• Must include presence
• Presence monitoring based on UC spot-checks

• PP based on compound indicator
• Report score out of 100

• Percentage TSA paid = score obtained
• Score 79 = 79% of TSA

• Non-TSA teachers not financially affected



Results

endline (one-year impact, 2018): all treatments
follow-up (a year after facilitators left, 2019): SAM & SAM+Cam only



Empirical Strategy
Assignment and Estimation
• Stratified-random assignment into groups
• Estimate:

• Individual i, school j, time t, strata k
• Strata FE, cluster at the school level
• For student learning outcomes (Indonesian + math), controls for:

• Sex, age, parental education
• Baseline outcome + mean school-level learning outcomes

• For individual teacher behavior, controls for:
• Age, gender, marital status
• Baseline outcome variables

• For parental behavior, controls for:
• Children’s sex, age, parental education
• Baseline outcome variables

• Controls for private/public status 



Student Learning Outcomes
Mean of Grade-Adjusted Standardized Math and Indonesian Scores

SAM+Cam yielded the 
strongest and persistent
impact on learning

[fig by subject] [table]

Impact heterogeneity:
• Stronger in lower grades
• Gender neutral
• Don’t depend on years with 

TSA teachers
• Stronger for better students…
• …but more persistent in 

weaker schools

[table]



Student Learning, Teacher Behavior, 
and Parent Engagement

SAM+Cam produced most consistent, persistent improvements

• Learning improvements across all treatments…
• One-year effect on Indonesian and mathematics scores

• Indonesian: 0.08 – 0.15 s.d↑
• Mathematics: 0.07 – 0.18 s.d↑
• Overall: 0.08-0.17 s.d. ↑

• Strongest and persistent in SAM+Cam

• Weak, not persistent improvements in teacher behaviors
• Weakly improved attendance, work behavior in SAM+Cam

• …concentrated among TSA teachers
• But negative effects on non-TSA teachers (especially in SAM+Score)

• Year 2: No effect (table)

• Increased parental investments in education (all↑, but SAM+Cam ↑) 
(table)

• Improved school principal’s evaluation practices (all↑) (table)



Sustainability and Scalability
Self-Reported Satisfactions

• Sustainability and scale-up potential affected by support
• Performance pay can lead to teacher dissatisfaction

• Parents reported improved assessments of school, teachers
• Comparable increase in satisfactions across treatments [table]

• Teachers reported: 
• feeling more appreciated in all treatments [table]

• overall more satisfied of their job and salary [table]

• Non-TSA teachers more satisfied (on job satisfaction non-persistent)
• TSA teachers more satisfied on salary (persistent only for SAM+Cam)

No evidence of widespread teacher dissatisfaction 



• SAM: modest, not persistent learning effect
• Engaged parents, improved evaluation practices

• Learning: SAM+Cam > SAM+Score
• Engaged parents, improved teacher efforts
• No negative spillovers on non-TSA

Summary Results....and a Puzzle

• Puzzle: Why isn’t SAM+Score performing better?
• Performance pay on subjective indicators ® room for negotiation?
• Qualitative study reported more conflict from SAM+Score
• Stronger teacher pressure (on UC members) to increase score in SAM+Score

PP: Narrow objective (presence) > Comprehensive subjective 



Thank you!



Appendix
Slides



Payment rule in SAM+Cam generally followed
In 90% of cases the payment is the +/- 2 p.p. band of the rule

back



Impact on (TSA) Teacher Behaviors
Negative for non-TSA teachers in SAM+Score

Weak Positive but Not Persistent for SAM+Cam

back



Impact on Parent Investments
Persistent Impacts on Parent Investments

Stronger Impacts for SAM+Cam

back



Impact on Principal’s Evaluation Practice
Positive and Persistent Improvements on 

Principal’s Evaluation Practices

back



Implementation Timeline
One-Year (all) and Two-Year Impacts (SAM & SAM+Cam)

SAM begins
October 2016

Facilitators left
Jan 2018

PP evaluation 
April 2017

Endline
Feb-Apr 2018

Follow-up
Feb-Apr 2019

(SAM & SAM+Cam)



Trend in Teacher Scorecard’s Mean Scores



Distribution of Mean Scores By Treatment



Distribution of Presence Scores in SAM+Cam



Balance Tables
Student Characteristics



Balance Tables
Teacher Characteristics



Balance Tables
Parent Characteristics



Selective Attrition and Entry
Students

…T3 continues ►



Selective Attrition and Entry
Teachers

…T3 continues ►



Impact on Student Learning Outcome
SAM+Cam: strong and persistent impacts on learning

student learning



Student Learning 
Outcomes by Subject

Indonesian

Mathematics

Impacts on mathematics 
are more persistent

[student learning]



Student Learning Outcomes: Mean Scores By Grade

Notes: The number is the student’s 
grade at baseline. “m” or “e” indicates 
whether data were collected in 2018 or 
2019 respectively.

Tested 
as

Grade 
3

Tested 
as

Grade 
3

Tested 
as

Grade 
4

Tested 
as

Grade 
4

Tested 
as

Grade 
5

Tested 
as

Grade 
5

Tested 
as

Grade 
6

Tested 
as

Grade 
6



Heterogenous Impact on Student Learning Outcome
Gender, Student Ability, School Quality



Impact on Parent Satisfactions, Aspirations
Improved Satisfactions and Aspirations

sustainability



Impact on Teacher 
Satisfactions

Teachers in 
Treatment 
Schools Feel 
More 
Appreciated

sustainability



Impact on Teacher 
Satisfactions

Non-TSA 
Teachers More 
Satisfied of 
Salary, Job [Y1]

TSA Teachers 
More Satisfied 
of Salary 
[SAM+Score-Y1, 
SAM+Cam], 
Not Job

sustainability



Norms and Credible Threats
Performance Pay More Effective in Punishing Societies

• Lab-in-the field at baseline: public good games with punishment
• Conducted in 180 out of 270 schools
• Estimate b = school-specific punishment gradient for below-mean contributors
• Group schools as above v. below-median b

Schools with a stronger 
punishing norm:

• drove impact on teacher 
attendance in SAM+Cam

• experienced greater 
improvement in learning in 
PP treatments


