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This article addresses the relationship between the concepts of Social Accountability and Educational Accountability.
The analysis of the similarities, differences and tensions between these two different concepts can strengthen citizen
participation for educational improvement by identifying the full range of actors and processes in decision making
that influence the success or failure of educational policy beyond of the teachers.

We encounter two distinctive features involving social accountability mechanisms in the field of education: (1) There
are many actors who participate in education, making it difficult to identify precisely who is responsible for key deci-
sions, and (2) In education policy one encounters the concept of educational accountability, which refers to a series
of mechanisms to hold schools and teachers accountable for educational outcomes by adopting standardized tests
on a widespread basis to motivate change and steady improvement. Are the approaches of social accountability
and educational accountability compatible? What are their differences and similarities? What are the effects of these
differences when it comes to formulating solutions to the crisis in education?

Through a comparative analysis, and looking at the Mexican case in depth, it becomes clear that we have to examine
more than the tip of the iceberg. The educational accountability perspective is insufficient and at times counter-
productive for educational improvement because it has a series of biases that are centered on the symptoms more
than the causes of the structural problems related to low education levels. These biases include (1) Reducing the
criteria for assessing the success of education policies to the outcomes of standardized tests, (2) Identifying teach-
ers as the main actors responsible for educational outcomes, without considering other associated factors, such as
student characteristics and socio-economic factors, (3) The concentration of negative consequences in the last chain
of interaction—teachers and schools—which disproportionately affects students and teachers, and (4) Difficulties in
mobilizing citizens around the demand for a better education. The school and the teachers are the main providers of
educational services, but their performance is not the only cause of educational outcomes.

This is why we need to construct an expanded vision of social accountability in education, based on a human rights
perspective all of the actors assume our responsibility inside and outside the schools, to facilitate: (1) The generation
of broad and fair criteria of success for evaluating education policy, using various evaluation methodologies and the
results to generate formative feedback; (2) To better identify those responsible and their responsibilities, focusing on
those factors that improve equity and quality, increase students’ motivation to learn, reduce the burden of the socio-
economic inequalities, and help produce more supportive schools and teachers, and (3) The involvement of citizens
to achieve better learning, build relationships based on mutual trust, and complement access to local information
with policy monitoring throughout the chain of decision-making.

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019
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l. Introduction

ccording to the Institute of Statistics of the

United Nations Educational, Scientific and

Cultural Organization (UNESCO), 6 of every 10
children and adolescents in the world, i.e. nearly 617
million persons, are unable to read a simple sentence
or perform a basic mathematical calculation (UNESCO
2018c). Of these, nearly one-third are not in school (ap-
proximately 263 million persons), but two-thirds are not
learning the minimum needed to advance their edu-
cation even though they are going to school (UNESCO
2018b). Hence there is ever more talk of a global learning
crisis that costs governments millions of dollars a year
and of the need to focus efforts so that education is a
response, and not merely a good wish, for the collec-
tive and individual development of every human being
(UNESCO 2016; World Bank 2018).

The international lending agencies, multilateral organi-
zations, and other global actors, seeking to tackle this
learning crisis, have been adapting and incorporating
into their discourse the need to implement, among oth-
er measures, policies for participation and accountabil-
ity to understand the magnitude of the problem, as well
as to seek and develop joint solutions. As has occurred
with other social policies, such as health and poverty
reduction, international agencies propose strengthen-
ing “social accountability,” that is, citizen participation
in overseeing and monitoring the delivery of public ser-
vices as an effective way to improve the governance of
those policies, while also improving access and quality.’

Recent examples of this interest in incorporating par-
ticipation and accountability to tackle the education
crisis are the “Global Education Monitoring Report
2017/2018," produced by UNESCO (2017), and the
“World Bank Development Report 2018,” dedicated to
making the promise of education a reality (World Bank
2018). Similarly, international coalitions and organiza-
tions have been drawn to such an approach, including
the Global Partnership for Social Accountability, the
Global Partnership for Education, international devel-
opment agencies from the United Kingdom and the
United States, specialized agencies of UNESCO, such

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019
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as the International Institute for Educational Planning
(IIEP), and donor organizations, such as the Hewlett
Foundation, that have contributed to improving the
quality of educational services through citizen partici-
pation and accountability.?

This global interest has seen local responses. We, the
authors of this document, coordinate a project called
“Independent Measurement of Learning” (in Spanish,
“Medicién Independiente de Aprendizajes” (MIA)),
whose mission is to improve education and basic learn-
ing in children and adolescents in Mexico through in-
novation, collaborative work, and citizen participation.
Since 2014 we have been performing citizen-led as-
sessments (CLA), for which we have trained more than
2,500 volunteers who assess children and adolescents’
literacy and math skills. We have also implemented
several extra-school educational interventions to im-
prove skills (Hevia and Vergara-Lope 2016; Vergara-
Lope and Hevia 2016). Along with teams from 14 coun-
tries of the global South, including India, Pakistan,
Nepal, Bangladesh, Senegal, Mali, Nigeria, Cameroon,
Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Mozambique, Mexico, and
Nicaragua, we came together in the People’s Action
for Learning Network (PAL Network), interested in
bringing children’s learning to the center of education
policies and practices through citizen participation in
assessing and improving the learning of all children,
evaluating millions of children in their homes with the
participation of hundreds of thousands of volunteers
(PAL 2018).

Designing and implementing actions for participation
and accountability in the field of education is complex
for several reasons. Some are common to other fields of
social policy, such as the need to have a network of part-
ners that makes it possible to undertake oversight and
monitoring actions, and state agencies with minimum
capacities to act so as to be able to engage with society,
address claims, and implement collective decisions.? Yet
there are at least two factors specific to the field of edu-
cation that must be considered in order to implement
actions for participation and accountability.
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The first has to do with the multiplicity of actors and pro-
cesses that come into play in teaching and learning pro-
cesses. Let us imagine an 11-year-old girl who is going
to the public school in her rural community, which has
only one teacher for the primary school. She can read
individual words, but not a complete sentence. Who is
responsible for this state of affairs? Is it the teacher? The
parents? The child? The municipal authorities? The edu-
cation ministry? All the above? As the Global Education
Monitoring Report concludes, assigning persons re-
sponsible and responsibilities in education is neither
easy nor simple (UNESCO 2017).

The second complexity particular to the field of edu-
cation is the existence of the concept of “educational
accountability” which has been used in education
research for decades and attempts to hold schools
accountable for educational outcomes and motivate
improvement using standardized testing. Several

Volunteer applying reading tests in Bihar, India, 2013. Photo: PAL photo bank

educational reforms in countries of the global South
have involved implementing standardized evalua-
tions of educational attainment and publishing test
results.* These reforms have incited strong critiques
and resistance by actors who see educational ac-
countability as having negative effects on education
systems.®

Accordingly, we posit, as a research problem, that there
is lack of knowledge about the relationship between the
concepts of social accountability and educational ac-
countability. We ask: What are their differences and simi-
larities? Are the approaches of social accountability and
educational accountability compatible? What are the
effects of these differences when it comes to designing
solutions to the education crisis? Hence, the objective
of this paper is to analyze and discuss the relationship
between the concepts of social accountability and edu-
cational accountability.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences
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To begin to answer these questions, we constructed ty-
pologies (Lopez Rolddn 1996) in order to characterize
the concepts of social accountability and educational
accountability, drawing on bibliographical references.
Second, focusing on the Mexican case but drawing
on international examples from the global South, we
use the comparative method (Collier 1993), seeking to
compare these types in the four basic dimensions of ac-
countability processes: (1) defining criteria for success
of education policy and the construction of monitoring
indicators; (2) identifying persons responsible and re-
sponsibilities; (3) generating consequences for the ac-
tors/persons responsible; and (4) level of participation
of the different actors involved.

The main result of the comparison shows that educa-
tional accountability has a series of biases that focus
more on the symptoms than on the causes of the struc-
tural problems related to low educational levels. These
biases include: 1) Reducing the criteria for assessing
the success of education policies to the outcomes of

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019

standardized tests, 2) ldentifying teachers as the main
actors responsible for educational outcomes, without
considering other associated factors, such as student
characteristics and socio-economic factors, 3) The con-
centration of negative consequences in the last chain
of interaction— teachers and schools—which dis-
proportionately affects students and teachers, and 4)
Difficulties in mobilizing citizens around the demand
for a better education.

The paper is organized in four sections. The first presents
the policy context of major debates in education to situ-
ate the discussions of social accountability and educa-
tional accountability. The second analyzes the concepts
in question. The third section explains the similarities
and differences of the four dimensions analyzed. And
the fourth presents a proposal for social accountability in
education in order to overcome the biases identified, as
well as a series of challenges for public servants, nongov-
ernmental organizations, and academics interested in
promoting accountability and educational improvement.



II. The Context

ctions to strengthen accountability in education

have not emerged in a vacuum. There are at least

four major tensions in the field of education that
make it possible to explain some divergences between
the concepts that we wish to point out.

The first major tension has to do with the expansion of
neoliberal proposals for education (Ball 2013; Grugel
and Riggirozzi 2018) and the dispute over whether edu-
cation should be considered a right or a service/product
(Ldzaro 2013). One fundamental area of contention has
to do with the meanings and uses of the accountability
mechanisms that are developed. As we will see in great-
er detail in the following sections, these clashing pro-
posals promote different conceptions of accountability
in education, giving rise to a sort of “perverse conflu-
ence,” using Dagnino’s classic definition (2006).

In effect, during the 20" century a major social con-
sensus emerged that sought to strengthen the idea of
education as a social right, both within the nation-states
and in international organizations (Rioux and Pinto
2010). Accordingly, in the early 20™ century, ministries
of education were established in several countries, in-
cluding Mexico (Solana, Cardiel, and Bolafios 1981); the
right to education as a constitutional guarantee was rec-
ognized; and the United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) was founded (in
1946). Based on this human rights agenda, and uphold-
ing the right to education and its role in enabling other
rights, an architecture for the promotion and defense of
the right to education has been constructed using sev-
eral mechanisms, including the special reports of the
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights
on the right to education (OHCHR 2019), as well as the
participation of governmental and nongovernmental
organizations in the international discussions on the
2030 agenda and the sustainable development goals
(UNESCO 2016).

Nonetheless, at the turn of the century, with the
strengthening of the neoliberal model, education
became one more area in which markets could be
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developed (Harvey 2013). Education became a service
that could be provided by both state agents and com-
mercial agents. This debate frames the discussion on
the effectiveness of charter schools and the effects of
the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in the United States,
or social demands to “stop the profit” (“alto al lucro”) in
Chile that sparked massive demonstrations in recent
years. Accordingly, to speak of the responsibility of
state actors to provide educational services is to enter
disputed terrain with the emergenc of neoliberal mea-
sures in education (Clarke 2012), including aggressive
policies to privatize education in developed countries
(Hursh 2015) and in the global South (Ball 2012), not to
mention the constant political pressure for competition
among economies (Cohen, Spillane, and Peurach 2018).
As we review in depth in section 4 of this paper, the um-
brella of social responsibility in relation to educational
outcomes is often used as an argument to promote
greater competition within the education system, and
for private operators to have greater participation in the
provision of educational services, understood from the
perspective of markets (Ball 2013). Similarly, neoliberal
policies are accompanied by a structure of economic in-
terests linked to developing and providing advisory ser-
vices on evaluation systems, on different scales, which
become important interest groups for whom producing
evaluations and holding the teachers and the schools
accountable for the outcomes is an important part of
their strategy for expanding (Mullen 2017).” So there
is a corporate sector with growing interest and power
to guide privatizing educational reforms, whose argu-
ments regularly feature the outcomes of standardized
tests and the need for pro-market educational reforms
(Fontdevila, Verger, and Avelar 2019; Verger, Altinyelken,
and Novelli 2018).

The second tension is the pressure to which the school
itself is subjected as an institution. Increasingly doubt
is cast on the relevance of the school and its practices
for acquiring the learning one needs nowadays; and
questions are raised concerning the school’s difficulties
adapting to technological changes, and the incompe-
tence of the school system administrators (Fullan 2007;

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences
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Noro 2010). The school appears to be an institution in
crisis that requires urgent changes if it is to avoid be-
coming irrelevant. Yet at the same time education,
and with it the school as its institution par excellence,
takes on ever more importance in what has come to be
called the knowledge society (Castells 2004), and hence
its prominent role in determining countries’ economic
growth (Hanushek and W6Bmann 2007). So, there are
demands of business sectors to have an education

system (and therefore schools) that increase countries’

competitiveness (Molina, Amate, and Guarnido 2011).
And these demands pose more questions than answers
as to the type of school needed today.

The third trend, which we analyze in the next section
in detail, is the growing use of evaluation and mea-
surement as a step considered essential for improving
education amidst growing critiques of their usefulness
and effects on education. In effect, the use of large-scale
tests such as the Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA) and the Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) has grown
exponentially in the countries, but criticisms of these
measurements are ever more common, going both to
their methodology (Kreiner and Christensen 2014) and

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019

to the general use of these instruments to “improve
education,” including the so-called PISA effect on the
governance of educational systems (Grek 2009).2 It is in
this context that the limitations of educational account-
ability and its promises of improving education in the
global South become apparent. And it is these results
that are being used more commonly by various corpo-
rate actors and international agencies in the debate on
privatizing education and the need for new governance
(Grimaldi 2012).

Finally, the fourth trend has to do with the growing im-
portance of social accountability, transparency, access
to information, and citizen participation, with emphasis
on national governments and extending beyond the
field of education (McGee and Gaventa 2010). Some
examples are the open government initiatives that in-
corporate educational themes (Gondol and Allen 2015),
as well as initiatives of international organizations, such
as the Transparency and Accountability Initiative (2014),
in addition to experiences associated with fighting cor-
ruption, such as Transparency International and Global
Integrity, where general accountability policies merge
with education policies (Transparency International
2005).



l1l. The Concepts in Question

aving seen the main contextual tensions, this
section briefly reviews the concepts of social ac-
countability and educational accountability.

Social Accountability

There are various definitions of social accountability
that emphasize that it is a political concept.’ It has been
defined as the “extent and capability of citizens to hold
the state accountable and make it responsive to their
needs” (Grandvoinnet, Aslam, and Raha 2015:1; World
Bank 2012:30-31); as “the wide range of citizen and civil
society organization (CSO) actions to hold the state to
account, as well as actions on the part of government,
media, and other societal actors that promote or facili-
tate these efforts” (Malena and McNeil 2010:1); and as
the capacity of citizens to demand an accounting from
their governments by means that go beyond elections
and bureaucratic procedures (Joshi 2008; Peruzzotti
and Smulovitz 2006). Social accountability is related
to concepts such as “community accountability,” which
defines the “ability of communities (here, primarily local
communities) to hold governments, funders, bureaucra-
cies and service providers accountable to them for the
provision of services and opportunities that meet basic
rights” (Westhorp et al. 2014:1-2), or as “diagonal ac-
countability,” which “represents the extent to which citi-
zens are able to hold a government accountable outside
of format political participation” (Lihrmann, Marquardt,
and Mechkova, 2017:15). Jonathan Fox offers a good
synthesis:

In practice, the concept includes a wide range of
institutional innovations that both encourage
and project voice. Insofar as social accountability
builds citizen power vis-a-vis the state, it is a politi-
cal process-yet it is distinct from political account-
ability of elected officials, where citizen voice is
usually delegated to representatives in between
elections. This distinction makes social account-
ability an especially relevant approach for societ-
ies in which representative government is weak,
unresponsive, or non-existent. (Fox 2015:346)
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Social accountability has been strengthened by a series
of academic discussions tied to the democratic deficit,
incorporating cross-cutting or hybrid ways of under-
standing the vertical and horizontal relationships of
accountability, incorporating citizen voices, and the dis-
cussion on the quality of governments, anti-corruption
strategies, and forming new social movements in au-
thoritarian contexts, among other issues.'® International
agencies such as the United Nations Development
Program (UNDP, 2013) and especially the World Bank
have promoted the implementation of various social ac-
countability mechanisms in social protection policies."

Much of the literature agrees that social accountability
mechanisms have become interesting arenas of experi-
mentation and citizen innovation for improving the qual-
ity of public services.”? Nonetheless, expectations regard-
ing the capacity of social accountability to improve the
quality of public services, especially in governments with
low capacities, tend to be too high. For example, Malena
and McNeil (2010:12-22) state that social accountabil-
ity mechanisms can improve governance, development,
and citizen empowerment. Similarly, it is said that it helps
reduce corruption, improve the accountability of public
officials, improve the design of public policies, increase
trustin and the legitimacy of the government, and gener-
ate social cohesion, among other benefits (Grandvoinnet,
Aslam, and Raha 2015:9). In addition, social accountabil-
ity contributes to improve the delivery of services, the
use of the budget, government accountability, capacity-
building and building citizen spaces, and local empower-
ment (McGee and Gaventa 2011:16-18).

Evidence on outcomes leads to adjustments in these
expectations. The limits have been documented by ex-
amining outcomes of several social accountability ini-
tiatives in the global South. The conclusion: access to
information is not enough." There is a need for various
types of mechanisms interacting among themselves;
the outcomes cannot be isolated from major social and
economic demands of society; and the political, social,
and cultural context takes on fundamental importance
for analyzing success or failure in practice.™

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences
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According to the literature, limited outcomes with re-
spect to expectations can be interpreted in various ways.
For some this points to mistaken presumptions: It is as-
sumed that there is an automatic relationship between
more voice and greater accountability; that citizen voice
represents the “people,” considered homogeneous; that
more efficient institutions will be more transparent and
accountable; that democracy improves development
and reduces poverty; that changes in society-state re-
lationships are quick, and that the outcomes expected
by donors are visible and quick (Rocha Menocal and
Sharma 2008:xi). Others suggest that there is a certain
lack of knowledge about decision-making processes
(Ayliffe, Aslam, and Schjgdt 2017) and how the differ-
ent levels of decision-making interact (Fox, Aceron, and
Guillan 2017:4). Authors have also analyzed the difficulty
scaling up and replicating “successful” mechanisms and
how these can emerge beyond micro-local levels (Fox,
Aceron, and Guillan 2017; Rocha Menocal and Sharma
2008). Others have noted a theory of deficient causality
between social accountability and fighting corruption
(Baez-Camargo and Stahl 2016; Joshi 2013). Joshi and
Houtzager (2012:154-59) also warn of the risk of depo-
liticization, i.e. focusing on the mechanisms and not on
the political processes and how the poor make claims,
and not giving adequate consideration to the political
and historical context of society-state relations.

Accordingly, it is important to distinguish between
“tactical” social accountability and “strategic” social
accountability, and to build alliances and vertical link-
ages to ramp up the democratizing effect of social
accountability.

Tactical approaches are bounded interventions
(also known as tools) and they are limited to “so-
ciety-side” efforts to project voice. Their theory of
change assumes that access to information alone
will motivate localized collective action, which
will in turn generate sufficient power to influence
public sector performance. Strategic approaches,
in contrast, deploy multiple tactics, encourage
enabling environments for collective action for
accountability, and coordinate citizen voice ini-
tiatives with reforms that bolster public sector re-
sponsiveness. Reinterpreting evaluation evidence
through this new lens, it turns out that the results
of tactical approaches are indeed mixed, whereas
the evidence of impacts of strategic approaches is
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much more promising. This interpretation points
to the relevance of institutional change strategies
that promote both “voice” and “teeth” (defined
here as the state’s institutional capacity to respond
to citizen voice). (Fox 2015:346-47)

Accordingly, citizen actions to project voice, oversee and
monitor the performance of governments, and demand
information and answers, when strategically articulated,
have a greater likelihood of impacting decision-making
so as to improve access to and the quality of services
and public policies.

From this perspective, various experiences have been
analyzed systematically in the field of education.
Westhorp et al. summarize part of the literature in four
dimensions: (1) specific social accountability actions on
educational issues, such as keeping scorecards, moni-
toring textbooks, and tracking teacher attendance; (2)
de-centralization; (3) school-based management (SBM);
and (4) community schools (Westhorp et al. 2014).
Examples of the first include monitoring the policy for
distributing textbooks in the Philippines (Fox, Aceron,
and Guilldn 2016), experiences with report cards (Joy
and Moses 2016), and various participatory mechanisms
to improve learning, whether with a report card or with
co-produced community interventions (A. Banerjee
etal.2010).

Similarly, the field of education has been analyzed us-
ing decentralization models and following the World
Bank’s “short route/long route” framework (World Bank
2003). This framework distinguishes three types of ac-
tors: citizens/clients; the state, including policymakers;
and service providers. The “long route” involves giving
citizens voice to influence the policymakers, who in turn
exercise control over the providers, whereas the “short
route” implies empowering the clients to more directly
control the service providers.'> Nonetheless, as we will
see in the next section, in education the concept of “ac-
countability”is not new, and has different connotations.

Educational Accountability

In the literature on education the idea of educational
accountability has a long tradition. In England the
concept of formal school accountability was intro-
duced in the 1988 education reform as a mix of market
mechanisms, publication of schools’ outcomes (based



on standardized multiple-choice achievement tests)
to help families select schools (Burgess, Wilson, and
Worth 2010). In simple terms, educational accountabil-
ity seeks to determine who is accountable, to whom,
and for what (Darling-Hammond and Ascher 1991).
Therefore, it can be defined as “an accounting to the
persons interested or involved for the outcomes of the
educational process, which in turn is expected to have,
as a consequence, an increase in the levels at which
each actor in that process is to be held accountable”
(Corvalan 2006:11),’® and has also been understood
to mean “holding the schools (and their principals and
staff) accountable for the outcomes attained.... The
schools must take responsibility for the outcomes they
produce” (McMeekin 2006:20).

The literature on this subject is vast and encompasses
a wide variety of forms and types of accountability,
such as performance-based accountability (Ball 2003;
Falabella and de la Vega 2016), test-based accountabil-
ity (Hout and Elliott 2011; Jacob 2007), and “intelligent”
accountability (O’Neill 2013). Falabella y De la Vega
(2016) identify diverse approaches related to the gener-
al idea of educational accountability. They identify state
or bureaucratic accountability as one finds in France and
Portugal; performance-based accountability, which ex-
panded in the 1980s in countries such as New Zealand,
England, Chile, and the United States; and a third ap-
proach based on professional accountability related to
teacher-training and working conditions, in countries
including Canada, Scotland, and Belgium.

The discussion of educational accountability as per-
formance-based accountability is deeply rooted in the
English-language literature, in particular in the edu-
cation reforms in the United States, in the discussions
both on the creation of educational quasi-markets to in-
crease the competitiveness of schools (charter schools,

vouchers, etc.) and on implementing the No Child Left
Behind Act."”

In these contexts educational accountability systems are
defined as processes that include three elements: student
testing, public information about school performance,
and rewards or sanctions on the basis of some measure of
improvement or school performance (Kane and Staiger
2002:92)'8; or, as Hanushek and Raymond propose:“an ac-
countability system was defined as publishing outcome
information on standardized tests for each school along
with providing a way to aggregate and interpret the
school performance” (Hanushek and Raymond 2004:12).

Based on the U.S. way of implementing systems of ac-
countability in education, Fuhrman asserts that these
systems are based on five major principles: (1) the most
important is the student’s performance, which she de-
scribes as “the key value or goal of schooling, and con-
structing accountability around performance focuses
attention on it;” (2) performance is measured with preci-
sion and assuring the appropriateness of the evaluation
tools used; (3) the consequences can motivate school
staff and students; (4) the education systems should
have high expectations and aspire to higher levels of
performance; and (5) the undesired consequences of the
accountability systems are minimal (Fuhrman 2004:8-9).

In this system standardized tests become the central
mechanism for accountability systems to work, in terms
of both positive rewards, such as incentives for teachers
(Vegas 2005), and negative incentives, in the context of
efforts to improve schools’ educational levels (Fuhrman
and Elmore 2004).

Finally, the effectiveness of educational accountability
systems when it comes to improving educational achieve-
ment is disputed, as discussed in the following sections.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences
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aving set out the concepts in question, this section
presents a systematic comparison in four funda-
mental dimensions of accountability: How the crite-
ria for success or failure of the public policy are construed
and how monitoring indicators are constructed; persons

IV. Comparing the Concepts =

responsible and responsibilities; adopting consequences
for the persons responsible; and the level of participation of
the actors involved. Table 1 summarizes the differences and

Differences and similarities between educational accountability and

social accountability, by dimension

Generating
criteria for success
and monitoring
indicators

Identifying
responsibilities and
persons responsible

Implementation
system of
consequences

Level of citizen
participation

Source: By authors.

Educational
accountability

Equity and inclusion:

coverage, dropout
rate

Educational
achievement
outcomes:
standardized tests

Persons responsible
school community:
teachers, principals,
governments

Schools and
teachers: principal
providers of
educational services

Parents and society
consume the test
results to generate
pressure on the
schools, promoting
freedom of choice
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Social
accountability

Educational
achievement
outcomes

Equity and inclusion

Individual and col-
lective development

Non-cognitive skills

Responsible persons
in schools

Responsible persons
extra-school: socio-
economic level, indi-
vidual factors, parent
involvement, etc.

Full scale of chain of
command: political
and education au-
thorities (from above)

Associate evaluation
with educational
improvement
(shorten distance)

Voice and
monitoring in
vertical and
horizontal chain of
education policies

Main similarities

Importance of
generating outcome
indicators and

not only process
indicators

Importance of
clearly establishing
who is responsible
for what, including
government actors
and governments

Importance of
establishing system
of consequences for
poor outcomes

Importance

of citizens
participating
actively in the
resolution of their
problems

similarities between educational accountability and social
accountability in each of the dimensions discussed next.

Main differences

Educational
purposes associated
with individual

and collective
development

Non-cognitive
capabilities and
skills

Incorporating
structural and
extra-school factors
as being responsible
for the success/
failure of the policy

Educational
accountability only
looks at the last
link in the chain of
command

Building
relationships based
on trust

Generate strategic
actions more than
tactical ones for this
articulation to make
sense



Defining Criteria for Success in
Education Policy and Constructing
Monitoring Indicators

In any policy to establish social accountability mecha-
nisms, the criteria for success/failure of the policy need
to be identified, and monitoring indicators need to be
constructed. In the field of education the traditional cri-
teria for the success of education policy were based on
three main pillars: coverage, equity, and quality (Hevia
2014; UNESCO 2000). In the course of the 20" century
the focus increasingly shifted to allowing children and
adolescents to access school. The second Millennium
Development Goal, for example, ensuring that all chil-
dren worldwide could complete their primary school-
ing, has been achieved 91% in terms of world coverage,
yet major problems persist in several regions, including
Sub-Saharan Africa and Central America (UNDP 2018a).

Along with coverage, the equity of educational systems
has been a fundamental criterion for analyzing the suc-
cess or failure of education policies. The effects of these
systems when it comes to maintaining inequalities
(Bourdieu 1997; Bourdieu and Passeron 2001) and the
importance of socioeconomic context in educational
trajectories (Blanco 2013; Coleman et al. 1966) lead citi-
zens to demand answers of the governments concern-
ing their policies for fostering or limiting inequalities.

The third pillar has to do with educational quality, a
concept over which there is an ongoing theoretical
dispute.” UNESCO’s Regional Office for Latin America
and the Caribbean (OREALC/UNESCO 2007b) spells out
five attributes essential to quality education: (1) equity
refers to offering resources necessary for all students
to attain their maximum level of development; (2) rel-
evance when education promotes meaningful learning,
in keeping with social requirements and personal devel-
opment, but also associated with whether the purposes
of education represent the aspirations of society as a
whole or only of certain powerful groups; (3) pertinence
has to do with the need for education to include the
contents that persons need to develop in every sense;
(4) effectiveness is learning what, it is supposed, one
should learn, or the extent to which the stated objec-
tives are attained; (5) efficiency is associated with the
use of resources earmarked to education, financing, and
the models of institutional and resources management
(OREALC/UNESCO 2007b).

Accordingly, social accountability models need moni-
toring indicators on the coverage, equity, and quality of
education, incorporating in this last category its various
dimensions. In Latin America and the Caribbean various
governmental and inter-governmental agencies, such as
the Latin American Laboratory for Assessment of Quality
in Education (LLECE-UNESCO) (Solano-Flores and Bonk
2008), the Mexican Institute for Education Evaluation
(Instituto Mexicano para la Evaluacién de la Educacion
(INEE)) (INEE 2018a), and the Brazilian National Institute
of Educational Studies and Research (Instituto Nacional
de Estudos e Pesquisas Educacionais Anisio Teixeira (INEP))
(INEP 2018) produce data with respect to these dimen-
sions. Nonetheless, as we will see, the models of edu-
cational accountability that have been implemented in
the last decade are characterized by limiting the criteria
for the success or failure of the education systems to the
outcomes of standardized multiple-choice tests, given
in schools to the children who go to school that day;
those tests are considered the leading indicator of the
success or failure of education.

In effect, in the early 21 century there was a clear turn
to “quality” as the leading measure of the success of ed-
ucation systems: it was not enough to send the kids to
schools, we had to be sure they were learning.® Hence
systems for evaluating educational achievement began
to take on fundamental importance, particularly large-
scale testing, to measure the success of the education
systems (laies 2003; Lietz and Tobin 2016; Lockheed and
Wagemaker 2013; Martinez-Rizo and Silva-Guerrero
2016).

Such evaluations offer a series of attractive advantages
for transforming a complex concept such as “education-
al quality”into a number that is relatively easy to under-
stand and use to make comparisons over time or with
other units, to research the factors associated with these
sources, to establish a series of measurable targets, and
to evaluate the outcomes—more than the processes or
inputs—of education policies.

These tests consist of constructing a valid and reliable
scale to determine the extent to which certain children
and youths achieve mastery of a set of key lessons at
different moments of their time in school. Accordingly,
the first step is key and consists of defining the learn-
ing that is to be measured. The national evaluation sys-
tems, and many international ones, use the curricular

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences



standards for identifying expected learning. Examples
of this are the regional assessments that UNESCO or-
ganizes in Latin America (UNESCO et al. 2015), and the
National Plan for Evaluating Learning (Plan Nacional de
Evaluacion de los Aprendizajes (PLANEA)) under the re-
sponsibility of the INEE in Mexico (INEE 2018b). Other
evaluations, like PISA, constructs its own standards for
expected learning, and they do not use curriculum-
based standards (OECD 2006). Citizen-led assessments,
such as ASER in India and Pakistan, UWEZO in Kenya,
Uganda, and Tanzania, and MIA in Mexico are focused
on basic learning more than on learning expected by
age, and apply one and the same instrument to children
ages 5 to 16 years (Banerji, Bhattacharjea, and Wadhwa
2013; Hevia and Vergara-Lope 2016; Mugo et al. 2015).

Once the standards are defined, various adaptations
are made of the items (which in the case of compara-
tive tests include complex processes of translation and
adaptation) to adjust the validity and reliability of the
instrument to the standards defined, making it possible
to classify children and youths by their level of achieve-
ment using agreed-upon international standards. In
general, these items are expressed in closed answers
to multiple-choice questions (Tristan and Vidal 2006).
Finally, these tests can be applied to an entire popula-
tion—as in the case of census tests—or to representa-
tive samples, depending on the general interest behind
the evaluation. The outcomes are expressed in a num-
ber that makes it possible to situate the test-takers on
the respective scale with respect to mastery of the pre-
defined standard. And this number—which is aggregat-
ed in averages by given units, be they schools, systems,
states of the union, or countries—is the “magic number”
that makes it possible to grade the success or failure of
education systems.

According to their advocates, the benefits of education-
al accountability systems based on publishing results of
standardized tests include the following: (1) the infor-
mation can be used to improve education (Custer et al.
2018; Fullan 2010; Hopkins 2008); (2) it can inform reme-
dial actions in the schools (Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos
2011; Maier 2010); (3) it facilitates increased control over
and monitoring of these actions at the school level to
get better outcomes (Loeb and Figlio 2011); (4) it helps
improve the decision-making process—now evidence-
based—such as reducing the student-teacher ratio;
(5) it has contributed to an increase in the number of
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teachers who pursue graduate studies; and (6) it is
used for raising teacher salaries (Boyd et al. 2008; De
la Vega 2016; Dee and Jacob 2011; Kress, Zechmann,
and Schmitten 2011). Elmore (2010:60) provides a good
summary of the promise implicit in incorporating edu-
cational accountability systems:

Education policies speak of “holding the schools
accountable for their results” The idea is that by
applying a combination of performance standards
and classification, supervision, and sanctions re-
gimes, the schools and the persons who work in
them will end up understanding what is expected
by them by policymakers (and probably society
as a whole), and over time will change their indi-
vidual and collective behavior to meet those ex-
pectations. Seen in this light, the policies produce
performance.

The discussion on the uses of these evaluations in Latin
America has placed emphasis on the pressures they
place on the education authorities and various effects
they have in the press, public opinion, and the schools,
and also due to the “distance between the information
generated and its use by the education authorities,
principals and teachers, and parents” (Martinic 2008:21-
24).”" Yet there is a general consensus with respect to
the usefulness of these evaluations for education sys-
tems. Martinic (2008:15-18) summarizes this consensus
as follows:

The production of information and knowledge
through evaluation is the surest way to improve
the quality and equity of education in Latin
America ... for reforms in this area to succeed a
new culture of evaluation is needed, centered on
learning, and accompanying the whole change
process at the different levels and areas of the sys-
tem.... Evaluation becomes a technical and politi-
cal device not only for the state but also for soci-
ety, and constitutes a tool that contributes to the
control the actors can exercise over the authorities
and policies. Monitoring and evaluation, on sup-
porting an environment for deliberation and po-
litical debate, are instruments for learning and, at
the same time, for the empowerment of the per-
sons concerned. At the same time, they contribute
to the development of social capital by supporting
credibility and public trust.



The most studied example of how standardized eval-
uation is gaining ever more power in the education
debate is PISA, because of both its broad coverage
and its growing importance. This test, which year af-
ter year includes more countries that want to evaluate
themselves, posts national scores—and in some cases
sub-regional scores when this can be paid for—in the
areas of communication, math, and science. It posts an
average score per country and a comparison among
countries based on that score, as well as a series of
analyses of factors associated with those outcomes,
and a series of recommendations that are discussed
by the high-level political and education authorities
(OECD 2010, 2012, 2015). The results are presented to
the public. When the general results of PISA 2015 were

P

presented to the 10 countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean that participated, 133 press articles and re-
lated documents were published. Of these, 97 were
opinion articles in the press; 14 were by civil society
groups, and 22 were by governments (Meier 2017).

Nonetheless, an analysis of the use of PISAin European
countries showed that the information generated by
this test was used by political actors to confirm and le-
gitimate pre-existing opinions, regardless of whether
they contradicted the outcomes of the survey (Pons
2011:540). Political authorities, including legislators
and education authorities, used the results above all
to position themselves vis-a-vis specific education re-
forms. According to Pons (2011:544), this was possible
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because “the official publication of PISA results by the
OECD and by the authorities which are in charge of
its national implementation does not lead to many
complementary or further analyses by researchers,
experts and evaluators.”

The number generated by these large-scale assessments
of educational achievement, in Mexico and in several
countries of the region, became a“hard” indicator to de-
termine whether education was or was not improving.
For the Mexican case, according to Mufoz, since 2003
there has been a trend in Mexico to publishing the PISA
results “broadly and responsibly,” in contrast with the
TIMSS (Trends in International Mathematics and Science
Study) results in the 1990s (Munoz Izquierdo 2005:85),
which were not released to the public. Creating national
systems for educational evaluation and for publishing
these results is useful for “guiding the policy” (Mufoz
Izquierdo 2005:97), giving rise to targets for the country
to the point that several studies identify the “PISA effect”
as a key factor leading education policies to be built on
the foundation of these results.?

For example, in the 2007-2012 education sector
program in Mexico, the first indicator for objective
1—"Increase the quality of education so that stu-
dents improve their educational achievement, have
the means to attain greater wellbeing, and contrib-
ute to national development” —was the score on the
PISA exam on mathematics and reading comprehen-
sion, climbing from 392 points (2003 result) to a tar-
get of 435 points (Ministry of Public Education (SEP)
2007:15). In the following administration the per-
centage of students who obtain insufficient achieve-
ment on the Educational Quality and Achievement
Exams (Excale in Spanish), developed by the Mexican
Educative Evaluation Institution (INEE) to measure
educational achievement was used as an indicator,
dropping from 20.2% in Spanish for 3" grade of pri-
mary schoolin 2010 to 17.2% in 2018, and from 31.8%
to 27% for the same years in mathematics (SEP 2013b).
Years later, in the legislative discussion on educational
quality, the results of PISA and the national tests were
the indicators used for describing the weaknesses of
the Mexican education system (Cortés 2015).

In summary, educational accountability systems have

focused on developing large-scale educational tests
as the main inputs for setting criteria for the success of
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education policies (Cardenas 2017), hence the impor-
tance of evaluating learning—using large-scale tests—
to produce information (Anagnostopoulos, Rutledge,
and Jacobsen 2013; Lingard et al. 2015).

Effects of Educational Accountability on the
Educational Community

Research on the effect of educational accountability,
based on standardized tests as the sole factor of suc-
cess/failure, is not conclusive, at times supporting clash-
ing positions. Its advocates argue that educational ac-
countability systems succeed in focusing the discussion
on learning: thanks to the need to generate information
on learning major strides have been made to measure
and compare it, requiring a discussion of what each so-
ciety perceives as indispensable (World Bank 2018).

Several studies suggest, in more specific terms, that the
effect of these systems on learning is positive yet limited.
In the United Kingdom, for example, there was a reduc-
tion in school performance in Wales after they stopped
publishing high school performance tables (Burgess,
Wilson, and Worth 2010), in line with what was found in
the United States at the beginning of the NCLB (Dee and
Jacob 2011). Burns et al., analyzing several case studies
in Chile, Uganda, Pakistan, India, and Liberia, found that
weak systems of educational accountability, especially
systems with a low level of sanctions, are associated
with poor performance and at the same time, in certain
circumstances, providing the information to the “clients”
produces positive effects on learning outcomes (Burns,
Schlozman, and Verba 2001:63-64).

Nonetheless, there is a growing literature that criticizes
test results being treated as the principal or sole measure
(Apple 2003; Ball 2003; De la Vega 2016). There is even talk
of a“tyranny of the numbers”as limited criteria for success
of an education policy (Ball 2015) and its negative impacts
on education systems (Lingard 2011) in three dimensions:
on the educational processes themselves; on their limita-
tions when it comes to promoting fundamental elements
of social justice; and on the risk of cheating given the dis-
proportionate importance they have taken on.

With respect to the educational processes themselves,
various research studies that promote the implementa-
tion of standardized tests, and linking them with conse-
quences, find positive yet limited effects on educational



achievement. Hanushek and Raymond (2004:2), for ex-
ample, after analyzing the implementation of account-
ability systems in United States, conclude as follows:

We find that the introduction of accountability sys-
tems into a state tends to lead to larger achieve-
ment growth than would have occurred without
accountability. The analysis, however, indicates
that just reporting results has minimal impact on
student performance and that the force of ac-
countability comes from attaching consequences
to school performance.

O’Day (2004:24-25) reaches similar conclusions. She af-
firms that available evidence suggests that:

... teachers are working harder in response to the
accountability measures and are more focused on
externally set learning goals... There is also evi-
dence of an impact on achievement. In the first 4
years after instituting its school accountability pol-
icy, Chicago posted increasing scores in both read-
ing and mathematics, although reading scores be-
gan to level off in 2000.

In the case of the Latin American region, analyses of
the reforms implemented in Chile (promoting choice);
Colombia (concessions and administrative changes);
and Nicaragua (school autonomy and participation)
conclude:

There is limited evidence that those changes
translated into improvements in either instruction
or achievement and they do not appear to have
affected classroom practices, even if they do ap-
pear to have improved accountability (Gershberg,
Gonzalez, and Meade 2012a:1034).

Along the same lines, there is growing evidence of the
unintended consequences that the increased power of
large-scale tests has on teaching-learning processes.
This effect includes the risk of simplifying cognitive pro-
cesses so as to reward quick answers with higher scores;
doubts concerning the validity of the outcomes due to
pressure to improve results; reducing the syllabi of some
disciplines not considered key, such as the humanities
or the arts, given the narrowness of the contents usually
measured; making the school less attractive for students
and teachers; increasing the number of hours devoted to

preparing for exams with a high opportunity cost and lit-
tle sense of “ownership” over their own growth; increased
anxiety among students; negative effects of the tests on
learning motivation; the lack of correspondence among
the context of the test, the study plan, and instruction;
the excessive emphasis on discrete and routine skills
while neglecting complex thought processes and prob-
lem-solving; and the limited relevance of the multiple-
choice formats for learning whether in the classroom or
in the real world, among other problems identified.”

A second source of criticisms comes from a growing
group of researchers looking into social justice in educa-
tion (Ayers, Quinn, and Stovall 2009). According to this
current, the goal of social justice in education is “to enable
people to develop the critical analytical tools necessary to
understand oppression and their own socialization with-
in oppressive systems, and to develop a sense of agency
and capacity to interrupt and change oppressive patterns
and behaviors in themselves and in the institutions and
communities of which they are a part” (Bell 2007:2). In this
context, standardized evaluations have been identified as
counterproductive when it comes to guaranteeing social
justice (Lingard et al. 2015), for example with disability in
the United States (Danforth 2015), using the outcomes
only for summative and not formative purposes, in differ-
ent types of educational triage. FI6rez and Rosas analyze
the negative effects of standardized evaluations on three
dimensions of social justice: distribution, representation,
and participation. Similarly, Gil and Kim criticize the ab-
sence of the dimensions of equity and equality in the ever
more consolidated role of standardized evaluation as the
sole measure of whether the educational system is suc-
ceeding (Gil and Kim 2018).

Finally, the growing weight of standardized testing has
consequences in terms of corruption in education, sug-
gesting the relevance of Campbell’s hypothesis regard-
ing how over-reliance on measurement instruments
can corrupt test results (Backhoff and Contreras Roldan
2014; Darling-Hammond and Ascher 1991:19-20).

Responses from Social Accountability in Education
to Overcome These Biases

Processes of social accountability in education there-
fore require overcoming the biases of educational ac-
countability and constructing criteria of success beyond
the outcomes of large-scale standardized tests. The
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purposes of education in this century include forming
persons with autonomy, fostering the individual and so-
cial development of persons who know how to engage
in lifelong learning, accessing better sources of employ-
ment, supporting environmental sustainability, and
forming free and responsible citizens (UNESCO 2016).
Article 10 of the Constitution of Chile, for example,
states that “the purpose of education is the full devel-
opment of the person in the different stages of his or
her life” (Republic of Chile 2017). In Mexico, it is said that
“the education imparted by the State shall be aimed at
developing, harmoniously, all the faculties of the human
being and shall foster in him, at the same time, love for
the Homeland, respect for Human Rights, and interna-
tional awareness and solidarity, in independence and
justice” (Mexico, 2017). Therefore, one would expect that
the criteria for determining success or failure in educa-
tion would be associated with those purposes.

There is no doubt that reading and mathematical rea-
soning are fundamental for attaining the full develop-
ment of the person and her faculties, but nor is it ques-
tioned that these are not the only areas that should be
fostered to improve education. Despite that, the evalua-
tion agencies, along with several international standard-
ized tests, focus on just a few cognitive areas (language
and mathematics; in some cases they include sciences
or civics), and they grade the whole system based solely
on these results. The limitation is also methodological,
since in addition only one form of evaluation is used—
based on multiple-choice questions—that is applied
to those who go to school that day (Kane and Staiger
2002). Accordingly, fundamental criteria for assessing
whether the education system is performing its sub-
stantive function—the development of the persons and
the communities—are not evaluated and the results of
standardized tests on reading and math appear to be
overvalued, with standardized assessments becoming
more influential powerful despite their counterproduc-
tive consequences for learning.

Thus an immense array of actions opens up for civic,
community, and academic organizations to fill this in-
formation vacuum and propose new criteria of success
and monitoring indicators that can complement (more
than replace) the existing ones, while in the developed
countries there is debate over the need to include mea-
sures other than standardized tests, nationally and
sub-nationally.** Similarly, efforts have been made to

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019

evaluate other areas of basic learning, such as physical
education (Sundaresan, Dashoush, and Shangraw 2017);
the countries of the global South have seen successful
innovations in this regard. In recent decades mecha-
nisms have been strengthened that measure reading,
early and orally, in various countries of Africa, Asia, and
Latin America (Gove and Cvelich 2011; Prinsloo and
Harvey 2017). In the organizations, including our own,
that come together in the PAL Network, for example,
we have extensive experience evaluating basic learning,
more than the learning expected from the curriculum,
in all children and adolescents independent of whether
they go to school, in a variety of contexts, documenting
the global learning crisis (Wilson 2018). Similarly, we are
developing assessments of educational attainment that
make it possible to find out whether children and ado-
lescents have learned basic lessons to care for the water,
for environmental sustainability, citizenship, handling
one’s emotions, or caring for one’s own body.>® These
efforts have taken place in areas such as health (Sriring,
Erawan, and Sriwarom 2015), and education for peace
(Bush 2009; Duckworth, Allen, and Williams 2012), and
the so-called “soft skills,” key for getting a job (Cernigoi
2015).

The second meaning has to do with the need to gener-
ate feedback to all the parties involved, using education-
al assessment more for formative than for summative
purposes. As has been debated for decades in educa-
tional research, evaluation is a fundamental part of the
teaching-learning process, but it is trapped between two
functions, classification and formation (Baird et al. 2014;
Perrenoud 2008). The educational accountability model,
in particular in its version of accountability focused on
performance through tests, was focused on the classi-
fication function, such that the evaluation results grew
distant from action to improve learning. Accordingly, the
indicators that are used in the social accountability in
education model explicitly seek to shorten the distance
between the outcomes of educational assessment and
educational improvement, i.e. maintaining the formative
nature of education, geared to learning for the indicators
that have been adopted, including the assessments and
measurements of reading, mathematics, science, civics,
and any other field. In the United States, for example, the
discussion of the new education statute known as the
Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) provides insight into
much of the new academic debate on how to measure
the success of an education policy, criticizing the scant



value they contribute to the schools if they are not ac-
companied by an investment in human resources and
school leadership (ElImore 2010). Hence new instruments
are being developed for measurement seeking to keep
the tests learning-oriented and to bring extra-school
knowledge into these assessments (Bourke, O'Neill, and
Loveridge 2018).%

Along similar lines, citizen-led assessments have been de-
veloped as an alternative evaluation, with formative pur-
poses, geared to generating information about the state
of basic learning in several countries of the global South.
The change theory of these programs sought to generate
and share information to improve the quality of public
services (Results for Development Institute 2015). These
experiences were born in India though the ASER-Annual
Status of Education Report Centre (Pratham 2016), and in
a few years expanded to several countries, always seek-
ing to ensure that the results of the assessments were
linked to educational improvement. As one of its found-
ers states: “Some say that ASER leads to greater account-
ability; we say ASER leads to understanding, ownership
and responsibility for action” (Banerji 2013:88).

Identifying Persons Responsible and
Responsibilities

One fundamental characteristic of any system of ac-
countability is assigning persons responsible and clear
responsibilities (Fox 2007; Schedler 2004). In education,
as we indicated in the introduction, this process is not
easy: there are many actors and persons responsible in-
volved in the teaching-learning process. Even so, when
analyzing the educational accountability model another
bias can be identified: the responsibility for educational
success or failure is disproportionately focused on one
class of stakeholder, the teacher. The narrative is more
or less the following: For the educational accountability
model the success of education is translated into high
scores on standardized tests, and educational failure is
associated with low scores on these tests. And it is clear
who is responsible for the (low) scores: the teachers and
the schools (Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos 2011; Elmore
2010; Falabella and de la Vega 2016; Loeb and Figlio
2011; O'Day 2004). This is because the teachers are the
fundamental player in the teaching-learning process,
they are the ones in direct and continuous interaction

Volunteer teacher teaching reading in a school in Dakar, Senegal, 2017. Photo: PAL Network photobank
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with the students, they are the ones who are most famil-
iar with the students’ potentials and limitations; there-
fore, they have the lead responsibility for the children
learning.”” Hence the importance of designing teach-
ing policies to select the best teachers, train them ad-
equately, and construct a teaching career service path
that includes merit-based processes to enter, remain in,
and exit the education system.

As we will see, available evidence confirms that teachers
are an important factor in improving test scores, but it
shows just as clearly that they are not the only factor.
There is sufficient evidence that points to a series of
extra-school and school factors related to educational
attainment—measured in standardized tests—which
despite public policy recommendations are rarely taken
into account when it comes to designing public policies
to improve education, and assigning persons respon-
sible and clear responsibilities to various actors related
to these factors. Educational accountability systems
are focused on schools’ performance, and therefore on
teachers’ performance; that is why they are identified as
the persons responsible, and they are the ones whose
activity produces the principal consequences.

Factors Associated with Educational Achievement

The literature on associated factors is vast and gener-
ally constructed empirically, showing correlations be-
tween educational achievement—expressed in results
of standardized tests most of the time—and school and
extra-school factors. In the 1990s Hattie reviewed over
500,000 articles identifying associated factors (Hattie
2003), showing that analyzing the variables separately,
nearly 50% of the variance was explained by the stu-
dents’ characteristics, another 30% by the teachers,
and the rest by factors associated with home, parents,
schools, and principals. Analyzing what factors have the
greatest effect, or effect size, on academic improvement
(such as the feedback or quality of instruction), this
same author found that several were the responsibility
of the teacher, and so he proposed a series of character-
istics found in excellent teachers (Hattie 2003).

A decade later, the literature is consistent in showing
that a large number of factors are associated with edu-
cational achievement, which makes it useless to think
that a single factor can alter the general outcome; that
the extra-school factors, in particular those related to
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the characteristics and motivation of students and to
socioeconomic inequalities, have a strong correlation
with the results; and that the school factors are more re-
lated to the school climate than to teacher training (P. A.
Banerjee 2016; OECD 2016; UNESCO 2015).

For example, analyzing factors associated with low
performance on PISA, the OECD identifies three major
types of factors: first, the factors associated with socio-
economic level and economic and ethnic inequalities?;
a second type includes factors related to students’ at-
titudes towards school and learning, such as motiva-
tion, perseverance, self-confidence, and regular class
attendance. And the third type is defined by teachers
and schools characterized by less solidarity, including
aspects such as school climate, teachers’ expectations of
the children’s future, situations of violence, and segrega-
tion of the school systems between the poor and those
who are not poor (OECD 2016:13-15). In a systematic
review of the literature taking these factors into account
Banerjee confirms the factors identified by the OECD:
the lack of positive attitudes with respect to school and
learning, in particular among children who live in pover-
ty, and with schools and teachers that show little solidar-
ity, including teachers not coming to work, arriving late,
and lacking discipline, as well as problems of school cli-
mate and discrimination in the schools. She adds some
factors that the literature associates with educational
attainment: family factors, such as the lack of parental
involvement in academic areas, authoritarian model of
paternity, and low level of schooling of mothers, along
with factors related to neuro-physical development,
including the development of executive functions and
the negative impact of child malnutrition, as well as the
effects of poor nutrition, mental health, and maternal-
and-child health on learning (P. A. Banerjee 2016).

In Latin America and the Caribbean, UNESCO analyzed
factors associated with the results of the TERCE test, find-
ing once again that the socioeconomic and educational
context of the parents is a fundamental and recurrent
factor in all the countries, grades, and disciplines ana-
lyzed. Some of the students’ characteristics were associ-
ated with one another, such as having been held back,
having attended preschool, and not attending classes,
as well as family factors, such as parents’ expectations
and their involvement in education, helping to form
study habits, as well as students’ ethnic origin. In addi-
tion, several factors were identified related to teachers,



pedagogical practices, and resources in the classroom,
where factors related to teacher attendance and punc-
tuality stood out, as well as the availability of notebooks
and books for each students, and the existence of a
propitious school climate, i.e. one that is cordial, collab-
orative, and characterized by respectful relationships.
Finally, several characteristics of the schools were ana-
lyzed, including differences between urban and rural
schools, and between public and private schools, vio-
lence in the school, and access to scholastic resources
(UNESCO 2015). It should be noted that this study does
not find a clear association between teacher training
and learning: “The level of education of the teacher, ob-
taining a teacher’s certificate, the approach to study in
the teacher’s initial training, the duration of the program
of study, and participation in continuing education did
not show a significant correlation with achievement on
the tests applied” (UNESCO 2015:11).

When analyzing the type of policy recommendations
made in these documents, it is clear that accountability
and responsibilities do not suggest a single factor, and
particularly not teachers. For example, UNESCO (2015)
makes a series of recommendations for Latin America
and the Caribbean that point to a wide range of persons
responsible and responsibilities where in fact few rec-
ommendations are directed to teachers.”® The situation
is similar when it comes to the policy recommendations
proposed by the OECD that are focused on non-school
factors and fostering students’ motivation (OECD 2016,
15).3° The academic literature adds some suggestions,
such as increasing teachers’ expectations of and belief
in their students; parental involvement; early interven-
tions and initial education; healthy schools and school
breakfast programs; better educational materials; bet-
ter school climate and reducing violence in schools; im-
proving school councils; and expanding extracurricular
activities (P. A. Banerjee 2016).

Based on an analysis of the factors associated with
educational attainment and the recommendations for
improving performance, in particular of the popula-
tion with the worst results, one can conclude, first, that
school effectiveness is complex and multi-causal, with-
out clear processes of causality (Bogotch, Mirén, and
Biesta 2007; Townsend 2007), and second, that there
are various persons responsible and responsibilities in-
side and outside the education system for whom and
for which there must be accountability, in addition to

the teachers and the schools. Nonetheless, educational
accountability, in particular under the notion of “per-
formative accountability,” as we will see next, insists on
holding teachers accountable as those with the prima-
ry responsibility for the results of educational achieve-
ment, thereby biasing the identification of persons
responsible and responsibilities and focusing more on
the symptoms than on the causes associated with edu-
cational performance.

School Performance and the Era of Performativity

As we saw above, teachers are a necessary (Leigh 2010)
but not sufficient factor for educational attainment. It
also depends on the education systems (RAND 2012).
Hence it is considered as one of the factors most re-
sponsible for educational outcomes. In opinion surveys
in Mexico 48.3% of Mexicans were of the opinion that
one of the key problems of education is the lack of pre-
pared teachers, and 22.8% said that teachers do not
show up for their classes (Zubieta Garcia et al. 2015:159).
Echeverria accused the media of blaming only teachers
for poor education (Echeverria 2014). In large measure
the argument for implementing the 2013 education re-
form (Hevia 2014) and the subsequent protests critical
of the Mexican educational reform were focused on the
teachers’ sense of injustice as they were considered to
bear the main responsibility for the poor quality of edu-
cation (Hevia and Antonio 2017; Martinez and Navarro
Arredondo 2018). Several civic organizations focused
their demands on teacher evaluation and bringing
about a professional teaching service as the main strat-
egy for improving educational levels.?'

Yet holding teachers accountable as those who bear the
main responsibility for the poor quality of education is
not a phenomenon found only in Mexico. In general,
the monitoring systems that are part of educational ac-
countability emphasize the responsibility that teachers
and schools bear for educational outcomes, assuming
that the effect (performance) can be attributed to a clear
cause (lack of accountability of teachers and schools)
(Elmore 2010:60). While there may be many profound
causes, at the end of the road schools and teachers will
be held accountable for the school’s performance and
the students’ standardized test scores.

The emphasis on the individual performance of teach-
ers or schools falls within what Ball defines as the era of
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performativity: “Performativity is a technology, a culture
and a mode of regulation that employs judgements,
comparisons and displays as a means of incentive, con-
trol, attrition and change” (Ball 2003:216). The effect
of these control devices on teachers has been studied
in the literature that is most critical of educational ac-
countability. Such studies have examined, for example,
the unintended consequences such as the erosion of
teacher autonomy, with a negative impact on their per-
sonal and professional identities; the negative impact
on various teaching practices, and personal identities,
and a sense of the scant participation of teachers in the
decisions that affect them, even identifying a “collapse”
between the governed (i.e. teachers) and the govern-
ment (i.e. accountability mechanisms) and the normal-
ization of the marketized teacher and the performative
teacher (Holloway and Brass 2018:2).32 The pressure to
perform and the need for constant improvement, as in
the case of Chile—where schools need to improve their
indicators to maintain the viability of the school—draws
school principals (Flessa et al. 2018) into a context of
neoliberal accountability (Weistein, Marfan, and Mufoz
2016).

In summary, in addition to the reductionism of identify-
ing the success or failure of education policy with the
results of standardized tests one finds a second restric-
tion, which holds one party (teachers) accountable for
the whole (factors associated with educational achieve-
ment). To explain the 2013 Mexican reform, Manuel Gil
used the apt metaphor in which he compared the edu-
cation system with a rickety bus:

The gear shift lever has a rope tied around it, the
windshield is cracked, the seats are broken, there
are holes in the roof, and the motor is in need of
repair, and it is travelling on an unpaved road go-
ing uphill.... All of a sudden a group of persons
says that we're going to fix this matter, because we
need the bus to go faster because the world is not
going to wait for us and, then then say, paradoxi-
cally, that the solution is to train the drivers (Gil
Antén 2013).

This metaphor is a good description of the bias of in-
voking accountability focused on teachers, without
considering the other factors, persons responsible, and
responsibilities that make it possible to demand ac-
countability for improvements in education.
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Responses from Social Accountability in Education
to Overcome These Biases

To strengthen education systems it is essential to clearly
establish who is responsible, including governmen-
tal actors and governments, and to analyze a series of
school factors, including the presence of teachers, their
training and motivation, and the provision of educa-
tional materials. Nonetheless, as was seen in the previ-
ous section, under the concept of “educational account-
ability” the main responsibility lies with the schools,
and therefore school factors are overvalued, including
teachers, educational management, provision of ma-
terials that support teaching, leaving certain structural
causes out of the analysis, such as limited financing for
education, actual class time, and the student-teacher ra-
tio, and also excluding from the analysis monitoring and
oversight of several extra-school factors that have just
as much influence if not more than the school factors on
educational attainment. These extra-school factors in-
clude the conditions of the students themselves—their
capacities, motivation, and responsibility for learning—
and family and socioeconomic factors.

Thus, efforts to ensure social accountability in education
should focus on identifying persons responsible and re-
sponsibilities related to the most profound causes relat-
ed to the problems of educational coverage, equity, and
quality. According to the recommendations for improv-
ing scholastic achievement found in the international
evidence, one can draw up a long list of responsibilities,
lead persons responsible, and programs and policies
needed to improve education, and that therefore these
should be monitored by governmental and nongovern-
mental organizations interested in improving education
(Table 2).

There are six major types of responsibility. The first has
to do with improving students’attitudes towards educa-
tion and school. Here it is the students and those in most
immediate contact with them who bear the lead respon-
sibility: their households, teachers, and community.
Some specific policies and programs are geared to fos-
tering motivation and academic self-efficacy, as well as
including greater participation of the parents and com-
munities when it comes to valuing education as a fun-
damental right for attaining individual and social goals.
In this respect, there are some government evaluation
agencies that monitor these policies, as in Chile and the



Dimensions, Persons Responsible, and Responsibilities for Improving Education

Responsibilities

Improve students’ attitudes
towards education and
school

Guarantee access to and
retention in the education
system

Reduce lags in learning

Lead persons responsible

Students
Parents
Teachers

Community

Education authorities: design
and evaluation

Legislative: budget

Schools: management

Teachers: identifying
students and working
together;

Households: working
together with teachers and
schools

Schools: design strategy;

school supervision: support,
development of strategy;

Education authorities:
design, financing, evaluation

Specific policies and
programs

Inspire the students to
make the most of available
opportunities for education.

Foster motivation and
academic self-efficacy

Develop study habits

Foster the participation
of parents and the local
communities.

Promote equity in access to
and retention in school for
greater social inclusion in
school: eliminate charges
that pose economic barriers;
prohibit selection processes;
facilitate school transport;
programs with incentives for
retention

Ensuring the offer to
educational opportunities
with teachers who are well-
prepared and motivated

Reducing inequalities in
access to early education.
Expanding preschool
education for children ages 4
to 6 years: endow them with
adequate spaces, materials,
care, and teaching staff

Provide corrective support
as early as possible: Identify
low performers and design a
strategy whereby the policy
is adapted.

Replace the mechanism

of holding students back:
Academic support programs
for students who are
lagging behind; means for
early detection of learning
challenges.

Examples

Chile: Agencia de Calidad,
with respect to new
measurements of the
SIMCE, but without citizen
monitoring

India: Actions to improve and
monitor “soft skills” (Cernigoi
2015; Magic Bus 2019)

Uganda: Fostering informal
early education (Ezati,
Madanda and Ahikire 2018)

Several countries: Monitoring
index for the right to educa-
tion (Baker and Krupar 2018)

Uganda: Reduced absentee-
ism thanks to information
from management commit-
tees (Barr et al. 2012); Hubbard
2008; Reinikka y Svensson
2004; Reinikka y Svensson
2011.

Madagascar: Multi-level
follow-up: schools and school
districts, better than just
schools (Lassibille et al. 2012)

India: Information campaigns
in various states (Pandey,
Goyal, and Sundararaman
2008)

Several countries: Importance
of independent measure-
ments for taking stock of ba-
sic learning (Thindwa 2017)

India: Pratham with actions
focused on delivering infor-
mation and direct actions

(Banerjee et al. 2007, 2010).

Actions in India, Liberia, and
Pakistan (Bruns, Filmer, and
Patrinos 2011)

India: Systematic information
on school management for
school communities to im-
prove educational levels (UP,
MP Karnata) (Pandey, Goyal,
and Sundararaman 2011)
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Dimensions, Persons Responsible, and Responsibilities for Improving Education

Responsibilities Lead persons responsible

Bring about more Principals
inclusive, motivating and Teachers
compassionate schools
Students
Parents

Education policy for reducing Education authorities:
the weight of context design, evaluation

Legislative: funding,
evaluation

Schools: management
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Specific policies and
programs

Create demanding and
supportive learning environ-
ments.

Ensure the provision of
adequate spaces for learning,
including bathrooms and
access to clean water.

Increase teachers’ expecta-
tions of their students

Develop social capital in the
school environment: foster
cultural, social, and sports
activities

Strengthen programs for
initial teacher training on ef-
fective pedagogical practices
(teaching methods)

Strengthening teaching and
educational management
capacities for the students’
harmonious development:
support academic practices
and monitoring of and feed-
back for teachers

Participation of parents

and support for vulnerable
students: positive interaction
between school and home

Improve the school climate
and reduce violence within
schools

Limit the use of classifica-
tions of students.

Having individual education-
al materials in the classroom:
production and distribution
of textbooks and notebooks

Offer special programs for
immigrant, minority, and
rural children.

Policies that make possible
parity learning as between
indigenous and non-indig-
enous students: bolster the
teachers’ capacity for proac-
tive inclusion of children;
develop different methods
of teaching and evaluation;
strengthen curricular design
and intercultural materials.

Policies and practices for eg-
uity in learning as between
boys and girls

Address gender stereotypes
and help single-parent
families.

Examples

Educational infrastructure in
Ghana (Ampratwum, Agyei
Ashon, and Tetteh 2014)

Strengthening school au-
tonomy (Bruns, Filmer, and
Patrinos 2011)

Kenya: Modes of local hiring
of teachers (Duflo, Dupas,
and Kremer 2015)

Moldova: Monitoring bud-
gets on a school-by-school
basis (GPSA 2019)

India: Strengthening school
committees and participa-
tion (Pandey, Goyal, and
Sundararaman 2011)

India: Reducing school
absenteeism (Pandey, Goyal,
and Sundararaman 2011)

Indonesia: strengthening
school committees (with few
effects on learning) (Pradhan
etstrengthen

Philippines: Improving
school infrastructure through
citizen monitoring (Shkaba-
tur 2014)

Uganda: Improving school
infrastructure (Thindwa
2019)

Philippines: (ANSA-EAP 2019);
Arugay 2012; Fox, Aceron,
and Guillan (2016); Majeed
(2014).

Strengthening strategies for
reading and writing in Cen-
tral America: (Basic Education
Coalition 2019)

Actions to strengthen school
autonomy and budgetary
transparency (Bruns, Filmer, y
Patrinos 2011)

Zimbabwe: monitoring the
school curriculum (ECOZI
2019)

Monitoring SDGs (Mundi
2017)



Dimensions, Persons Responsible, and Responsibilities for Improving Education

Responsibilities Lead persons responsible
National and local executive:
intra-governmental
coordination

Social policy to reduce the
weight of context

Legislative: funding and
evaluation

Education authorities:
coordination

Specific policies and

e Examples

Conditional cash transfers
and effects on education;
monitoring scholarships in
Mexico (Fernald, Gertler, and
Neufeld 2008) and Nicara-
gua (Macours, Barham, and
Maluccio 2014)

Scholarships in Mexico (De
Hoyos Navarro, Attanasio,
and Meghir 2019)

Provide healthy environ-
ments and school breakfast

Provide support targeting
underprivileged schools and/
or families.

Support for vulnerable stu-
dents and the schools that
serve them: coordination of
compensatory programs and
cash transfers

Measures to palliate the as-
sociation of socioeconomic
inequalities with educational
achievement: intersectoral
social policies. Continued
support for underprivileged
schools

Improve the targeting of
education and social policies
depending on dependence
and variance explained be-
tween socioeconomic status
and performance in school

Source: Compiled by authors based on recommendations of P. A. Banerjee (2016); OECD (2016); UNESCO (2015); Westhorp et al. (2014).

recent incorporation of questions on school motivation
in the SIMCE standardized test (Agencia de Calidad de
la Educacion 2019). In India, co-production actions are
being carried out bringing together authorities and civil
society organizations to strengthen what are called “soft
skills” (Cernigoi 2015; Magic Bus 2019), but in general it
is hard to find government policies geared to improv-
ing student attitudes, and actions involving nongovern-
mental accompaniment and monitoring.

The second responsibility has to do with guarantee-
ing access to and retention in education systems. Here
those with the lead responsibility are the education
authorities, national and local, who should put in place
policies for access and universal coverage, eliminating
economic, social, and cultural barriers to schools, and
in particular promoting early childhood education. Yet
the legislature also bears responsibility in terms of as-
suring a sufficient budget for implementing these pro-
grams. Schools (principals and teachers) share respon-
sibility for implementing those systems and for being
concerned to prevent school dropout in each and every
educational trajectory. Actions guided by social respon-
sibility in education have yielded considerable evidence

that puts the focus on budget monitoring at various
levels to improve school coverage and keep students
from dropping out. Paradigmatic examples include the
effects that getting information to the schools coun-
cils has had in diminishing absenteeism and improving
educational levels generally in Uganda (Barr et al. 2012;
Hubbard 2008; Reinikka and Svensson 2004, 2011). In
this literature it is essential to generate and disseminate
information on multiple levels, as illustrated by the case
of Madagascar (Lassibille et al. 2012), the reduction of
student absenteeism as well as teacher absenteeism
in India (Pandey, Goyal, and Sundararaman 2011), and
the differences found among states of India in the use
of information to ensure access to the education system
(Pandey, Goyal, and Sundararaman 2008, 2011).

The third responsibility is reducing the learning lag
(Vergara-Lope and Hevia 2018), i.e. ensuring that all chil-
dren are learning the minimum content. This means ear-
ly identification of low-performing students and putting
in place specific strategies, as well as replacing the hold-
ing back of students with programs to provide academic
support. It is apparent that identifying single persons or
factors responsible is quite complex. First, teachers have
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the task of identifying these students and applying the
strategies identified. And then, the schools have to de-
sign these programs and assign them personnel, mate-
rials, and support. Parents and households should par-
ticipate in these support programs, which should also
include school supervision, providing technical support
to the teachers. Finally, the education authorities have
to design the policies and general guidelines, as well as
ensuring the funding of these compensatory actions.

On this point, the importance of independent measure-
ments is key for taking stock of basic learning, which has
been a fundamental part of the transparency agenda
for education (Thindwa 2017). The organizations that
are part of the PAL Network have more experience with
these responsibilities, whereas Pratham has more expe-
rience with actions focused on delivery of information
and direct actions (Banerjee et al. 2007, 2010). Several
experiences have also been documented in India,
Liberia, and Pakistan (Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos 2011)
aimed at strengthening these compensatory actions.

The fourth responsibility is focused on the schools as the
main actors—principals, teachers, and educational com-
munity in general—and has to do with ensuring that
schools are inclusive, compassionate, and motivating.
Here school management is fundamental for ensuring
positive climates as well as for strengthening effective
pedagogical practices and communication among teach-
ers. It is at this level that more experiences have been
documented, given that the priority methodology of so-
cial accountability has been focused on budget monitor-
ing and specifically monitoring the public budgets at the
school level. Accordingly, the effects of social account-
ability have been documented for improving educational
infrastructure in Ghana (Ampratwum, Agyei Ashon, and
Tetteh 2014), strengthening school autonomy in various
contexts (Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos 2011), local contract-
ing of teachers in Kenya (Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer 2015),
improving transparency and joint work in Moldova (GPSA
2019), strengthening school committees and local partic-
ipation in India (Pandey, Goyal, and Sundararaman 2011)
and Indonesia (Pradhan et al. 2012), and generally im-
proving school infrastructure thanks to citizen oversight
and involvement in countries such as Uganda (Thindwa
2019) and the Philippines (Shkabatur 2014).

The fifth responsibility has to do with the actions that
need to be taken in the field of education to diminish
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the weight of the socioeconomic context in educational
attainment and the completion of successful education-
al trajectories. Here it is the education authorities who
bear the main responsibility; they must put in place pol-
icies and guidelines focused on reducing learning gaps
among systems and schools, generating affirmative
policies for indigenous communities, designing special
programs for vulnerable populations, and reducing gen-
der inequalities. The legislatures are also co-responsible
for adopting budgets that make it possible to imple-
ment these policies, and the schools for managing these
programs proactively so that socioeconomic context
is not the main variable that explains the high or low
scores obtained in the schools. Here the focus is on local
education budgets and monitoring key inputs, such as
textbooks. The examples most often cited are the moni-
toring of textbooks in the Philippines (ANSA-EAP 2019;
Arugay 2012; Fox, Aceron, y Guillan 2016; Majeed 2014)
and actions to strengthen school autonomy and budget
transparency (Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos 2011). In ad-
dition, experiences have been documented that focus
on strengthening strategies prior to literacy in Central
America (Basic Education Coalition 2019), monitoring
the school curriculum in Zimbabwe (ECOZ| 2019), and
monitoring the Sustainable Development Goals with
citizen participation (Mundi 2017).

Finally, a responsibility is identified that extends beyond
the field of education, and which has to do with coor-
dinating social policies more generally to reduce the
weight of context. Here, as is apparent, the persons re-
sponsible are situated in the political arena, namely the
local and national executive branches, who are respon-
sible for coordinating various social policies; and the
legislative branches, which must ensure the funding and
evaluation of these policies. Existing examples situate
the focus of social policies and their importance, for ex-
ample the impact of conditional cash transfer programs
and their effects on education, as in the cases of Mexico
(Fernald, Gertler, and Neufeld 2008) and Nicaragua
(Macours, Barham, and Maluccio 2014), and the effect of
scholarships on reducing the number of schoolchildren
who drop out in Mexico (De Hoyos Navarro, Attanasio,
and Meghir 2019).

Evidently, the further the distance between the re-
sponsibility and the persons responsible, and the
more abstract the responsibility, the more diffi-
cult it is to hold anyone accountable. None of these



responsibilities, or persons responsible, acting alone,
is able to transform education systems. The responsi-
bilities associated with the school or the physical pro-
vision of resources are more easily imputable to those
accountable for them. Other responsibilities, such as
to coordinate between adopting compensatory poli-
cies for communities and designing specific affirma-
tive policies for vulnerable population groups, or even
to reduce the learning lag, show that vagueness in the
assignment of responsibilities makes accountability
difficult.

Cumulative experience shows, however, a capacity
to use social accountability in education to address
various policies identified in the table above. Thus,
for example, with regard to access to and retention in
the education system, several countries have devel-
oped education policies geared to early childhood,
including childcare centers and increasing capacity
in early childhood and preschool education (Alarcén
et al. 2015; Gregosz 2014; Tedesco 2017). Several or-
ganizations, such as the World Organization for Early
Childhood Education (Organizacion Mundial de la
Educacién Preescolar (OMEP)), monitor early childhood
education policies. The OMEP has chapters in sever-
al countries of the region (Crosso, Mayol, and Eigbar
2018; OMEP 2019). Nonetheless, other important poli-
cies have no citizen monitoring, despite their impact
at the local level. Policies of not holding children back,
for example, which are fundamental for reducing the
learning lag, have been implemented in Mexico in re-
cent years (SEP 2013a), giving rise to polemics within
the schools; yet this initiative has not been taken up
by the various organizations working on education in
Mexico. The situation is similar when it comes to de-
signing a program for early identification of children
at risk of falling behind (SEP 2018), which was neces-
sary but insufficient for addressing the learning lag
(Vergara-Lope and Hevia 2018). In practice there is
no official or independent evaluation of that program
to determine whether this procedure was helping to
keep children from dropping out. In the case of the
policies and programs needed in order to have more
compassionate and inclusive schools and teachers,
there has been significant monitoring of policies relat-
ed to school bullying from the academic sphere, with
the development of research into this issue and the
development of alternatives (Mendoza and Pedroza
2015; Santoyo and Frias 2014), but with fewer civil

society actions, or actions by collaborative groupings
such as parents’ associations.

Similarly, monitoring education and social programs
and policies to reduce the weight of socioeconomic and
cultural context requires more active commitments on
the part of society. In Latin America and the Caribbean,
designing education policies tailored to the needs of
the indigenous and Afrodescendant population is on
the agenda of several organizations, including the Latin
American Campaign for The Right to Education (CLADE)
and various thematic groups of the Latin American
Council of Social Sciences (CLACSO).** Changing the sys-
tem that produces a high degree of segregation and
selection of the students, and ending profit-orienta-
tion, were among the most deeply-felt demands of the
Chilean student movement (Bellei 2015; de la Cuadra
2007). Outside Latin America and the Caribbean cases
have been documented that involved monitoring the
distribution of educational materials (Fox, Aceron, and
Guilldn 2017), as well as examples of monitoring poli-
cies of separation and differentiation as between public
and private schools (Siddiqui 2017). Nonetheless, there
is not enough information on the follow-up, oversight,
or monitoring of these programs.

Putting in Place Sanctions and
Consequences for the Actors/Persons
Responsible

Along with assigning responsibilities and persons re-
sponsible for them, systems of accountability are char-
acterized by having a clear system of sanctions and
intended consequences for the authorities responsible
(Fox 2007). As we will see, in the field of educational ac-
countability there is a highly-developed system of sanc-
tions and consequences, yet one notes a major bias in
terms of who is at the receiving end of the sanctions.

If the criterion of success in education is the number
associated with a standardized test, and if those who
bear the principal responsibility for that outcome are
the teachers, it is not surprising that the consequences,
both positive and negative, proposed by educational
accountability are focused on the educational com-
munity-students, teachers, and schools-more than on
those who bear the political and administrative respon-
sibilities and who are required to report, justify, and be
accountable for education.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences
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As for positive sanctions, in both Chile and Mexico in-
centives systems have used the standardized test re-
sults to build economic and social stimulus programs,
despite recommendations on the incorrect use of
these evaluations to generate rankings or be used for
economic stimulus programs (Santibanez et al. 2007).
Sometimes, when the results allow one to say, “we in-
creased the score” or “we are better than our competi-
tors” some educational authorities give themselves a
medal (Meier 2017). Nonetheless, when the results
do not meet expectations various sanctions are acti-
vated which, as has been studied in the Chilean case,
may go as far as shutting down schools (Bellei 2015).
In the case of Mexico, the dispute over education re-
form was focused on establishing sanctions that would
put teachers at risk of losing their jobs (Martinez and
Navarro Arredondo 2018). However, there are no sanc-
tions for poor decisions about education spending, for
the lack of specific policies to address the learning lag,
for the absence of school breakfasts in public schools,
or for parents’ low level of schooling, it is at the last link
in a long change of actors who participate directly and
indirectly in learning where accountability and sanc-
tions are imposed.
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Intended Consequences for Teachers and Schools

In addition to the intended consequences, which in-
clude a system of incentives and punishments tied to
standardized test results and geared to teachers, the
unintended consequences of these systems on the
same actors must be examined. As we saw in the first
point of comparison, the evidence points to several
negative effects on the students. The focus on teacher
assessment standards and the dedication of time and
resources in the schools to these standards, may be at
the expense of other priorities (Stosich 2018:215). This
produces various negative effects, including a steady
deterioration of the school environment and grow-
ing workplace stress as a result of test-based account-
ability (including in primary education), which include
negative effects on school culture, teaching practices,
and principals. The conclusion: school innovation re-
quires mechanisms other than educational account-
ability (Greany 2016). The Global Education Monitoring
Report notes this bias when it states that the effects
of implementing accountability mechanisms may be
counterproductive and provoke results contrary to
those intended (UNESCO 2017:295).34

Qg |9

e



Responses from Social Accountability in Education

From a perspective of social accountability in educa-
tion, proposals regarding sanctions go in two direc-
tions. First, they identify the full chain of command
in education policy, including political and education
authorities responsible for designing and implement-
ing policies and programs, as analyzed in the previous
section. And second, they identify persons responsible
and responsibilities, as doing so may be directly tied
to educational improvement. The idea is to link assess-
ment with educational improvement, both in school
and beyond.

Level of Participation of the Different
Actors Involved

The fourth dimension analyzed has to do with citizen
involvement. From both a social accountability per-
spective and an educational accountability perspective
citizen involvement is a crucial element, although differ-
ences may be noted in the assumptions about participa-
tion in both perspectives. As we will see, for educational
accountability involvement, is focused on access to in-
formation in order to pressure schools and teachers to

achieve improved performance, with very little partici-
pation on the part of parents or citizens. Participation
from the standpoint of social accountability in educa-
tion, by way of contrast, seeks to give greater voice and
to monitor the vertical and horizontal linkages of educa-
tion and social policies that also help determine educa-
tional achievement.

Empowering Parents by Fomenting Distrust

To analyze the effects of greater participation on par-
ent involvement, one must understand what type of
teacher-school-parent-community relationships are
promoted. In large measure the theory of change of
educational accountability rests on the idea that dis-
seminating results to local communities will itself gen-
erate “positive pressure” on schools and teachers to im-
prove those results. From this perspective, families and
communities have an active role to play: by generating
pressure through their voice and/or by leaving, exercis-
ing freedom of choice. Accordingly, several programs
have been implemented to disseminate information on
schools and their results using scorecards, in the global
North and the global South (Joy and Moses 2016; Swan,
Guskey, and Jung 2014). Such initiatives see parents as
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“client-citizens” who use information to hold the pro-
viders of the educational service—schools and teach-
ers—accountable in a “short-route” to accountability
(Gershberg, Gonzalez, and Meade 2012b). This proposal,
however, faces two major limitations. The first relates to
effectiveness and the second has to do with the type of
relationship that is proposed between parents/commu-
nity and teachers/school.

As for the first, one limitation of this model has been an-
alyzed by Jonathan Fox (2015), who describes processes
of providing information as “tactical, as opposed to
“strategic” processes, which would seek to combine ac-
cess to information with other advocacy, lobbying, and
vertical oversight actions at each stage of public poli-
cymaking. Accordingly, he concludes that the effects of
merely providing information are not sufficient to attain
accountability (Fox 2015; Fox, Aceron, and Guillan 2017).
Along these same lines, other authors emphasize that
this limitation has to do with the difficulty of incorpo-
rating the voice of citizens in this “short route” model
(Winkler 2006).

As for the second limitation, the type of relationship
that this model proposes between parents/commu-
nity and teachers/school is based on distrust, particu-
larly distrust of the teachers’ abilities and training, and
of principals’ adequacy. This distrust finds expression
at the local level in different ways, including scant in-
volvement in school activities and lack of communi-
cation between parents and teachers with respect to
children’s specific problems (Observatorio Ciudadano
de la Educacidn 2008). Distrust also finds expression in
contentious relationships, where parents often confront
schools through a broad repertoire of protest tactics,
from filing petitions with the education authorities over
irregularities in the schools to illegally occupying school
offices (Hevia 2014).

Locally, relationships of distrust in education occur
in the context of asymmetrical power relations, thus
the actions that can be taken to demand responses to
teachers behavior places parents directly at risk (Hevia
2016a). More broadly, distrust is expressed in the loss of
prestige of the teaching profession, and lack of teacher
motivation to improve their own capabilities (Tenti and
Steinberg 2011), conveying a rather pessimistic idea of
the importance of education for social mobility (Mufoz
Izquierdo 2009).
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Distrust also finds expression in the lack of interest of
citizens generally in bringing about innovative process-
es for educational improvement, or in becoming more
actively involved in the education debate. In Mexico,
while one finds a wide array of civil society organiza-
tions geared to improving education in very specific
places—some schools in some states—they are not well
coordinated with one another, nor with other civil soci-
ety organizations that are more focused on advocacy in
education policy and who have used the results of the
education assessments for strategic litigation, such as
Mexicanos Primero, Suma por la Educacién, UNETE, and
Via Educacion (Cardenas 2017). At the local level, the
educational demands of the educational communities
are expressed in terms of improving the physical plant
and resolving specific conflicts with teachers, more than
demands for more educational materials or pedagogi-
cal changes (Hevia 2017). In an empirical study of thou-
sands of demands and petitions put to the authorities,
no petitions were found related to the results of the na-
tional tests, or to the demand for more teacher evalu-
ation (Hevia 2014), demands that are fundamental for
national civil society organizations.

The case of Mexicanos Primero is paradigmatic for un-
derstanding the biases in the kinds of relationships
promoted by the educational accountability model.
Mexicanos Primero, a civil society organization with
strong ties to the business sector, played a fundamen-
tal role in implementing the 2013 educational reform
that put in place “high-stakes evaluations” of teachers
(Cortina and Lafuente 2018). The organization was es-
tablished less than 15 years ago, but it gained nation-
al notoriety with by producing the documentary “De
panzazo,” which showed how infrastructure and peda-
gogical dynamics in Mexican schools lagged behind
and blamed the problem on the hybridization of the
leadership of the powerful teachers’ union (Sindicato
Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educacién (SNTE)) with
federal and state authorities, in a plot analogous to the
documentary “Waiting for Superman,” produced in the
United States around the same time (Rodriguez 2012;
Rulfo 2012).

The documentary and the activities of various civil so-
ciety organizations made the “poor quality of educa-
tion” due to “teachers who didn’t want to be evaluated”
a public issue in the 2012 Mexican elections. A forum
was organized with presidential candidates, and there



was major follow-up on their commitments to end the
informal pact between the union and the education au-
thorities (10 por la Educacion 2016). In early December
2012, the new administration announced the “Pact for
Mexico,” a multi-party agreement to give impetus to a
series of political, social, and educational reforms. It
announced an “education reform” geared politically to
“recovering the lead role of the state” and technically to
creating a professional teaching service and an evalua-
tion system “with consequences” for teachers (Géngora
and Jiménez 2015).

Mexicanos Primero played a fundamental role in these
proposals and consolidated its influence in education
policymaking. It was a member of the advisory coun-
cil of the institute responsible for evaluating students
and teaching performance and continued publishing

reports on educational quality based on national
achievement assessments. Mexicanos Primero even
produced its own assessments to show the low levels
of English-language learning, and succeeded in posi-
tioning the national English-language learning pro-
gram as a new goal of the Mexican education system
(Hevia 2018a; O’'Donoghue 2015). In another successful
strategy the same organization pursued strategic litiga-
tion against education authorities in Oaxaca (Cardenas
2017). Despite its national standing, Mexicanos Primero
does not have a presence at the community level. With
the exception of a few efforts to deploy in specific re-
gions and localities by establishing regional chapters,
this organization has very little presence on the ground,
revealing the huge distance between local demands
and needs and the demands promoted by influential
civil society organizations.

Teachers and children in Islamabad, Pakistan in innovations organized by ASER-Pakistan. Photo: PAL Network photobank
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Responses from Social Accountability in Education
to Overcome these Biases

To summarize, merely providing information does not
suffice for educational improvement; the educational
accountability model promotes relations of distrust
among the actors involved, and local demands for bet-
ter education have little to do with “national” demands.
In this scenario, a social accountability in education ap-
proach should focus on two dimensions. First, it should
encourage the participation of parents and teachers,
and political and educational authorities, in a single
front, i.e. foster mutual trust to improve learning. And
second, for such an alignment to make sense, it should
design and implement strategic actions, rather than tac-
tical actions.

With respect to the first point, it is essential to pursue
actions that build mutual trust, and to enable those
involved to understand the complexity of the prob-
lem and act within their capacities and competencies.
Within the educational community this necessarily
implies strengthening processes of “professional ac-
countability” (Wilkins 2011) based on the ability of the
teachers, as experts in education, to produce the in-
formation needed for the assessments and to propose
possible solutions. Empowering teachers by valuing
their knowledge is fundamental for strengthening rela-
tionships based on trust in the school. Similarly, within
the schools, as Elmore states: “If [teachers] are given
information, in addition to new knowledge and skills,
in adequate conditions, that may translate into an im-
provement in their practice which, in turn, may result in
improved academic performance” (Elmore 2010:62). As
for parents and citizens, it is essential to go back to the
idea that education is a shared responsibility, not only
the responsibility of the teacher or school. Accordingly,
the motto of the MIA project is “because education is
for all, it's my responsibility” (“porque la educacion es de
todos, la responsabilidad es mia”). This requires motivat-
ing students, mothers and fathers, and the community
at large by showing that every child and adult is capable
of learning, and of lifelong learning.

The experience of citizen-led assessments, coming from
outside the school systems, may prove useful. Thousands
of willing citizens participate in citizen assessments
around the world; they want to do something specific
for education. In the Mexican case, at MIA for example,
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after talking with hundreds of volunteers we concluded
that there is a diffuse social energy around the educa-
tion issue; many wanted to “do something” for educa-
tion, but didn't know what or how. Inviting people to
participate is fundamental to make it happen (Lowndes,
Pratchett, and Stoker 2006). Volunteer citizens are fun-
damental for citizen-led assessments, not only for fi-
nancial and logistical reasons, but above all because
they are the ones who build collective action in favor
of education, where we can channel the diffuse but real
social energy that wants to get involved beyond pitch-
ing in cash donations so that the school can be painted.
When these volunteers are also teachers or teachers in
training, this approaches can generate parental trust to-
wards teachers, too.

Using citizen-led assessment, evaluating learning is the
point of entry for those citizens who can and want to par-
ticipate in specific actions to improve education in their
communities, both in and out of school. An evaluation
of Pratham’s activities, in India, showed that providing
information using a scorecard had much less of an effect
on learning than organizing summer courses in which,
in a collaborative and participatory approach, children
learn to read (A. Banerjee et al. 2010). In Uganda, Mexico,
Pakistan, and India actions have been pursued that link
“evaluation and improvement” as a fundamental way to
ensure evaluation results make sense and are useful for
designing and implementing actions that improve the
capacities and skills of all children and adolescents.

In some cases actions for educational improvement
make it possible to project citizen voice to monitor,
criticize, and modify pedagogical practices within the
schools, an issue on which civil society has little voice.
This is the case of the innovative pedagogical strategies
called Teaching at the Right Level, which have proven to
have major effects boosting reading and math skills. The
approach has been fundamental for improving scores
and has been scaled up through processes of vertical
integration in several of the states of India (A. Banerjee
etal. 2010, 2016, 2017).

The pedagogical proposal of teaching at the right level
emerged from an analysis and systematic monitoring of
the curriculum in India over the past 20 years (Banerji
2000).The approach has madeit possible to project voice
in curricular improvement with viable and proven alter-
natives that allow for learning-focused consequences.®



Similarly, evaluations must be incorporated to the ac-
tions in order for citizen participation aimed at improv-
ing education, thereby generating indicators to be able
to improve those interventions. A recent statistical re-
view emphasizes the need for more evidence on educa-
tional innovations produced in civil society to improve
learning (Spier et al. 2016).

Public hearings in Andhra Pradesh, India. Photo: authors

As for the second point, it is key to generate strategic
actions that supplement access to local information
with policy monitoring throughout the chain of com-
mand, and the capacity to change courses of action.
Accordingly, local actions—involving monitoring and
educational improvement—must be supplemented by
proposals and public policy recommendations tied to
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factors that impact learning and that inhibit the “eliti-
zation” of social participation in education. Following a
general proposal for citizen monitoring (Hevia 2016b),
this implies, first, selecting strategic policies to be
monitored.

The goals of education—individual, social, and in terms
of preparing students to get a job—and the factors that
impact educational achievement point the way to a fun-
damental road map. With a clear understanding of the
relevance to learning of the policies to be monitored,
second, one must proactively articulate local and na-
tional actions for advocacy, participation, and citizen
oversight by building alliances of community, local, re-
gional, and national organizations. While this is no easy
task, there have been successful experiences, such as the
monitoring of textbooks in the Philippines (Fox, Aceron,
and Guillan 2017). In our experience, the clearer the pol-
icies, the greater the likelihood of success. For example,
policies to support reading related to the low level of
reading comprehension found in MIA's assessments in
Mexico dictate that one must first establish a network of
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organizations to evaluate the territory; in southeastern
Mexico we work with as many as 80 different organiza-
tions when we take our measurements. Third, one must
define a clear series of indicators to be monitored. There
is governmental information, such as the System of
Information and Educational Management (Sistema de
Informacion y Gestiéon Educativa (SIGEV)), yet it has seri-
ous limitations when it comes to its use and improve-
ment (Vazquez Cuevas 2017), and it does not have use-
ful information for monitoring pedagogical policies, but
rather is geared to data on inputs and context.

Finally, the monitoring of these indicators must be in-
clusive and preferably non-contentious at the local lev-
el: schools, rather than being responsible because text-
books do not reach the classrooms, or that support does
not reach children at risk of dropping out of school, are
victims of bad decisions made in other instances. The re-
sults of such monitoring should explicitly seek to build
mutual trust: hence the importance of the participation
of those involved in order for these instruments to enjoy
legitimacy and be effective.



V. Towards an Expanded Concept of
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Social Accountability in Education:
Challenges and Pending Agendas

s discussed in the previous section, an initial ma-

jor conclusion of this comparison is that we have

to look at more than the tip of the iceberg. The
concept of educational accountability has a number of
biases focused on the symptoms more than the causes
of the structural problems related to low educational lev-
els. These biases include reducing the criteria of success
of the educational policies to the results of standardized
assessments, neglecting students’ characteristics and
socioeconomic monitoring indicators, the focus of sanc-
tions on the last link in the chain of interaction—teachers
and schools—affecting that educational community as a
whole, and difficulties mobilizing citizens around the de-
mand for better education.

Therefore, a broad model is proposed that we call “so-
cial accountability in education” and that is explicitly
set forth in a human rights paradigm. In particular, this
perspective seeks to have the design, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of social protection systems,
including education systems, guided by the principles
of equity and non-discrimination, which include acces-
sibility, adaptability, acceptability, adequacy, incorpora-
tion of gender analyses, participation, transparency, and
accountability (Sepulveda Carmona and Nyst 2012).

From this perspective, the mechanisms of social account-
ability in education not only become accessory elements
of an education policy, but also make it possible, first, to

Presentation of MIA results and PAL conference, Xalapa, Veracruz, Mexico, 2017. Photo: MIA photos bank
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make use of legitimate claims-making mechanisms, and
second, to receive a series of reparations in the event that
violations of those rights are found, as we will see next.

The social accountability in education model is based on
three principles: defining broad and fair criteria for the
success/failure of education policy; identifying persons
responsible, responsibilities, and sanctions that include
the diversity of factors that come into play in teaching-
learning processes; and the active involvement of citizens
and communities to succeed when it comes to children
and youths continuing to learn throughout their lives.

Accountability with Respect to What?
Outcomes, Context, and Inputs

As we saw, the first principle includes a broader under-
standing of the aims of education beyond standardized
test results, as well as using measurements and assess-
ments to generate formative feedback for all the par-
ties involved. The immense effort that is being made to
generate comparative data on learning requires clearly
communicating how those results are tied to improve-
ment at the local level, outside and inside the classroom;
how students and parents can use this information to
motivate to take advantage of their opportunities, to
develop systems to provide early support for those
students who fall behind in their learning. Without this
twofold effort to expand the focus of the assessments
to other educational aims and make explicit the ties be-
tween assessment and educational improvement, one
runs the risk of reproducing the bias of educational ac-
countability and focusing exclusively on standardized
test results as the only criterion of educational success.

More specifically, the agenda of social accountability in
education can be geared to three major dimensions—
outcomes, context, and inputs—that have received
less attention than policies focused on teachers, and
that have a greater potential to involve citizens in the
change that is needed. Some specific proposals of this
agenda can be found in Table 3.

Who Should be Held Accountable: Chain
of Command and Responsibilities

As regards the second principle, actions informed by

social accountability in education have to be charac-
terized by those factors that favor equity and quality in
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education systems. There is enough evidence that shows
greater returns for efforts to improve students’ capacities
and motivations to learn, to diminish the weight of socio-
economic context by adopting compensatory policies
and affirmative actions, and to have more compassion-
ate schools and teachers. We must understand and as-
sume shared responsibilities that we have as a society for
education, and seek the commitment and involvement
required to carry out transformations needed for a rup-
ture with the structural causes, thereby reaching beyond
the symptoms. As illustrated in Table 2, there are any
number of governmental and nongovernmental poli-
cies and programs geared to reducing the weight of so-
cioeconomic context, expanding students’ capabilities,
and improving the pedagogical, technical, human, and
financial inputs to build more compassionate schools,
with a climate that supports the motivation to learn. In
this respect it is vital to understand the complete chain
of command in order to identify persons responsible and
sanctions that are not limited to the last link, and to un-
derstand that to date the political and educational au-
thorities have largely avoided any accountability when it
comes to implementing policies and programs needed
to address the factors for which they are responsible.

In this chain, and using the mechanisms for making
claims allowed by a human rights perspective, at least
two recent experiences exemplify who can be held
accountable using this approach. One has to do with
the adoption of the Abidjan Principles (The Abidjan
Principles 2019), which explicitly incorporated claims
making and reparations mechanisms, including the
possibility of litigation, as tools to be used in a social ac-
countability in education approach. Another example
is the right to education index (Results 2019), where
various organizations with a national and local pres-
ence can supplement their actions from a rights-based
approach, drawing on the official reports of the United
Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, to ex-
pand monitoring and oversight of the content of the
right to education.

Who Should Seek Accountability: Citizen
Involvement and Vertical Linkages

With respect to the third principle, an approach in-
formed by social accountability in education should
include clear and coherent proposals to encourage the
participation of children, parents and teachers, as well



Dimensions and Actions of Social Accountability in Education

UNESCO Dimension of
Educational Quality

Actions of authorities, society, school communities, and civil society organizations

- Promote equity in access and educational outcomes: that all students achieve the learning
objectives and their maximum level of development no matter their class or culture,
promoting access to and retention in the educational system.

- Guarantee relevance to promote significant learning, according to social requirements and
personal development, and educational aims that represent the aspirations of society at large.

« Ensure pertinence: education should include the contents that individuals need to develop in

- Monitor the effectiveness of learning: ensure achievement of the minimal objectives planned

« Reduce falling behind in education and learning lags.

- Generate formative feedback for all parties involved, using educational assessment for

Outcomes
every sense.
in the school curriculum.
formative purposes.
Context

context.

- Promote the equity and effectiveness of the education systems to reduce the weight of

- Design actions to reduce regional inequalities and gender and ethnic differences.

- Expand the participation of educational communities to reduce the gap between
assessment and educational improvement, in school and out of school.

- Design and implement educational and social policy to reduce the weight of context on

learning outcomes.

- Promote government coordination of education policy and social policy to reduce the

weight of context.

Students’ characteristics

- Improve students’ attitudes to education and school.

- Supervise and stimulate actions for increasing children’s motivation and disposition of

children to learn.

- Facilitate inclusion of persons with disabilities.

Contributions of material
and human resources

- Bring about more inclusive, motivating, and compassionate schools.

- Keep an eye on school infrastructure facilities and access to educational materials.

- Track budgets of policies and programs related to learning.

Teaching/learning processes

» Monitor actual time given to learning.

- Promote initial and continuing education and training of teaching staff.

« Analyze teaching methods and class size.

- Evaluate pertinence of curricular model.

Source: By authors, based on UNESCO (2004) dimensions of educational quality.

as political and educational authorities, in a single front
fostering mutual trust to improve learning. Second, it
should include strategic actions that supplement ac-
cess to local information by monitoring policies at every
point in the chain of command, and foster the capacity
to change courses of actions. Of particular importance
on this point is proactively articulating local and nation-
al actions for advocacy, participation, and citizen over-
sight by building alliances of community, local, regional,
and national organizations.

On this point, the innovative and collaborative experi-
ence of citizen-led assessments and the People’s Action
for Learning Network may provide interesting ways
forward. One of the pillars of citizen-led assessments is
volunteer work. Researching the narratives of the vol-
unteers who work with MIA (Hevia and Vergara-Lope
2019), it was discovered that the university students and
volunteers were motivated by the opportunity to partic-
ipate in an activity limited in time, with a clear purpose
and with precise instructions; they express a clear intent
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to get training in research. Yet experience shows more
motivations to take action: The volunteers’accounts em-
phasize that visiting homes where many children who
go to school do not have a good grasp of what they
read, or know how to add but not to subtract, was one
of the most significant lessons from their participation
in this project. In this way, institutions and individuals
who have become involved in measuring learning take
a particular interest in the education of children and ad-
olescents, which is reinforced when one thinks of one’s
own children, siblings, and neighbors and the urgent
need to contribute somehow to a substantive improve-
ment in their basic skills such as reading and math.

Many of our volunteers were young persons whose per-
ception of the education they have received in the basic
education schools is still fresh, coinciding with their desire

to “do their bit” for education to improve. In a context
such as Mexico, where volunteer work is rarely institu-
tionalized, MIA's experience is gratifying and builds trust
in civil society participation to solve problems that affect
society at large. So, there are other forms of citizen in-
volvement through volunteer work beyond common sol-
idarity activities that Mexicans (specifically parents) carry
out around education, such as helping out at the school
at the beginning or end of the school-day, or maintaining
the buildings and furniture (Butcher and Verduzco 2016).

This social energy is fundamental for strengthening ac-
tions for social accountability in education since, first, it
generates the necessary “demand” through citizen edu-
cation and the involvement of hundreds of people, from
a perspective of trust and collaborative work; and, sec-
ond, it translates into citizen monitoring actions at the

Presentation results parents, Xalapa, Mexico, 2018. Photo: MIA photos bank
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How MIA Includes Actions of Social Accountability in Education

The MIA project’s change theory seeks to improve basic learning in children and youths through innovation, citi-
zen participation, and collaborative work. To that end, we developed a strategy that we are implementing as of
2019-2020 that consists of projecting citizen voice for educational improvement by articulating three processes:
(1) generate independent data that show the intensity and seriousness of the learning lag in the states of south-
eastern Mexico; (2) design, implement, and evaluate educational strategies that can be reproduced inside and
outside the classroom; and (3) implement citizen monitoring of education policies aimed explicitly at improving
reading and math, namely the Program to Foster Educational Quality and the National Textbook Policy (Hevia
et al. 2017). The participation of volunteers, facilitators, and educational communities in the first two processes
generates a critical mass of persons interested in learning that it makes it possible, first, to complete the monitor-
ing of education policies down to the local level, reviewing in each school how policies for fostering educational
quality and quality textbooks are (or are not) being implemented, and at the same time offering real alternatives
with strategies that make it possible to improve learning.

With this we want to resolve the main limitations that affect the main institutional systems of social oversight:
First, being able to monitor independently and vertically, at the school level, the education policies for addressing
the problem of the basic learning lag. We have generated a model for monitoring the vertical change in the fed-
eral government and the state governments (MIA 2017), but it is very difficult to determine the resources aimed
at resolving this problem at the school level and how they are used. Constructing a critical mass of volunteers
in the territories interested in improving learning makes it possible to reach the “last mile,” the schools that are
furthering actions for educational improvement, maintaining the focus on learning and more than on the inputs:
more than overseeing to see whether the school is painted, it is proposed to monitor whether the school library
has enough books, and books relevant to the children’s interests, and that can be borrowed and taken home.

Second, perhaps most important, articulating the voluntary actions for participation makes it possible to give
meaning to the actions to monitor the budget, given that we seek to connect the interests of the educational
community—associated with their children’s learning—with the interests of MIA and other organizations that
promote citizen oversight to project citizen voice. Mindful that it is possible to improve basic learning through
short and low-cost educational interventions that require access to relevant printed materials for the children,
it makes sense to demand better school libraries. Similarly, if we show that there are major lags in math and the
Mexican education authorities do not put in place a national or state program to address the lag, it makes sense
to demand of the authorities a policy for improving the teaching-learning process in math.

Third, articulating citizen monitoring of substantive policies and the results of independent assessments on learn-
ing with the design and production of educational interventions offers alternative “solutions” that are proactive
and viable, such as implementing the pedagogical strategies developed by MIA that go beyond filing complaints
with the established systems for responding to citizens. Having effective strategies for improvement that we
can share free of charge with school communities makes it possible to expand the society-school interaction to
processes of co-construction, such as implementing reading clubs, or joint initiatives by the parents’ association
and the principal to gain access to state programs for fostering quality education.

local level that are not contentious, but collaborative,
allowing for vertical articulation with the other compo-
nents of the “macro” monitoring of education policies.
As the case of MIA shows, there are opportunities to un-
dertake voluntary actions and set this energy in motion,
directly in activities to assess basic learning through
clear instructions and specific tasks.

Similarly, the experiences of Pratham in India, to get vol-
unteers in localities who take responsibility for strength-
ening actions to improve reading and writing, have
surpassed expectations in terms of society’s interest
in becoming involved in education, in a formative and
productive way, beyond chipping in a cash donation
or supervising to check whether the school is clean or
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painted. Such initiatives can be built upon for communi-
ties to mobilize to demand better educational services if
such demands are geared to improving learning.

Challenges for Those Interested in
Strengthening Social Accountability
in Education

The agenda for developing and implementing the so-
cial accountability in education model poses a series of
challenges to the learning community about account-
ability. Two specific audiences can be identified: experts
in educational accountability, and experts in social ac-
countability in areas other than education. Each face
specific challenges.

On the one hand, for experts in educational account-
ability, a first challenge is to identify and deconstruct
the biases identified, and others not yet characterized.
Our intent is not to repudiate the importance of these
efforts for overcoming the learning crisis nor to ignore
the strides already made, but to indicate how the biases
have consequences and how a social accountability in
education agenda can be created that is more geared to
the structural causes, more balanced in identifying the
persons responsible, responsibilities, and sanctions, and
that requires fewer efforts to mobilize the population to
demand better education. In this sense, it is necessary to
continue standardized assessments and clearly identify
the responsibilities of teachers and schools, so long as
these assessments are formative, are more clearly tied
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to improving learning and valuing the individual and
social goals of education, and are not useful merely for
keeping tabs on teachers and as an excuse for the de-
regulation and eventual privatization of public educa-
tion systems.

Educational research has generated sufficient evidence
and recommendations to strengthen the focus on stu-
dents’ capacities, the construction of more compassion-
ate schools, and the design and implementation of af-
firmative policies that diminish the enormous weight of
socioeconomic context, addressing issues that are rath-
er marginal in the international community dedicated
to social accountability in education, which continues to
be focused disproportionately on teacher training and
teacher selection policies.

On the other hand, the main challenge for experts in
social accountability in fields other than education is to
understand that accountability for education is shared,
there is no“single” person or entity accountable: it is not
(just) the teachers, schools, political authorities and/or
the inadequate provision of educational materials that
cause low educational levels. In this sense, the challenge
is to design “theories of change” that make it possible
to distinguish how and of whom one can demand ac-
countability for the success or failure of policies (be-
yond standardized test results) with the interaction of
students, teachers, principals, local and national politi-
cal authorities, donors, society at large, CSOs, academia,
etc., and where we all have a responsibility to assume.



Endnotes

1. For some examples of introducing participation and accountability mechanisms in health, see Boydell et al.
(2018), Juarez et al. (2016), Nelson, Bloom, and Shankland (2018); for fighting poverty, see Ayliffe, Aslam, and Schjedt
(2017), Bassett et al. (2012), UNDP and UNICEF (2011).

2. For examples of international partnerships that foster participation and accountability in education see GPE
(2018); GPSA (2018); for examples of international agencies, see Holland (2017); for examples of UNESCO bodies,
see International Institute for Educational Planning (IIEP) (UNESCO 2018a). For examples of donor agencies, see the
Global Development and Population program (Hewlett Foundation 2018).

3. For problems implementing social accountability actions see Banerjee et al. (2010), Fox (2015), Hevia (2015,
2018b).

4. For some examples of the effects of educational accountability globally, see Gershberg, Gonzalez, and Meade
(2012a); di Gropello (2004); Hanushek and Raymond (2004). The case of Chile may be paradigmatic in this respect.
See Atria 2014; Bellei 2015; Falabella and de la Vega (2016).

5. See on page 20: “Effects of educational accountability on the educational community.”

6. For analysis of the discussion on the effects of charter schools and the No Child Left Behind Act see (Anderson
(2005); Giersch (2012); Peterson and West (2003); Wells, Slayton, and Scott (2002). For the case of Chile and the dem-
onstrations against schools for profit, see Atria (2014) and Bellei (2015).

7. One example of this in the United States is the Pearson group and the discussion with respect to the Common
Core Standards (Simon 2015; Tampio 2015); some studies of PISA for Development point to similar results (Addey
2017).

8. For a critique of the effects of the policies for evaluating performance on the education systems see Aboites
(2012); Ravitch (2011); Sdnchez (2014).

9. For a discussion of the political nature of the concept of social accountability, see Ayliffe, Aslam, and Schjadt
(2017); Fox (2015, 2018); Joshi and Houtzager (2012).

10. With respect to the democratic deficit see Joshi and Houtzager (2012); McGee and Gaventa (2011). On spatial
metaphors, see Goetz and Jenkins (2001); Isunza Vera (2006); O'Donnell (1998); Peruzzotti and Smulovitz (2006).
On anti-corruption strategies see Baez-Camargo and Stahl (2016); on new social movements see Almén and Burell
(2018), among other issues.

11. See, for example Bain et al. (2005); Bassett et al. (2012); World Bank (2016). Comparing the World Bank and
OECD concepts, Caddy et al. propose a system for classifying ultimate objectives into three types: scrutiny, proxim-
ity, and engagement. Scrutiny initiatives aim to improve the evaluation, analysis, and review of the government ac-
tions. Proximity initiatives aim to reduce the “distance” between citizens and the government, and to identify citizens’
needs and preferences. Engagement initiatives aim to incorporate citizens into the decision-making process Caddy,
Peixoto, and McNeil (2007:8-11).
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12. Multiple social accountability actions have been deployed in fields such as health (Balestra et al. 2018); budgets
and fighting poverty in Africa; policies and planning, revenues, budgets, spending, and provision of services (McNeil
and Malena 2010a); social protection and social assistance in Africa (Barrett 2008; Brownie 2014); and the use of pro-
tests in China as social accountability mechanisms (Almén and Burell 2018).

13. Various analyses have been done to understand the effectiveness of social accountability. See, for example:
Brownie (2014:1); Fox (2015); Rocha Menocal and Sharma (2008;x-xi), Fox (2015); Fox, Aceron, and Guillan (2017);
Grandvoinnet, Aslam, and Raha (2015), Joshi (2014).

14. Interaction mechanisms (Ayliffe, Aslam, and Schjedt 2017), economic demands (Balestra et al. 2018), importance
of context (Baez-Camargo and Stahl 2016; Caddy, Peixoto, and McNeil 2007, 5; Rosie McGee and Gaventa 2011, 19;
McNeil and Malena (2010b:188); Rocha Menocal and Sharma (2008:5).

15. Examples of short route/long route in education may be found in Bruns, Filmer, and Patrinos (2011); di Gropello
(2004); Meade and Gershberg (2008).

16. For a discussion of the concept of holding accountable, see Cunill (2000).
17. For more information, see Adams (2017); Peterson and West (2003); Wells, Slayton, and Scott (2002).

18. For example, Puryear identifies five elements of any system of educational accountability: standards, informa-
tion, consequences, authority, and capacity (Puryear 2006; Winkler 2006).

19. There are differences in the number and type of indicators of the quality of education reported by the literature.
For discussion in Latin America, see for example (Bonilla 2014; Braslavsky and Cosse 2006; Meza 2008).

20. One clearindicator of this turn can be observed in the centrality of education coverage in the millennium devel-
opment goals, and the emphasis on the quality of learning one finds in the sustainable development goals (UNDP
2015,2018b).

21. For more discussion on the use of the assessment in Latin America and the Caribbean see laies (2003); Martinez
Rizo (2008); Meza (2008).

22. On the PISA Effect, see (Busso and Ambrus (2016); Engel (2015); Font et al. (2009); Grek (2009); Hanberger (2014).

23. Criticisms of the effects of simplification in Bogotch, Mirén, and Biesta (2007:97); doubts as to the validity of the
results (Torrance 2017); the curtailing of study plans (Herman, Aschbacher, and Winters 1992, 5-6); various effects
on school and motivation (Schneider, Feldman, and French 2016, 67); increased anxiety of students (Huerta-Macias
2002, 338); reduced motivation for learning (ARG 2002, 2); the lack of correspondence among the contents of the
test, the study plan, and teaching (Herman, Aschbacher, and Winters 1992, 5-6; Shepard 2006).

24. In this regard see (CCSSO 2014; Cochran-Smith et al. 2018; Darling-Hammond 2014). The discussion of the new
education law known as the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) is revealing of much of the new academic debate on
the measure of success of an education policy (Darling-Hammond et al. 2016; Strobach 2018), criticizing the scant
value they contribute to the schools if not accompanied by investment in human resources and school leadership
(Elmore 2010).
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25. For example, the Janadoo project in Senegal has worked on caring for the environment (Lartes-Ifan 2018) and
the MIA project in Mexico has developed instruments to evaluate the handling of emotions and care of the body
(Vergara-Lope, Hevia, and Veldzquez 2019).

26. In this respect see (Darling-Hammond et al. 2016; Strobach 2018). On new measurement instruments see (Bae
2018; Stosich, Snyder, and Wilczak 2018); on orientation to learning, see (Gebril 2018). On the importance of extra-
school knowledge see (Bourke, O'Neill, and Loveridge 2018). For empirical examples of how to redesign these in-
struments in various states of the United States of America, see the following; Virginia (Haun 2018), Massachusetts
(French 2018), California (Bush-Mecenas et al. 2018), Vermont (Fowler 2018), Tennessee and Ohio (Hillman, Hicklin
Fryar, and Crespin-Trujillo 2018).

27. These arguments are developed, for example, in Mexicanos Primero (2012a); OECD (2012); Sanches and Jacinto
(2014); Santiago et al. (2012); Vegas (2005); World Bank (2018).

28. On average across OECD countries, a socioeconomically disadvantaged girl who lives with her single-parent
family in a rural area, has an immigrant background, speaks a different language at home from the language of
instruction, had not attended pre-primary school, had repeated a grade, and is enrolled in a vocational track has an
83% probability of being a low performer (OECD 2016, 13-14).

29. The specific recommendations for improving education systems in Latin America and the Caribbean are: re-
place the mechanism of holding students back; expand education to include preschool education; ensure parent
participation and support for vulnerable students; adopt policies and practices for gender equity; adopt policies
and practices for equity as between indigenous and non-indigenous students; take measures to palliate the im-
pact of socioeconomic inequalities on academic achievement; develop programs that reinforce classroom strategies
and practices; have individual educational materials in the classroom; strengthen the programs for initial teacher
training; support vulnerable students and the schools they attend; improve the targeting of educational and so-
cial policies; strengthen teaching capacities and educational management for the harmonious development of the
students; ensure equity in access to school and retention in school for greater social inclusion and development of
social capital in the school environment (UNESCO 2015).

30. The specific recommendations of the OECD are: Take down the multiple barriers to learning; create demanding
and supportive learning environments in school; provide corrective support as soon as possible; foster the partici-
pation of parents and local communities; inspire students to make the most of available education opportunities;
identify lower-performing students and design strategies to adapt policies; provide support directed to underprivi-
leged schools and/or families; offer special programs for immigrant, minority, and rural students; address gender
stereotypes and help single-parent families; reduce inequalities in access to early education; and limit the use of the
classification of students (OECD 2016, 15).

31. Inthis respect, see 10 por la Educacion (2016); CCAE (2014); Mexicanos Primero (2012b, 2012a).

32. On the unintended effects of tests on teachers see Adams (2017); Day and Smethem (2009:142), on the ef-
fect on personal identities see Day and Smethem (2009), on scant participation in the decisions that affect them
see (Murphy 2018).“In other words, this accountability regime provides the infrastructure to keep a constant gaze
on local school happenings, including teacher performance, allowing bureaucratic and non-bureaucratic bodies
to govern schools from a distance (Rose 1999a; Ball 2003, 2008; Lingard, Creagh, and Vass 2012). Simultaneously, it
also provides the metrics against which teachers can measure themselves, situating them within perpetual states
of comparison against their peers and former selves to be more ‘effective’ and ‘excellent” (Ball 2015, Holloway and
Brass 2018:2).
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33. Campaha Latinoamericana del Derecho a la Educacion (CLADE) and Consejo Latinoamericano de Ciencias Sociales
(CLACSO) in Spanish.

34, Onthe negative impact of educational accountability on youths of color in California see Abrica (2018). On dete-
rioration of the school climate and increased workplace stress see Ball (2003); Easley Il and Tulowitzki (2016); Greany
(2016); Saeki et al. (2018).

35. Something similar happens in Pakistan, where ASER-Pakistan is leading citizen assessments and, with these re-

sults, generates educational interventions that make it possible for more children and adolescents to be able to read
and perform calculations (Jamil and Saeed 2018).

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019



References

10 por la educacién. 2016.“10 Por La Educacién.” 10 Por La Educacion. Retrieved March 30, 2016 (http://www.10porlaeducacion.
org/).

Aboites, Hugo. 2012. La medida de una nacién: los primeros anos de la evaluacion en México. Historia de poder, resistencia y
alternativa (1982-2012). México: UAM; CLACSO; Itaca.

Abrica, Elvira J. 2018.“How to Measure Student Success? Toward Consideration of Student Resilience as a Metric of Success in
Institutional Accountability Frameworks.” Community College Journal of Research and Practice 42(7-8):569-73.

ACNUDH. 2019. “Relator especial sobre el derecho a la educacién! Retrieved June 13, 2019 (https://www.ohchr.org/SP/Issues/
Education/SREducation/Pages/SREducationIndex.aspx).

Adames, Gill. 2017.“Using a Narrative Approach to llluminate Teacher Professional Learning in an Era of Accountability.” Teaching
and Teacher Education 67:161-70.

Addey, Camilla. 2017.“Elite Ethnography: Researching inside PISA for Development.” Atlanta, GE: CIES Conference.

Alarcén, Jorge, Moyra Castro, Claudio Frites, and Carla Gajardo. 2015. “Desafios de la educacién preescolar en Chile:
Ampdliar la cobertura, mejorar la calidad y evitar el acoplamiento.” Estudios Pedagdgicos (Valdivia) 41(2):287-303.

Almén, Oscar and Mattias Burell. 2018."Social Accountability as Social Movement Outcome: Protests in a Chinese City." Social
Movement Studies.

Ampratwum, Edward, Maxwell Agyei Ashon, and Regina Tetteh. 2014. State of Infraestructure in Ghanian Schools. Briefing paper.
15-1. CDD-Ghana.

Anagnostopoulos, Dorothea, Stacey A. Rutledge, and Rebecca Jacobsen. 2013. The Infrastructure of Accountability: Data Use and
the Transformation of American Education. Harvard Education Press.

Anderson, Lee W. 2005.“The No Child Left Behind Act and the Legacy of Federal Aid to Education.” Education Policy Analysis
Archives 13:24.

ANSA-EAP. 2019.“Checkmyschool.Org | Promoting Transparency and Social Responsibility, One School at a Time! — Just Another
WordPress Site.” Retrieved June 14, 2019 (https://www.checkmyschool.org/).

Apple, Michael W. 2003. The State and the Politics of Knowledge. 1 edition. New York ; London: Routledge.

ARG. 2002. Testing, Motivation and Learning. Cambridge: Assessment Reform Group; University of Cambridge Faculty of
Education.

Atria, Fernando. 2014. Derechos sociales y educacion: Un nuevo paradigma de lo publico. Santiago: Lom Ediciones.
Ayers, William, Therese M. Quinn, and David Stovall. 2009. Handbook of Social Justice in Education. New York; London: Routledge.

Ayliffe, Tamsin, Ghazia Aslam, and Rasmus Schjedt. 2017. Social Accountability in the Delivery of Social Protection. Final Research
Report. London: Development Patways Limited.

Backhoff, Eduardo and Sofia Contreras Roldan. 2014.“Corrupcion de la medida’E inflacion de los resultados de ENLACE." Revista
Mexicana de Investigacion Educativa 19(63):1267-83.

Bae, Soung. 2018.“Redesigning Systems of School Accountability: A Multiple Measures Approach to Accountability and
Support.” Education Policy Analysis Archives 26:1-32.

Baez-Camargo, Claudia and Franziska Stahl. 2016. Social Accountability A Practitioner’s Handbook. Basel: Basel Institute on
Governance.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences

49


http://www.10porlaeducacion.org/
http://www.10porlaeducacion.org/
https://www.ohchr.org/SP/Issues/Education/SREducation/Pages/SREducationIndex.aspx
https://www.ohchr.org/SP/Issues/Education/SREducation/Pages/SREducationIndex.aspx
https://www.checkmyschool.org/

50

Bain, Katherine, Franka Braun, Jaime Saavedra, and others. 2005. Voice and Accountability in Transfer Programs in Latin America
and the Caribbean. Washington: The World Bank.

Baird, Jo-Anne, Therese N. Hopfenbeck, Paul Newton, Gordon Stobart, and AnnaT. Steen-Utheim. 2014. State of the Field Review.
Assessment and Learning. Oslo: Norwegian Knowledge Centre for Education.

Baker, Tom and Ally Krupar. 2018.“Who Is Accountable for the Right to Education?” GPE. Retrieved June 14, 2019 (https://www.
globalpartnership.org/blog/who-accountable-right-education).

Balestra, Giulietta Luul, Jashodhara Dasgupta, Yatirajula Kanaka Sandhya, and Jenevieve Mannell. 2018.“Developing Political
Capabilities with Community-Based Monitoring for Health Accountability: The Case of the Mahila Swasthya Adhikar Manch.”
Global Public Health 0(0):1-12.

Ball, Stephen J. 2003.“The Teacher’s Soul and the Terrors of Performativity.” Journal of Education Policy 18(2):215-28.
Ball, Stephen J. 2012. Global Education Inc: New Policy Networks and the Neo-Liberal Imaginary. Routledge.

Ball, Stephen J. 2013. The Education Debate. 2 ed. Policy Press.

Ball, Stephen J. 2015.“Education, Governance and the Tyranny of Numbers.” Journal of Education Policy 30(3):299-301.

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rukmini Banerji, James Berry, Esther Duflo, Harini Kannan, Shobhini Mukherji, Marc Shotland, and Michael
Walton. 2016. Mainstreaming an Effective Intervention: Evidence from Randomized Evaluations of “Teaching at the Right Level” in
India. Working Paper. 22746. Washington: National Bureau of Economic Research.

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rukmini Banerji, Esther Duflo, Rachel Glennerster, Daniel Kenniston, Stuti Khemani, and Marc Shotland. 2007.
“Can Information Campaigns Raise Awareness and Local Participation in Primary Education?” Economic and Political Weekly
42(15):1365-72.

Banerjee, Abhijit, Rukmini Banerji, Esther Duflo, Rachel Glennerster, and Stuti Khemani. 2010. “Pitfalls of Participatory Programs:
Evidence from a Randomized Evaluation in Education in India.” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 2(1):1-30.

Banerjee, Abhijit, Shawn Cole, Esther Duflo, and Leigh Linden. 2017.“Remedying Education: Evidence from Two Randomized
Experiments in India.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 122(3):1235-64.

Banerjee, Pallavi Amitava. 2016."A Systematic Review of Factors Linked to Poor Academic Performance of Disadvantaged
Students in Science and Maths in Schools” edited by S. Lamb. Cogent Education 3(1).

Banerji, Rukmini. 2000. “Poverty and Primary Schooling Field Studies from Mumbai and Delhi.” Economic and Political Weekly
XXI1:795-802.

Banerji, Rukmini. 2013.“The Birth of ASER!" Learning Curve 2013:85-88.

Banerji, Rukmini, Suman Bhattacharjea, and Wilima Wadhwa. 2013.“The Annual Status of Education Report (ASER)." Research in
Comparative and International Education 8(3):387.

Barr, Abigail M., Frederick Mugisha, Pieter Serneels, and Andrew L. Zeitlin. 2012. “Information and Collective Action in the
Community Monitoring of Schools : Field and Lab Experimental Evidence from Uganda.”

Barrett, Stephen. 2008. “Achieving Accountability in Cash Transfer Programmes: The Case of the Social Protection Rights
Component of the Kenya Hunger Safety Net Programme.” Pp. 140-53 in Compendium of Papers Presented at the International
Conference on Social Protection for the Poorest, 8th—10th September. Development Research and Training & Chronic Poverty
Research Centre.

Basic Education Coalition. 2019. “Success Stories of How Global Basic Education Transforms the Lives of Real Children.” Basic
Education Coalition. Retrieved June 14, 2019 (https://www.basiced.org/impact-qualitative).

Bassett, Lucy, Sara Giannozzi, Lucian Pop, and Dena Ringold. 2012. Rules, Roles and Controls. Governance in Social Protection with
an Application to Social Assistance. 1206. Washington DC: The World Bank.

Bell, Lee Anne. 2007.“Theoretical Foundations for Social Justice Education.” Pp. 1-14 in Teaching for Diversity and Social Justice,
edited by M. Adams, L. A. Bell, and P. Griffin. New York; London: Routledge.

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019


https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/who-accountable-right-education
https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/who-accountable-right-education
https://www.basiced.org/impact-qualitative

Bellei, Cristian. 2015. El Gran Experimento: Mercado y Privatizacioén de La Educacién Chilena. Santiago, Chile: LOM Ediciones.
Blanco, Emilio. 2013. Los limites de la escuela. Educacidn, desigualdad y aprendizajes en México. México: El Colegio de México.

Bogotch, Ira, Luis Mirén, and Gert Biesta. 2007. “Effective for What; Effective for Whom?' Two Questions SESI Should Not Ignore.”
Pp. 93-110 in International Handbook of School Effectiveness and Improvement, Springer International Handbooks of Education,
edited by T. Townsend. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.

Bonilla, Luis. 2014. La calidad de la educacién. Ideas para seguir transformando la educacién Venezolana. Caracas: Ministerio del
Poder Popular para la Educacién Universitaria y el Centro Internacional Miranda.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1997. Capital cultural, escuela y espacio social. México: Siglo XXI.

Bourdieu, Pierre and Jean-Claude Passeron. 2001. La reproduccién: Elementos para una teoria del sistema de ensefianza. Madrid:
Popular.

Bourke, Roseanna, John O’'Neill, and Judith Loveridge. 2018.“What Starts to Happen to Assessment When Teachers Learn about
Their Children’s Informal Learning?” The Australian Educational Researcher 45(1):33-50.

Boyd, Donald, Hamilton Lankford, Susanna Loeb, and James Wyckoff. 2008.“The Impact of Assessment and Accountability on
Teacher Recruitment and Retention: Are There Unintended Consequences?” Public Finance Review 36(1):88-111.

Boydell, V., S. Neema, K. Wright, and K. Hardee. 2018.“Closing the Gap between People and Programs: Lessons from
Implementation of Social Accountability for Family Planning and Reproductive Health in Uganda.” African Journal of
Reproductive Health 22(1):73-84.

Braslavsky, Cecilia and Gustavo Cosse. 2006. “Las actuales reformas educativas en América Latina: Cuatro actores, tres légicas y
ocho tensiones.” REICE: Revista Electronica Iberoamericana Sobre Calidad, Eficacia y Cambio En Educacion 4(2):1-26.

Brownie, Eve. 2014. Social Protection Accountability. 1178. Birmingham: GSDRC, Universiy of Birmingham.

Bruns, Barbara, Deon Filmer, and Harry Anthony Patrinos. 2011. Making Schools Work : New Evidence on Accountability Reforms.
Washington D.C.: World Bank.

Burgess, Simon, Deborah Wilson, and Jack Worth. 2010. A Natural Experiment in School Accountability: The Impact of School
Performance Information on Pupil Progress and Sorting. Working Paper. 10/246. Bristol: CMPO-Universiy of Bristol.

Burns, Nancy, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Sidney Verba. 2001. The Private Roots of Public Action: Gender, Equality, and Political
Participation. Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Bush, Kenneth. 2009. A Handbook for Applying Peace & Conflict Impact Assessment (PCIA) to PEACE Il Projects. Ulster: INCORE;
University of Ulster; UN University.

Bush-Mecenas, Susan, David Montes de Oca, Julie Marsh, and Heather Hough. 2018.“Seeing the Whole Elephant’: Changing
Mindsets and Empowering Stakeholders to Meaningfully Manage Accountability and Improvement.” Education Policy
Analysis Archives 26:10.

Busso, Matias and Steven Ambrus. 2016.“América Latina, El Caribe y PISA: Un largo camino por recorrer.” Ideas
Que Cuentan: BID. Retrieved December 13, 2016 (http://blogs.iadb.org/Ideasquecuentan/2016/12/13/
america-latina-el-caribe-y-pisa-un-largo-camino-por-recorrer/).

Butcher, Jacqueline and Gustavo Verduzco. 2016. Accién voluntaria y voluntariado en México. México: Fundacién Telefénica.

Caddy, Joanne, Tiago Peixoto, and Mary McNeil. 2007. Beyond Public Scrutiny Stocktaking of Social Accountability in OECD
Countries: Stocktaking of Social Accountability in OECD Countries. Paris; Washington: OECD Publishing; The World Bank.

Cérdenas, Sergio. 2017. The State of Accountability in the Education Sector of Mexico. Background paper prepared for the 2017/8
Global Education Monitoring Report. Mexico: UNESCO; GEM.

Castells, Manuel. 2004. La era de la informacion: Economia, sociedad y cultura. México: Siglo XXI.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences

51


http://blogs.iadb.org/Ideasquecuentan/2016/12/13/america-latina-el-caribe-y-pisa-un-largo-camino-por-recorrer/
http://blogs.iadb.org/Ideasquecuentan/2016/12/13/america-latina-el-caribe-y-pisa-un-largo-camino-por-recorrer/

52

CCAE. 2014.“Consejo ciudadano auténomo por la educacién.” Retrieved October 6, 2014 (http://ccaemexico.wordpress.com/).

CCSSO0. 2014. Next-Generation Accountability Systems: An Overview of Current State Policies and Practices. Washington: CCSSO-
Center for American Progress and the Council of Chief State School Officers.

Cernigoi, Adrienne. 2015.“NGO Targets India’s Soft Skills Gap.” Philanthropy Age. Retrieved September 15, 2015 (https://www.
philanthropyage.com/education/ngo-targets-indias-soft-skills-gap).

Clarke, Matthew. 2012.“The (Absent) Politics of Neo-Liberal Education Policy.” Critical Studies in Education 53(3):297-310.

Cochran-Smith, Marilyn, Molly Cummings Carney, Elizabeth Stringer Keefe, Wen-Chia Chang, Stephani Burton, M. Beatriz
Fernandez, Andrew F. Miller, Juan Gabriel Sanchez, and Megina Baker. 2018. Reclaiming Accountability in Teacher Education.
New York: Teachers College Press.

Cohen, David K., James P. Spillane, and Donald J. Peurach. 2018.“The Dilemmas of Educational Reform.” Educational Researcher
47(3):204-12.

Coleman, James S., Ernest Q. Campell, Carol J. Hobson, Alexander M. Mood, Frederic Weinfeld, and Robert York. 1966. Equality of
Educational Opportunity. Washington DC: US Deparment of Health, Education & Welfare. Office of Education.

Collier, David. 1993.“The Comparative Method."in Political Science: The State of the Discipline Il, edited by A. W. Finifter.
Washington: APSA.

Cortés, Omar. 2015. Evaluacion del gasto educativo en México. Reporte de investigacion. 9. México: CESOP.

Cortina, Regina and Constanza Lafuente. 2018.“Sélo la educacion de calidad cambiard a México”: El caso de Mexicanos Primero.”
Pp. 47-68 in Politica educativa, actores y pedagogia, edited by C. Ornelas, M. A. Navarro-Leal, and Z. Navarrete-Cazales.
México: Plaza y Valdés; Sociedad Mexicana de Educacién Comparada.

Corvalan, Javier. 2006. “Accountability educacional: Rendicion de cuentas mas responsabilizacion por los procesos y resultados
de la educacion!” Pp. 11-18 in Accountability educacional: Posibilidades y desafios para América Latina a partir de la experiencia
internacional, edited by J. Corvalan and R. R. McMeekin. Santiago: Cide : Preal.

Crosso, Camila, Mercedes Mayol, and Mikel Eigbar, eds. 2018. El Derecho a La Educacién y al Cuidado En La Primera Infancia:
Perspectivas Desde América Latina y El Caribe. Sao Paulo: CLADE; OMEP; Educo.

Cunill, Nuria. 2000. “Responsabilizacion por el control social” Pp. 297-327 in La responsabilizacion en la nueva gestién publica
latinoamericana.Vol. 128, edited by Consejo Cientifico del CLAD. Buenos Aires: CLAD; BID; EUDEBA.

Custer, Samantha, Elizabeth M. King, Tamar Manuelyan Ating, Lindsay Read, and Tanya Sethi. 2018. Toward Data-Driven Education
Systems. Washington: Center for Universal Education. Brookings.

Dagnino, Evelina. 2006. “Sociedad civil, participacién y ciudadania ;De qué estamos hablando?” Pp. 223-42 in Democratizacion,
rendicion de cuentas y sociedad civil : participacion ciudadanay control social, edited by E. Isunza Vera and A. Olvera. México
D.F.: MA Porrua; CIESAS; Universidad Veracruzana.

Danforth, Scot. 2015.“Social Justice and Technocracy: Tracing the Narratives of Inclusive Education in the USA! Discourse: Studies
in the Cultural Politics of Education 37(4):582-99.

Darling-Hammond, Linda. 2014. Next Generation Assessment: Moving beyond the Bubble Test to Support 21st Century Learning. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Darling-Hammond, Linda and Carol Ascher. 1991.“Creating Accountability in Big City School Systems.” Urban Diversity Series
102:48.

Darling-Hammond, Linda, Soung Bae, Channa M. Cook-Harvey, Livia Lam, Charmaine Mercer, Anne Podolsky, and Elizabeth
Leisy Stosich. 2016. Pathways to New Accountability Through the Every Student Succeeds Act. Palo Alto: Learning Policy
Institute.

Day, Christopher and Lindsey Smethem. 2009.“The Effects of Reform: Have Teachers Really Lost Their Sense of Professionalism?”
Journal of Educational Change 10(2-3):141-57.

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019


http://ccaemexico.wordpress.com/
https://www.philanthropyage.com/education/ngo-targets-indias-soft-skills-gap
https://www.philanthropyage.com/education/ngo-targets-indias-soft-skills-gap

De Hoyos Navarro, Rafael E., Orazio Pietro Attanasio, and Costas Meghir. 2019. Can Scholarships Increase High School Graduation
Rates? Evidence from a Randomized Control Trial in Mexico. Washington: The World Bank.

De la Vega, Luis Felipe. 2016. “Revisitando la relacién entre accountability y mejoramiento educativo: lecciones desde la
implementacion de planes de mejoramiento de la subvencion escolar preferencial” Tesis doctorado, Pontificia Universidad
Catolica de Chile, Santiago.

Dee, Thomas S. and Brian Jacob. 2011.“The Impact of No Child Left Behind on Student Achievement.” Journal of Policy Analysis
and Management 30(3):418-46.

Duckworth, Cheryl Lynn, Barb Allen, and Teri Triguba Williams. 2012.“What Do Students Learn When We Teach Peace? A
Qualitative Assessment of a Theater Peace Program.” Journal of Peace Education 9(1):81-99.

Duflo, Esther, Pascaline Dupas, and Michael Kremer. 2015.“School Governance, Teacher Incentives, and Pupil-Teacher Ratios:
Experimental Evidence from Kenyan Primary Schools.” Journal of Public Economics 123:92-110.

Easley Il, Jacob and Pierre Tulowitzki, eds. 2016. Educational Accountability: International Perspectives on Challenges and
Possibilities for School Leadership. London ; New York: Routledge.

Echeverria, Pedro. 2014.“Rebelion. El Fracaso Educativo En México Culpa de Gobierno y Empresarios, No de Maestros.” Retrieved
November 30, 2018 (https://www.rebelion.org/noticia.php?id=189367).

ECOZI. 2019.“Review Of The Curriculum. Retrieved June 14, 2019 (https://www.ecozi.co.zw/campaigns/review-of-the-
curriculum.html).

Elmore, Richard. 2010. Mejorando la escuela desde la sala de clases. Santiago, Chile: Fundacién Chile.

Engel, Laura C. 2015.“Steering the National: Exploring the Education Policy Uses of PISA in Spain.” European Education
47(2):100-116.

Estados Unidos Mexicanos. 2017. Constitucidn Politica de Los Estados Unidos Mexicanos. México: Ultima reforma publicada DOF
15 septiembre 2017.

Ezati, Betty Akullu, Aramanzan Madanda, and Josephine Ahikire. 2018.“Improving Learning in Rural Lower Primary School
through Provision of Informal ECD: Lessons from an NGO Model in Uganda.” Journal of Education and E-Learning Research
5(1):51-59.

Falabella, Alejandra and Luis Felipe de la Vega. 2016.“Politicas de responsabilizacién por desempefio escolar: Un debate a partir
de la literatura internacional y el caso chileno.” Estudios pedagdgicos (Valdivia) 42(2):395-413.

Fernald, Lia C. H., Paul Gertler, and Lynnette M. Neufeld. 2008. “Role of Cash in Conditional Cash Transfer Programmes for Child
Health, Growth, and Development: An Analysis of Mexico’s Oportunidades.” Lancet 371(9615):828-37.

Flessa, Joseph, Daniela Bramwell, Magdalena Fernandez, and José Weinstein. 2018.“School Leadership in Latin America
2000-2016! Educational Management Administration & Leadership 46(2):182-206.

Font, Carles Monereo, Montserrat Castellé Badia, Isabel Gomez Alemany, Marceluli Canal Besora, David Duran Gisbert, Rafel
Lemus Arce, Patrik Cerrato Alonso, Mariona Corcelles Seuba, Montserrat Nunez Castilla, Sonia Serrano de Lamo, Ibis Marlene
Alvarez Valdivia, Laura Vicente Villanueva, and Monique Boekaerts. 2009. Pisa como excusa.: Repensar la evaluacién para
cambiar la ensefianza. Barcelona: Grao.

Fontdevila, Clara, Antoni Verger, and Marina Avelar. 2019.“The Business of Policy: A Review of the Corporate Sector’s Emerging
Strategies in the Promotion of Education Reform.” Critical Studies in Education 0(0):1-16.

Fowler, Amy. 2018.“Multiple Perspectives Accountability Systems: A Perspective from Vermont.” Education Policy Analysis
Archives 26:11.

Fox, Jonathan. 2007. Accountability Politics: Power and Voice in Rural Mexico. New York: Oxford University Press.

Fox, Jonathan. 2015.“Social Accountability: What Does the Evidence Really Say?” World Development 72:346-61.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences

53


https://www.rebelion.org/noticia.php?id=189367
https://www.ecozi.co.zw/campaigns/review-of-the-curriculum.html
https://www.ecozi.co.zw/campaigns/review-of-the-curriculum.html

54

Fox, Jonathan, Joy Aceron, and Aranzazu Guillan. 2016. Doing Accountability Differently. u4 Issues. 4. Anti-Corruption Resource
Centre.

Fox, Jonathan, Joy Aceron, and Aranzazu Guillan. 2017. Construyendo la rendicion de cuentas de manera diferente. Una propuesta
para la integracion vertical del monitoreo y la incidencia publica. u4 Issues. 4. Anti-Corruption Resource Centre.

French, Dan. 2018.“Massachusetts Consortium for Innovative Education Assessments: Creating a Grassroots Accountability
System to Leverage State Policy Change!” Education Policy Analysis Archives 26:16.

Fuhrman, Susan. 2004. “Introduction.” Pp. 3-14 in Redesigning Accountability Systems for Education, edited by S. Fuhrman and R. F.
Elmore. New York: Teachers College Press.

Fuhrman, Susan and Richard F. EImore, eds. 2004. Redesigning Accountability Systems for Education. New York: Teachers College
Press.

Fullan, Michael. 2007. The New Meaning of Educational Change. New York ; London: Routledge.

Fullan, Michael. 2010. “Positive Pressure!” Pp. 119-30 in Second International Handbook of Educational Change, edited by A.
Hargreaves, A. Lieberman, M. Fullan, and D. Hopkins. Dordrecht; London: Springer.

Gebril, Atta. 2018."“Test Preparation in the Accountability Era: Toward a Learning-Oriented Approach.” TESOL Journal 9(1):4-16.

Gershberg, Alec lan, Pablo Alberto Gonzélez, and Ben Meade. 2012.“Understanding and Improving Accountability in Education:
A Conceptual Framework and Guideposts from Three Decentralization Reform Experiences in Latin America.” World
Development 40(5):1024-41.

Giersch, Jason. 2013.“Aiming for Giants: Charter School Legislation and the Power of Teacher Unions.” Education and Urban
Society 46(6):653-71.

Gil Antén, Manuel. 2013. La reforma educativa. México: El Colegio de México A.C.

Gil, Elizabeth and Taeyeon Kim. 2018.“Response to ‘Redesigning Systems of School Accountability’: Addressing Underlying
Inequities.” Education Policy Analysis Archives 26:9.

Goetz, Anne Marie and Rob Jenkins. 2001. “Hybrid Forms Of Accountability: Citizen Engagement in Institutions of Public-Sector
Oversight in India!” Public Management Review 3(3):363-83.

Gondol, Jan and Nicole Allen. 2015.“Open Government Partnership as a Platform for Advancing Open Education Policy.” Open
Praxis 7(3):273-80.

Gongora, Janette and Javier Jiménez, eds. 2015. La reforma educativa en el pacto por México. México: UAM.

Gove, Amber and Peter Cvelich. 2011. Early Reading: Igniting Education for All. A Report by the Early Grade Learning Community of
Practice. REVISED EDITION. Research Triangle Park, NC: Research Triangle Institute.

GPE. 2018."Home | Global Partnership for Education.” The Global Partnership for Education. Retrieved January 8, 2019 (https://
www.globalpartnership.org/).

GPSA. 2018."“Global Partnership for Social Accountability | The World Bank. Retrieved January 8, 2019 (https://www.thegpsa.
org/).

GPSA. 2019."“Initiating a Long-Term Nationwide Process of Social Accountability in the Education Sector: The Experience
of the ‘My School’ Project in Moldova | Global Partnership for Social Accountability.” Retrieved June 14, 2019 (/stories/
initiating-long-term-nationwide-process-social-accountability-education-sector-experience-).

Grandvoinnet, Helene, Ghazia Aslam, and Shomikho Raha. 2015. Opening the Black Box: The Contextual Drivers of Social
Accountability. Washington: The World Bank.

Greany, Toby. 2016.“Innovation Is Possible, It's Just Not Easy: Improvement, Innovation and Legitimacy in England’s
Autonomous and Accountable School System.” Educational Management Administration & Leadership 46(1):65-85.

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019


https://www.globalpartnership.org/
https://www.globalpartnership.org/
https://www.thegpsa.org/
https://www.thegpsa.org/
http:///stories/initiating-long-term-nationwide-process-social-accountability-education-sector-experience-
http:///stories/initiating-long-term-nationwide-process-social-accountability-education-sector-experience-

Gregosz, David, ed. 2014. Los desafios de educacion preescolar, bdsica y media en América Latina. Santiago: Konrad-Adenauer-
Stiftung e.V.

Grek, Sotiria. 2009. “Governing by Numbers: The PISA ‘Effect’in Europe.” Journal of Education Policy 24(1):23-37.

Grimaldi, Emiliano. 2012.“Neoliberalism and the Marginalisation of Social Justice: The Making of an Education Policy to Combat
Social Exclusion.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 16(11):1131-54.

di Gropello, Emanuela. 2004. Education Decentralization and Accountability Relationships in Latin America. 3453. Washington DC:
The World Bank.

Grugel, Jean and Pia Riggirozzi. 2018.“New Directions in Welfare: Rights-Based Social Policies in Post-Neoliberal Latin America.”
Third World Quarterly 39(3):527-43.

Hanberger, Anders. 2014.“What PISA Intends to and Can Possibly Achieve: A Critical Programme Theory Analysis.” European
Educational Research Journal 13(2):167-80.

Hanushek, Eric A. and Margaret Raymond. 2004. Does School Accountability Lead to Improved Student Performance? 10591.
Cambridge MA: National Bureu of Economic Research.

Hanushek, Eric A. and Ludger W6Bmann. 2007. Calidad de la educacién y crecimiento econémico. 39. Santiago: PREAL.
Harvey, David. 2013. Breve historia del neoliberalismo. 3a. reimpresion. Madrid: Akal.

Hattie, John. 2003. Teachers Make a Difference, What Is the Research Evidence? Melbourne: Paper presented at the Building
Teacher Quality: What does the research tell us ACER Research Conference.

Haun, Billy. 2018.“Making Performance Assessments Part of Accountability.” Education Policy Analysis Archives 26:1-9.

Herman, Joan L., Pamela R. Aschbacher, and Lynn Winters. 1992. A Practical Guide to Alternative Assessment. Alexandria, VA:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Hevia, Felipe J. 2014. Peticiones, protestas y participacion. Patrones de relacion sociedad-gobierno en la educacion bdsica en
Veracruz a inicios del siglo XXI. México: CIESAS.

Hevia, Felipe J. 2015.“Construccion de capacidades estatales y patrones de relacion gobierno-ciudadanos en Mexico: Un analisis
del nivel subnacional!” Revista Del CLAD Reforma y Democracia 62:107-34.

Hevia, Felipe J. 2016a. “Los riesgos de los programas de transferencias condicionadas y la construccion de ciudadania: El caso de
Progresa/Oportunidades de México." Reflexién Politica 18(35):28-41.

Hevia, Felipe J. 2016b. Monitoreo ciudadano en México: Participacion ciudadana para mejorar la provisién de servicios ptblicos.
México: CIDE; CLEAR.

Hevia, Felipe J. 2017.“Dinamicas de relacion sociedad-estado en la educacién en Veracruz, Mexico.” Revista Perfiles
Latinoamericanos 25(49):169-94.

Hevia, Felipe J. 2018.";Informacién, consulta o participacién activa? Construccion de una tipologia de participacion ciudadana
en evaluaciones educativas.” Reformas y Politicas Educativas 3.

Hevia, Felipe J. and Oswualdo Antonio. 2017.“Relaciones contenciosas y capacidades estatales en la educacion. El caso del
movimiento magisterial de 2013-2014 en Veracruz. in Legitimidad cuestionada, edited by D. Guillén and A. Monsivais.
Tijuana: COLEF.

Hevia, Felipe J,, Elisa Saldafia, Ana Viveros, and Samana Vergara-Lope. 2019. “Monitoreo ciudadano al gasto educativo:
Seguimiento a politicas de lectura y matematicas en el Caribe mexicano.” En Dictamen.

Hevia, Felipe J. and Samana Vergara-Lope. 2016. “Evaluaciones educativas realizadas por ciudadanos en México: Validacién de la
medicion independiente de aprendizajes.” Innovacién Educativa 16(70):85-110.

Hevia, Felipe J. and Samana Vergara-Lope. 2019. “Caracteristicas, satisfaccion vital y valores entre voluntarios en México.
Evidencias de un proyecto educativo! Espiral Estudios sobre Estado y sociedad (elSSN: 2594-021X) 26(76):135-82.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences

55



56

Hewlett Foundation. 2018.“Global Development and Population.” Hewlett Foundation. Retrieved January 8, 2019 (https://
hewlett.org/programs/global-development-and-population/).

Hillman, Nicholas W., Alisa Hicklin Fryar, and Valerie Crespin-Trujillo. 2018. “Evaluating the Impact of Performance Funding in
Ohio and Tennessee.” American Educational Research Journal 55(1):144-70.

Holland, Jeremy. 2017. What Works for Social Accountability? Findings from DFID’s Macro Evaluation. Policy Briefing. London: DfID.

Holloway, Jessica and Jory Brass. 2018.“Making Accountable Teachers: The Terrors and Pleasures of Performativity.” Journal of
Education Policy 33(3):361-82.

Hopkins, David. 2008. Hacia una buena escuela: Experiencias y lecciones. Santiago, Chile: Area de Educacién Fundacién Chile.

Hout, Michael and Stuart W. Elliott, eds. 2011. Incentives and Test-Based Accountability in Education. Washington, D.C.: National
Academies Press.

Hubbard, Paul. 2008. Putting the Power of Transparency in Context: Information’s Role in Reducing Corruption in Uganda’s Education
Sector. Working Paper. 136. Center for Global Development.

Huerta-Macias, Ana. 2002. “Alternative Assessment: Responses to Commonly Asked Questions.” Pp. 338- in Methodology in
Language Teaching: An Anthology of Current Practice, edited by J. C. Richards and W. A. Renandya. Cambridge MA: Cambridge
University Press.

Hursh, David W. 2015. The End of Public Schools: The Corporate Reform Agenda to Privatize Education. New York ; London:
Routledge.

laies, Gustavo, ed. 2003. Evaluar las evaluaciones. Una mirada politica acerca de Las evaluaciones de calidad educativa. Buenos
Aires: [IPE-UNESCO.

INEE. 2018a. Panorama educativo en México. Indicadores del sistema educativo nacional 2017. México: INEE.
INEE. 2018b. Planea. Resultados nacionales 2017. 3° de secundaria. Lenguaje y comunicacién y matemdticas. México: INEE.
INEP. 2018. Retrieved January 21, 2019 (http://portal.inep.gov.br/web/guest/inicio).

Isunza Vera, Ernesto. 2006. “Para analizar los procesos de democratizacion: Interfaces socioestatales, proyectos politicos y
rendicion de cuentas.” Pp. 265-91 in Democratizacién, rendicion de cuentas y sociedad civil: participacién ciudadana y control
social, edited by E. Isunza Vera and A. Olvera. México D.F.: MA Porrua; CIESAS; Universidad Veracruzana.

Jacob, Brian. 2007. Test-Based Accountability and Student Achievement: An Investigation of Differential Performance on NAEP and
State Assessments. w12817. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.

Joshi, Anuradha. 2008. “Producing Social Accountability? The Impact of Service Delivery Reforms.” IDS Bulletin 38(6):10-17.

Joshi, Anuradha. 2013."“Do They Work? Assessing the Impact of Transparency and Accountability Initiatives in Service Delivery.”
Development Policy Review 31:529-48.

Joshi, Anuradha and Peter P. Houtzager. 2012.“Widgets or Watchdogs?: Conceptual Explorations in Social Accountability.” Public
Management Review 14(2):145-62.

Joy, Xuejiao and Kurt Moses. 2016. Promoting Transparency through Information: A Global Review of School Report Cards. Paris:
IIEP; UNESCO.

Judrez, Clara, Felipe J. Hevia, Ana Lépez, and Laura Freyermuth, eds. 2016. Entre el activismo y la intervencién. El Trabajo de las
organizaciones de la sociedad civil y su incidencia para la salud de las mujeres indigenas. México: CIESAS; IDRC; Alternativas y
Capacidades.

Kane, Thomas J. and Douglas O. Staiger. 2002.“The Promise and Pitfalls of Using Imprecise School Accountability Measures” The
Journal of Economic Perspectives 16(4):91-114.

Kreiner, Svend and Karl Bang Christensen. 2014.“Analyses of Model Fit and Robustness. A New Look at the PISA Scaling Model
Underlying Ranking of Countries According to Reading Literacy.” Psychometrika 79(2):210-31.

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019


https://hewlett.org/programs/global-development-and-population/
https://hewlett.org/programs/global-development-and-population/
http://portal.inep.gov.br/web/guest/inicio

Kress, Sandy, Stephanie Zechmann, and J. Matthew Schmitten. 2011.“When Performance Matters: The Past, Present, and Future
of Consequential Accountability in Public Education.” Harvard Journal on Legislation 48:50.

de la Cuadra, Fernando. 2007.“Conflicto social, hipergobernabilidad y participacion ciudadana. Un andlisis de la ‘revolucion de

"

los pingiinos.” Polis. Revista Latinoamericana (16):1-16.
Lartes-Ifan. 2018. Govt Publication. Programme de Remédiation a I'Elémentaire Au Sénégal (P.R.E.). Dakar: Lartes-Ifan.

Lassibille, Gérard, Jee-Peng Tan, Cornelia Jesse, and Trang Van Nguyen. 2012.“Managing for Results in Primary Education in
Madagascar.” World Bank Economic Review 24(2):303-29.

Lazaro, André. 2013.“Derecho a la educacién, derecho a la participacion.” Pp. 1-34 in Participacion ciudadana, politicas publicas y
educacién en América Latina y Ecuador, edited by M. Luna Tamayo. Quito: OEI.

Leigh, Andrew. 2010. “Estimating Teacher Effectiveness from Two-Year Changes in Students'Test Scores.” Economics of Education
Review 29(3):480-88.

Lietz, Petra and Mollie Tobin. 2016.“The Impact of Large-Scale Assessments in Education on Education Policy: Evidence from
around the World!" Research Papers in Education 31(5):499-501.

Lingard, Bob. 2011.“Policy as Numbers: Ac/Counting for Educational Research.” The Australian Educational Researcher
38(4):355-82.

Lingard, Bob, Wayne Martino, Goli Rezai-Rashti, and Sam Sellar. 2015. Globalizing Educational Accountabilities. New York ;
London: Routledge.

Lockheed, Marlaine E. and Hans Wagemaker. 2013. “International Large-Scale Assessments: Thermometers, Whips or Useful
Policy Tools?” Research in Comparative and International Education 8(3):296-306.

Loeb, Susanna and David Figlio. 2011.“School Accountability.” Pp. 383-423 in Handbook of the Economics of Education, Volume 3,
edited by E. A. Hanushek, S. J. Machin, and L. Woessmann. San Diego: North Holland.

Lépez Roldan, Pedro. 1996.“La Construccion de Tipologias: Metodologia de Andlisis”” Papers: Revista de Sociologia (48):9-29.

Lowndes, Vivien, Lawrence Pratchett, and Gerry Stoker. 2006. “Diagnosing and Remedying the Failings of Official Participation
Schemes: The CLEAR Framework.” Social Policy and Society 5(02):281-91.

Lihrmann, Anna, Kyle L. Marquardt, and Valeriya Mechkova. 2017. Constraining Governments: New Indices of Vertical, Horizontal
and Diagonal Accountability. SSRN Scholarly Paper. ID 2956464. Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network.

Macours, Karen, Tania Barham, and John Maluccio. 2014.“More Schooling and More Learning? Effects of a 3-Year Conditional
Cash Transfer Program in Nicaragua after 10 Years.”

Magic Bus. 2019.“Childhood to Livelihood.” Retrieved June 14, 2019 (https://www.magicbus.org/).

Maier, Uwe. 2010. “Accountability Policies and Teachers’ Acceptance and Usage of School Performance Feedback - a
Comparative Study.” School Effectiveness and School Improvement 21(2):145-65.

Majeed, Rushda. 2014. Promoting Accountability, Monitoring Services: Textbook Procurement and Delivery, The Philippines, 2002-
2005. Princeton: IIS- Princeton Univ.

Malena, Carmen and Mary McNeil. 2010.“Social Accountability in Africa: An Introduction.” Pp. 1-28 in Demanding Good
Governance: Lessons from Social Accountability Initiatives in Africa, edited by M. McNeil and C. Malena. Washington: World
Bank.

Martinez, Arcelia and Alejandro Navarro Arredondo, eds. 2018. Qué Podemos Reformar de La Reforma Educativa: Una Mirada
Sobre Sus Principales Alcances y Retos. México: Instituto Belisario Dominguez. Senado de la Republica.

Martinez Rizo, Felipe. 2008. La evaluacién de aprendizajes en América Latina. 32. México: INEE.

Martinez-Rizo, Felipe and Juana E. Silva-Guerrero. 2016. “Impact of Large-Scale Assessment on Mexico’s Education Policies.”
Research Papers in Education 31(5):556-66.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences

57


https://www.magicbus.org/

58

Martinic, Sergio. 2008. “Informacion, participacion y enfoque de derechos.” Pp. 13-34 in Reflexiones en torno a la evaluacién de la
calidad educativa en América Latina y el Caribe, edited by M. E. Meza. Santiago: LLECE, OREALC/UNESCO.

McGee, Rosemary and John Gaventa. 2010. Synthesis Report. Review of Impact and Effectiveness of Transparency and
Accountability Iniciatives. London: Transparency & Accountability Initiative.

McGee, Rosie and John Gaventa. 2011. “Shifting Power? Assessing the Impact of Transparency and Accountability Initiatives.” IDS
Working Papers 2011(383):1-39.

McMeekin, Robert R. 2006. “Hacia una comprensién de la accountability educativa y como puede aplicarse en los paises de
América Latina!” Pp. 19-49 in Accountability educacional: Posibilidades y desafios para América Latina a partir de la experiencia
internacional, edited by J. Corvalan and R. R. McMeekin. Santiago: Cide : Preal.

McNeil, Mary and Carmen Malena, eds. 2010. Demanding Good Governance: Lessons from Social Accountability Initiatives in Africa.
Washington: World Bank.

Meier, Analissa. 2017.“Inter-American Dialogue | Reacciones a Los Resultados de PISA 2015 En LAC!” Blog de PREAL. Retrieved
March 27,2017 (http://www.thedialogue.org/blogs/2017/03/reacciones-a-los-resultados-de-pisa-2015-en-lac/?lang=es).

Mendoza, Brenda and Francisco Pedroza. 2015. “Evaluacién de Un Programa de Intervencién Para Disminuir El Acoso Escolar y
La Conducta Disruptiva.” Acta de Investigacién Psicoldgica 5(2):1947-59.

Mexicanos Primero. 2012a.“Dénde Esta Mi Maestro.” Retrieved September 27, 2012 (http://dondeestamimaestro.com/).
Mexicanos Primero. 2012b. Metas. El Estado de La Educacion En México, 2011. México: Mexicanos Primero.

Meza, Maria Eugenia, ed. 2008. Reflexiones en torno a la evaluacién de la calidad educativa en América Latina y el Caribe. Santiago:
LLECE, OREALC/UNESCO.

MIA. 2017.“Monitoreo ciudadano-MIA a politicas publicas relacionadas con los aprendizajes basicos en lectura y matematicas.

Molina, Agustin, Ignacio Amate, and Almudena Guarnido. 2011.“El gasto publico en educacién en los paises de la OCDE:
Condicionantes econdmicos e institucionales.” EXtoikos 4:37-44.

Mugo, John Kabutha, Sara Jerop Ruto, Mary Goretti Nakabugo, and Zaida Mgalla. 2015.“A Call to Learning Focus in East Africa:
Uwezo's Measurement of Learning in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda.” Africa Education Review 12(1):48-66.

Mullen, Carol A. 2017.“What Are Corporate Education Networks? Why Ask Questions?” Kappa Delta Pi Record 53(3):100-106.

Mundi, Karen. 2017.“Why Accountability Is Crucial to Achieve SDG 4. Retrieved June 14, 2019 (https://www.globalpartnership.
org/blog/why-accountability-crucial-achieve-sdg-4).

Muhoz Izquierdo, Carlos. 2005. “Andlisis de los resultados de México en el PISA-2003: una oportunidad para las politicas
publicas!” Revista Perfiles Latinoamericanos 12(26):83-107.

Mufioz Izquierdo, Carlos. 2009. ;Cémo puede la educacioén contribuir a la movilidad social? Resultados de cuatro décadas de
investigacion sobre la calidad y los efectos socioeconémicos de la educacion. México, D.F: Universidad Iberoamericana.

Murphy, Mark. 2018.“Ever Greater Scrutiny: Researching the Bureaucracy of Educational Accountability.” in Education
Governance and Social Theory: Interdisciplinary Approaches to Research, edited by A. Wilkins and A. Olmedo. London:
Bloomsbury Press.

Nelson, Erica, Gerald Bloom, and Alex Shankland. 2018. “Accountability for Health Equity: Galvanising a Movement for Universal
Health Coverage! IDS Bulletin 49(2):1-17.

Noro, Jorge Eduardo. 2010.“Origen, glorificacion y crisis de la escuela moderna: De la escuela sagrada a la escuela profanada.”
Investigacion y Postgrado 25(2-3):109-14.

Observatorio Ciudadano de la Educacion. 2008. Participacion social en educacion: Del andlisis a las propuestas. México:
Observatorio Ciudadano de la Educacion.

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019


http://www.thedialogue.org/blogs/2017/03/reacciones-a-los-resultados-de-pisa-2015-en-lac/?lang=es
http://dondeestamimaestro.com/
https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/why-accountability-crucial-achieve-sdg-4
https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/why-accountability-crucial-achieve-sdg-4

O’Day, Jennifer. 2004. “Complexity, Accountability, and School Improvement.” Pp. 15-43 in Redesigning accountability systems for
education, edited by S. Fuhrman and R. F. Eimore. New York: Teachers College Press.

O’Donnell, Guillermo A. 1998.“Horizontal Accountability in New Democracies.” Journal of Democracy 9(3):112-26.
O’Donoghue, Jennifer, ed. 2015. Sorry. El aprendizaje del inglés en México. México: Mexicanos Primero.

OECD. 2006. El Programa PISA de La OCDE. Qué Es y Para Qué Sirve. Paris: OECD.

OECD. 2010. Highlights from Education at a Glance 2009. Paris: OCDE.

OECD. 2012. Education at a Glance. OECD Indicators. Country Note: México. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2015. Education at a Glance, 2014. Country Note: Mexico. Paris: OECD.

OECD, ed. 2016. Low-Performing Students: Why They Fall behind and How to Help Them Succeed. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OMEP. 2019.”Omep Latinoamérica — Organizacién Mundial para la Educacién Preescolar”” Retrieved January 24, 2019 (http://
www.omeplatinoamerica.org/).

O’Neill, Onora. 2013."“Intelligent Accountability in Education.” Oxford Review of Education 39(1):4-16.
PAL. 2018."PAL Network — Peoples Action for Learning Network” Retrieved January 8, 2019 (https://palnetwork.org/?lang=es).

Pandey, Priyanka, Sangeeta Goyal, and Venkatesh Sundararaman. 2008. Community Participation In Public Schools: The Impact Of
Information Campaigns In Three Indian States. Washington: The World Bank.

Perrenoud, Philippe. 2008. La evaluacién de los alumnos: de la produccidn de la excelencia a la regulacidn de los aprendizajes. Entre
dos I6gicas. Buenos Aires: Ediciones Colihue.

Peruzzotti, Enrique and Catalina Smulovitz. 2006. Enforcing the Rule of Law: Social Accountability in the New Latin American
Democracies. Pennsylvania: University of Pittsburgh Pre.

Peterson, Paul E. and Martin R. West. 2003. No Child Left Behind?: The Politics and Practice of School Accountability. Washington:
Brookings Institution Press.

Pons, Xavier. 2011.“What Do We Really Learn from PISA? The Sociology of Its Reception in Three European Countries (2001-
2008)1." European Journal of Education 46(4):540-48.

Pradhan, Menno, Daniel Suryadarma, Amanda Beatty, Maisy Wong, Armida Alisjahbana, Arya Gaduh, and Rima Prama Artha.
2012. Improving Educational Quality through Enhancing Community Participation: Results from a Randomized Field Experiment
in Indonesia. 5795. Washington DC: The World Bank.

Pratham. 2016.“ASER Centre!” Retrieved January 15, 2016 (http://www.asercentre.org/).

Prinsloo, Ch and Jc Harvey. 2017.“The Viability of Individual Oral Assessments for Learners: Insights Gained from Two
Intervention Evaluations.” Perspectives in Education.

Puryear, Jeffrey M. 2006. “La accountability en educacién ;qué hemos aprendido?” Pp. 125-33 in Accountability educacional:
posibilidades y desafios para América Latina a partir de la experiencia internacional, edited by J. Corvalan and R. R. McMeekin.
Santiago: Cide : Preal.

RAND. 2012. Teachers Matter: Understanding Teachers’ Impact on Student Achievement. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Education.

Ravitch, Diane. 2011. The Death and Life of the Great American School System: How Testing and Choice Are Undermining Education.
Philadelphia: Basic Books.

Reinikka, R. and J. Svensson. 2004. “The Power of Information: Evidence from a Newspaper Campaign to Reduce Capture.”
Quarterly Journal of Economics 119(2):678-704.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences

59


http://www.omeplatinoamerica.org/
http://www.omeplatinoamerica.org/
https://palnetwork.org/?lang=es
http://www.asercentre.org/

60

Reinikka, Ritva and Jakob Svensson. 2011.“The Power of Information in Public Services: Evidence from Education in Uganda.”
Journal of Public Economics 95(7):956-66.

Republica de Chile. 2017. Constitucidn politica de la Reptblica de Chile. Santiago: Republica de Chile, Texto actualizado a mayo de
2017.

Results. 2019.“Right to Education Index.” Retrieved June 14, 2019 (https://www.rtei.org/en/).

Results for Development Institute. 2015. Bringing Learning to Light: The Role of Citizen-Led Assessments in Shifting the Education
Agenda. Washington DC: Results for Development Institute.

Rioux, Marcia H. and Paula C. Pinto. 2010.“A Time for the Universal Right to Education: Back to Basics.” British Journal of Sociology
of Education 31(5):621-42.

Rocha Menocal, Alina and Bhavna Sharma. 2008. A Joint Evaluation of Citizen’s Voice and Accountability: Syinthesis Report. London:
DfID.

Rodriguez, Pedro Gerardo. 2012.“Sombras y luces de un filme.” Revista Latinoamericana de Estudios Educativos (México)
XLII(2):7-47.

Rulfo, Juan Carlos. 2012. De Panzazo. Mexicanos Primero.

Saeki, Elina, Natasha Segool, Laura Pendergast, and Nathaniel von der Embse. 2018.“The Influence of Test-Based Accountability
Policies on Early Elementary Teachers: School Climate, Environmental Stress, and Teacher Stress.” Psychology in the Schools
55(4):391-403.

Sanches, Maria de Fatima Chorao and Manuela Jacinto. 2014. “Teacher Evaluation Policies: Logics of Action and Complex
Adaptation to School Contexts.” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 116:1201-10.

Sénchez, Carlos. 2014.“Lo que oculta el informe Pisa.” Retrieved June 13, 2014 (http://www.finanzas.com/x|-semanal/
magazine/20140427/oculta-informe-pisa-7150.html).

Santiago, Paulo, Isobel McGregor, Deborah Nusche, Pedro Ravela, and Diana Toledo. 2012. OECD Reviews of Evaluation and
Assessment in Education: Mexico 2012. Paris: OECD Publishing.

Santibafez, Lucrecia, José-Felipe Martinez, Ashlesha Datar, Patrick J. McEwan, Claude Messan-Setodji, and Ricardo Basurto-Davila.
2007. Haciendo camino: Andlisis del sistema de evaluacién y del impacto del programa de estimulos docentes carrera magisterial
en México. Santa Moénica CA: Rand Education; Secretaria de Educacién Publica.

Santoyo, Dzoara and Sonia M. Frias. 2014.“Acoso escolar en México: Actores involucrados y sus caracteristicas.” Revista
Latinoamericana de Estudios Educativos (México) XLIV(4).

Schedler, Andreas. 2004. ;Qué es la rendicién de cuentas? México: IFAI.
Schneider, Jack, Joe Feldman, and Dan French. 2016.“The Best of Both Worlds." Phi Delta Kappan 98(3):60-67.
SEP. 2007. Programa Sectorial de Educacion. Secretaria de Educacién Publica 2007-2012. México: Gobierno de la Republica.

SEP. 2013a. ACUERDO Numero 696 por el que se establecen normas generales para la evaluacion, acreditacion, promocién y
certificacion en la educacién bdsica. México: DOF 11 septiembre 2013.

SEP. 2013b. Programa Sectorial de Educacién. Secretaria de Educacioén Publica 2013-2018. México: Gobierno de la Republica.

SEP. 2018. ACUERDO nimero 12/05/18 por el que se establecen las normas generales para la evaluacién de los aprendizajes
esperados, acreditacion, regularizacion, promocion y certificacion de los educandos de la educacion bdsica. México: DOF
07/06/2018.

Sepulveda Carmona, Magdalena and Carly Nyst. 2012. The Human Rights Approach to Social Protection. Erweko Oy: Ministry for
Foreing Affairs of Finland.

Shepard, Lorrie A. 2006. “La Evaluacion En El Aula.” Educational Mesasurement 623-646.

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019


https://www.rtei.org/en/
http://www.finanzas.com/xl-semanal/magazine/20140427/oculta-informe-pisa-7150.html
http://www.finanzas.com/xl-semanal/magazine/20140427/oculta-informe-pisa-7150.html

Shkabatur, Jennifer. 2014. Check My School. A Case Study on Citizens’ Monitoring of the Education Sector in the Philippines.
Washington: The World Bank.

Siddiqui, Nadia. 2017.“Socio-Economic Segregation of Disadvantaged Children between Schools in Pakistan: Comparing the
State and Private Sector” Educational Studies 0(0):1-19.

Simon, Stephanie. 2015. “No Profit Left Behind.” POLITICO. Retrieved June 13, 2019 (https://www.politico.com/story/2015/02/
pearson-education-115026.html).

Solana, Fernando, Raul Cardiel, and Raul Bolafios. 1981. Historia de la educacién publica en México. México: Secretaria de
Educacién Publica; FCE.

Solano-Flores, Guillermo and William Bonk. 2008. Evaluation of the Latin American Laboratory for the Evaluation of Educational
Quality (LLECE). Internal Oversight Service Evaluation Section. IOS/EVS/PI/92. Paris: UNESCO.

Spier, Elizabeth, Pia Britto, Terri Pigott, Eugene Roehlkapartain, Michael McCarthy, Yael Kidron, Mengli Song, Peter Scales, Dan
Wagner, Julia Lane, and Janis Glover. 2016. Parental, Community, and Familial Support Interventions to Improve Children’s
Literacy in Developing Countries: A Systematic Review. Campell Systematic Review. 04. Campell Systematic Reviews.

Sriring, Srinual, Prawit Erawan, and Monoon Sriwarom. 2015.“The Development of a Secondary School Health Assessment
Model!” International Education Studies 8(9):148-61.

Stosich, Elizabeth Leisy. 2018.“Principals and Teachers ‘Craft Coherence’among Accountability Policies.” Journal of Educational
Administration 56(2):203-19.

Strobach, Kelly Vaillancourt. 2018.“Implementation of the Every Student Succeeds Act: Update and Next Steps.” Communique
46(5):9-11.

Sundaresan, Nirup, Nermeen Dashoush, and Rebecca Shangraw. 2017.“Now That We're ‘Well Rounded, Let’s Commit to Quality
Physical Education Assessment.” Journal of Physical Education, Recreation & Dance 88(8):35-38.

Swan, Gerry M., Thomas R. Guskey, and Lee Ann Jung. 2014.“Parents’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of Standards-Based and
Traditional Report Cards.” Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability 26(3):289-99.

Tampio, Nicholas. 2015.“For Pearson, Common Core Is Private Profit” Aljazeera America. Retrieved June 13, 2019 (http://america.
aljazeera.com/opinions/2015/3/for-pearson-common-core-is-private-profit.html).

Tedesco, Juan Carlos. 2017.“Educacién y desigualdad en América Latina y el Caribe. Aportes Para La Agenda Post 2015 Perfiles
Educativos 39(158):206-24.

Tenti, Emilio and Cora Steinberg. 2011. Los docentes mexicanos: Datos e interpretaciones en perspectiva comparada. México: Siglo
Veintiuno Editores.

The Abidjan Principles. 2019.“Guiding Principles on the Human Rights Obligations of States to Provide Public Education and to
Regulate Private Involvement in Education.” Retrieved (https://www.abidjanprinciples.org/).

Thindwa, Jeff. 2017.“Social Accountability Can Help to Improve the Quality of Education.” GPSA. Retrieved June 14, 2019 (/
stories/social-accountability-can-help-%C2%A0improve-quality-education).

Thindwa, Jeff. 2019.“How Social Accountability Helped GPE Financing Do More in Uganda!” GPE. Retrieved June 14, 2019 (https://
www.globalpartnership.org/blog/how-social-accountability-helped-gpe-financing-do-more-uganda).

Torrance, Harry. 2017."The Return to Final Paper Examining in English National Curriculum Assessment and School
Examinations: Issues of Validity, Accountability and Politics.” British Journal of Educational Studies 66(1):3-27.

Townsend, Tony, ed. 2007. International Handbook of School Effectiveness and Improvement.Vol. 17. Dordrecht: Springer
Netherlands.

Transparency & Accountability Initiative. 2014.“Welcome to the Transparency & Accountability Initiative.” Retrieved June 5, 2014
(http://www.transparency-initiative.org/).

Transparency International. 2005. Stealing The Future: Corruption in the Classroom. Berlin: Transparency International.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences

61


https://www.politico.com/story/2015/02/pearson-education-115026.html
https://www.politico.com/story/2015/02/pearson-education-115026.html
http://america.aljazeera.com/opinions/2015/3/for-pearson-common-core-is-private-profit.html
http://america.aljazeera.com/opinions/2015/3/for-pearson-common-core-is-private-profit.html
https://www.abidjanprinciples.org/
http:///stories/social-accountability-can-help-%C2%A0improve-quality-education
http:///stories/social-accountability-can-help-%C2%A0improve-quality-education
https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/how-social-accountability-helped-gpe-financing-do-more-uganda
https://www.globalpartnership.org/blog/how-social-accountability-helped-gpe-financing-do-more-uganda
http://www.transparency-initiative.org/

62

Tristan, Agustin and Rafael Vidal. 2006. Estdndares de calidad para pruebas objetivas. Bogota: Editorial Magisterio.

UNDP. 2013. Reflections on Social Accountability. Catalyzing Democratic Governance to Accelerate Progress Towards the Millennium
Development Goals. UNDP.

UNDP. 2015. “Objetivos de Desarrollo Del Milenio | UNDP! Retrieved March 3, 2015 (http://www.undp.org/content/undp/es/
home/mdgoverview/).

UNDP. 2018a.“Objetivos de Desarrollo del Milenio.” Retrieved January 21, 2019 (http://www.un.org/es/millenniumgoals/
education.shtml).

UNDP. 2018b. “Objetivos de Desarrollo Sostenible | PNUD." UNDP. Retrieved October 24, 2018 (http://www.undp.org/content/
undp/es/home/sustainable-development-goals.html).

UNDP and UNICEF. 2011. Local Government and Social Protection: Making Service Delivery Available for the Most Vulnerable. UNDP;
UNICEF.

UNESCO. 2000. Marco de Accién de Dakar: Educacién Para Todos. Dakar: UNESCO.
UNESCO, ed. 2004. Education for All. The Quality Imperative. EFA Global Monitoring Report 2005. Paris: UNESCO.

UNESCO. 2007. Educacién de calidad para todos: Un asunto de derechos humanos. Santiago: Oficina Regional de Educacion para
América Latina y el Caribe, UNESCO.

UNESCO. 2015. Informe de resultados. Tercer estudio regional comparativo y explicativo. Factores asociados. Santiago: UNESCO.

UNESCO. 2016. Educacidn 2030. Declaracién de Incheon y Marco de Accién para la Realizacidn del Objetivo de Desarrollo Sostenible
4. Paris: UNESCO.

UNESCO. 2017. Global Education Monitoring Report 2017/18: Accountability in Education. Meeting Our Commitments. Paris:
UNESCO.

UNESCO. 2018a. “lIEP-UNESCO!" IEP-UNESCO. Retrieved January 8, 2019 (http://www.iiep.unesco.org/en).

UNESCO. 2018b. One in Five Children, Adolescents and Youth Is Out of School. Fact Sheet. UIS/FS/2018/ED/48. Montreal: UNESCO
Institute for Statistics.

UNESCO. 2018c. SDG4 Data Digest. Data to Nurture Learning. Montreal: UNESCO Institute for Statistics.

UNESCO, Jorge Manzi, Daniela Jiménez, Andrea Abarzua, Carlos Cayuman, and Maria José Garcia. 2015. Informe de resultados
TERCE: Logros de aprendizaje. Santiago: UNESCO Publishing.

Vézquez Cuevas, Marisol. 2017. Diagnéstico de los avances y rezagos del SIGED. Cuadernos de investigacién. México: Instituto
Belisario Dominguez. Senado de la Republica.

Vegas, Emiliana, ed. 2005. Incentives to Improve Teaching: Lessons from Latin America. Washington DC: World Bank Publications.

Vergara-Lope, Samana and Felipe J. Hevia. 2016.“La reforma educativa: ;Ha dado resultados? Construccion de linea base para
una evaluacién independiente de aprendizajes y factores asociados al logro educativo.” Pp. 49-95 in Premio Nacional de
Investigacion Social y de Opinién Publica 2016. México: CESOP-Camara de Diputados.

"

Vergara-Lope, Samana and Felipe J. Hevia. 2018.“Rezago en aprendizajes basicos: El elefante en la sala de la reforma educativa!
Pp. 45-66 in Qué podemos reformar de la Reforma educativa: Una mirada sobre sus principales alcances y retos, edited by A.
Martinez and A. Navarro Arredondo. México: Instituto Belisario Dominguez. Senado de la Republica.

Vergara-Lope, Samana, Felipe J. Hevia, and Anabel Velazquez. 2019. “Medicion de aprendizajes basicos para la vida en el sureste
mexicano: Ciudadania, manejo de emociones y autocuidado.” En Dictamen.

Verger, Antoni, Hulya K. Altinyelken, and Mario Novelli, eds. 2018. Global Education Policy and International Development: New
Agendas, Issues and Policies. New York: Bloomsbury Publishing.

Accountability Working Paper | Number 5 | November 2019


http://www.undp.org/content/undp/es/home/mdgoverview/
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/es/home/mdgoverview/
http://www.un.org/es/millenniumgoals/education.shtml
http://www.un.org/es/millenniumgoals/education.shtml
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/es/home/sustainable-development-goals.html
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/es/home/sustainable-development-goals.html
http://www.iiep.unesco.org/en

Weistein, José, Javiera Marfan, and Gonzalo Muioz. 2016.“Chile: School Leadership Challenged by Double Accountability
towards Schools!” Pp. 51-72 in Educational Accountability: International perspectives on challenges and possibilities for school
leadership, edited by J. Easley Il and P. Tulowitzki. London ; New York: Routledge.

Wells, Amy Stuart, Julie Slayton, and Janelle Scott. 2002. “Defining Democracy in the Neoliberal Age: Charter School Reform and
Educational Consumption.” American Educational Research Journal 39(2):337-61.

Westhorp, Gill, Bill Walker, Patricia Rogers, Nathan Overbeeke, Daniel Ball, and Graham Brice. 2014. Enhancing Community
Accountability, Enpowerment and Education Outcomes in Low and Middle-Income Countries: A Realist Review. London: EPPI-
Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education, University of London.

Wilkins, Chris. 2011.“Professionalism and the Post-performative Teacher: New Teachers Reflect on Autonomy and Accountability
in the English School System.” Professional Development in Education 37(3):389-409.

Wilson, Hannah-May. 2018.“How Civil Society Can Supply Rigorous Data for the SDGs: The Citizen-Led Assessment
Approach! Data for Sustainable Development. Retrieved December 18, 2018 (https://sdg.uis.unesco.org/2018/10/26/
how-civil-society-can-supply-rigorous-data-for-the-sdgs-the-citizen-led-assessment-approach/).

Winkler, Donald. 2006. “Fortalecer accountability (rendiciéon de cuentas) en la educacién publica.” Pp. 99-123 in Accountability
educacional: posibilidades y desafios para América Latina a partir de la experiencia internacional, edited by J. Corvalan and R. R.
McMeekin. Santiago: Cide : Preal.

World Bank. 2003. World Development Report 2004 : Making Services Work for Poor People. Washington DC: World Bank.
World Bank. 2012. Strengthening Governance, Tackling Corruption. Washington: World Bank.

World Bank. 2016. Social Accountability Sourcebook. Washington: World Bank Publications.

World Bank. 2018. Learning to Realize Education’s Promise. World Development Report 2018. Washington DC: The World Bank.

Zubieta Garcia, Judith, Tomas Bautista, Ana Hilda Gdmez, and Maria del Rosario Freixas. 2015. Educacién. Las paradojas de un
sistema excluyente. Encuesta nacional de educacion. 1st ed. México: UNAM.

Educational Accountability or Social Accountability in Education? Similarities, Tensions, and Differences

63


https://sdg.uis.unesco.org/2018/10/26/how-civil-society-can-supply-rigorous-data-for-the-sdgs-the-citizen-led-assessment-approach/
https://sdg.uis.unesco.org/2018/10/26/how-civil-society-can-supply-rigorous-data-for-the-sdgs-the-citizen-led-assessment-approach/

Accountability Research Center Publications

Rachel Sullivan Robinson. 2019.“Setting the Stage for Increased Accountability: The White Ribbon
Alliance Nigeria Campaign to Improve Maternal, Newborn, and Child Health in Niger State.”
Accountability Note 6.

Carlos Garcia Jiménez. 2019.“Experiencias y desafios ciudadanos para instituir la transparencia y la
rendicion de cuentas en gobiernos locales del sur de México.” Accountability Note 5.

Carlos Garcia Jiménez. 2019. “Citizen Experiences and Challenges in Bringing Transparency and
Accountability to Local Governments in Southern Mexico.” Accountability Note 5.

T TG 7 Q= TS, 2018. TATE TIATE AT H@ A1 0! S AT qea § AfamtT

T TEATT FRAFLATT AT AT (% SAAETAAd F1 9T 92 FI. Accountability Note 5.

Samir Garg and Suchi Pande. 2018.“Learning to Sustain Change: Mitanin Community Health Workers
Promote Public Accountability in India.” Accountability Note 4

Elana Berger. 2018.”"How a Community-Led Response to Sexual Exploitation in Uganda Led to
Systemic World Bank Reform.” Accountability Note 3.

Walter Flores. 2018.“How Can Evidence Bolster Citizen Action? Learning and Adapting for
Accountable Public Health in Guatemala.” Accountability Note 2.

Walter Flores. 2018. “Lecciones sobre accién ciudadana y rendicion de cuentas en los servicios
publicos de salud de Guatemala.” Accountability Note 2.

Abdulkarim Mohammed. 2017.“Following the Money in Ghana: From the Grassroots to the Hallways
of the IMF." Accountability Note 1.

Learning Exchange Reports

»  Brenda Rodriguez Herrera, Rebeca Salazar Ramirez, and Mariana Gonzalez Moyo. 2018. “First
Meeting of Auxiliary Watershed organizations: Good Practices, Limitations, Lessons, and Prospects.
Rapporteur’s Report” Learning Exchange Report 4.

»  Marta Schaaf, Caitlin Warthin, Amy Manning, and Stephanie Topp. 2018.“Report on the Think-in on
Community Health Worker Voice, Power, and Citizens' Right to Health." Learning Exchange Report 3.

»  Joy Aceron, Angela Bailey, Shaazka Beyerle and Jonathan Fox. 2017.“Citizen Action Against
Corruption.” Learning Exchange Report 2.

»  Victoria Boydell, Jonathan Fox and Sarah Shaw. 2017.“Transparency and Accountability Strategies &
Reproductive Health Delivery Systems.” Learning Exchange Report 1.

Working Papers

»  Joy Aceron. 2019.“Pitfalls of Aiming to Empower the Bottom from the Top: The Case of Philippine
Participatory Budgeting.” Accountability Working Paper 4.

»  Rachel Nadelman, Ha Le and Anjali Sah. 2019. "How Does the World Bank Build Citizen Engagement
Commitments into Project Design? Results from Pilot Assessments in Mozambique, Myanmar,
Nigeria, and Pakistan." Institute of Development Studies. IDS Working Paper 525.

»  Nani Zulminarni, Valerie Miller, Alexa Bradley, Angela Bailey and Jonathan Fox. 2019.“Membangun
Gerakan Untuk Akuntabilitas: Belajar dari Pengorganisasian Perempuan Indonesia.” Kertas Kerja
Akuntabilitas 3.

»  Nani Zulminarni, Valerie Miller, Alexa Bradley, Angela Bailey and Jonathan Fox. 2018.“Movement-
building for Accountability: Learning from Indonesian Women'’s Organizing.” Accountability Working
Paper 3.

»  Francis Isaac, Danilo Carranza and Joy Aceron. 2017.“From the Ground Up: Multi-Level Accountability
Politics in Land Reform in the Philippines.” Accountability Working Paper 2.

»  Suchi Pande and Rakesh R. Dubbudu. 2017.“Citizen Oversight and India’s Right to Work Program:
What do the Social Auditors Say?” Accountability Working Paper 1.

Books

»  Joy Aceron (Ed.). 2018. Going Vertical: Citizen-led Reform Campaigns in the Philippines (Second Edition).

Quezon City and Washington DC: Government Watch (G-Watch) and Accountability Research Center (ARC).

See all publications at http://accountabilityresearch.org/publications/

American University

School of International Service
4400 Massachusetts Ave NW
Washington, DC 20016

ACCOUNTABILITY RESEARCH CENTER www.accountabilityresearch.org



http://www.accountabilityresearch.org
http://accountabilityresearch.org/publications/

