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A Appendix: Prior Research

Table A.1 presents an overview of the literature studying interventions providing information
to children or parents to improve student’s school outcomes.
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B Appendix: Sample and Recruitment of parents

B.1 Sample of students

In early 2014, we worked with education leaders in a deprived administrative of Santiago de
Chile to recruit schools to join our study. Eight schools consented to work with the program.
All students enrolled in grades 4 through 8 in each of these schools were included in the study
(a total of 85 classrooms and 1,447 students). Throughout the paper, we call this sample
“full sample”.

During 2015 one school (with 65 students) decided not to continue during the second
academic year. Similarly, students in grade 8 participated during the first part of the exper-
iment (a total of 316 students across the remaining schools). These students could not be
treated or followed into secondary school. We also dropped them from the main analysis.
Because randomization was done at the individual level stratifying by classroom we drop this
school from the main analysis without invalidating the experimental design. Throughout the
paper, we call this sample “main sample”.

B.2 Recruitment of participants

During a series of school meetings, we invited parents of all children in grades 4-8 to par-
ticipate in the project and over 50 percent of parents signed consent. Consent rates were
very similar across grade-levels (Table B.1). Younger students, those not new to the school,
and those with better baseline attendance and math grades were somewhat more likely to
consent (see Table B.2).

Table B.1: Consent rate by grade level

Grade level Full Sample Main Sample
] 2

4 0.57 0.58

5 0.49 0.50

6 0.54 0.55

7 0.52 0.52

8 0.53

Total 0.53 0.54

Note: N=2,720 for the full sample and N=1,987 for the main sample.
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Table B.2: Likelihood to Consent

Full Sample Main Sample
n 2
Age -0.013** -0.017**
[0.006] [0.008]
New student in 2014 -0.092%** -0.087**
[0.035] [0.039]
Attendance rate in 2013 0.744%** 0.743%**
[0.116] [0.138]
Math grade in 2013 0.013 0.009
[0.010] [0.011]
Students 2720 1987

Note: The table shows the estimated coefficients of a regression of an indicator for whether the parent’s student consented to
participate in the intervention as the dependent variable. Column [1] uses the full sample (i.e. including grade 8 in 2014 and
the dropped school). Column [2] uses the main sample.

C Appendix: Intervention

C.1 Text messages: Production

The experiment offered each participating parent the chance to receive high frequency in-
formation about their selected child via text message. The specific information covered
attendance, behavior and mathematics test scores of their child. In addition to the infor-
mation text messages, parents of both treatment and control groups received general text
messages about school meetings, holidays and other general school matters throughout the
year.

Once the intervention began our project teams digitized the classroom books described
in Section E.2, which contained information on attendance, behavior, and math score. This
information was collected weekly and uploaded to a platform designed for the purpose of this
study (called, in Spanish, Papds al Dia) which turned the information into text messages for
the treatment groups. Treated parents received weekly messages on attendance, and monthly
messages on behavior and math test scores. In the case of attendance information, we told
parents how many days out of the last week (usually five days) the child was in school. In
the case of behavior information, we provided parents the number of positive, neutral and
negative behavior notes recorded in the classroom books over the prior month. Regarding
the math test scores, we provided monthly updates on the record of all math test scores,
the average of these scores, and the class average score. Hence, parents learned information
about their own child, as well as how their child performed relative to the class mean.
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C.2 Timeline of distribution of text messages

The Chilean school year runs from March to December, with two weeks of winter vacation
in July. We introduced parents to the intervention at school meetings located at school
premises in May, and collected consent forms at these meetings. Since school meetings were
not always well attended, we also sent project introduction materials and consent forms
home with students and followed up by phone to get verbal and written consent.

In Chile, receiving a text message is free. The cost of text messages was paid by the
research team.

Table C.1 presents the first day and text of each of the text messages. On May 23rd, we
first sent all participants, including those randomized to the control group, in seven out of
eight schools a welcome text message to introduce the intervention and let them know they
might expect further free messages from their child’s school. The child was mentioned by
name. This message helped identifying valid phone numbers for caregivers, following up on
all undelivered welcome messages to correct phone numbers. After that, we started sending
behavior text messages on July 9th, 2014; attendance text messages around June 13th, 2014;
and math test scores text messages around July 14th 2014. The 8th school was incorporated
into the experiment slightly later. The implementation milestones for this school were as
follows: July 28th, 2014 (welcome message); August 1st, 2014 (first attendance message);
August 11th 2014 (first math test score message); and August 12th, 2014 (first behavior
message). Because winter vacations are taken in July, differential timing of the start of the
intervention for the 8th school is of little consequence. The intervention continued for a
second year. From April 2015 to December 2015, we continued to send text messages to
treated parents in a retained sample of students. We recorded all text message information
such as day and time, the message’s content, the name of the recipient parent, etc.

Table C.1: Text messages

text message Type Frequency Start Date Text
Behavior Monthly text mes-  July 9th, 2014 (August 12th, {Name parent}, according the school’s
sage 2014 for 8th school) record of {month}, {Name student}

had {Number} positive notes and
{Number} negative notes. Papas al dia

Attendance Weekly text mes- June 13th, 2014 (August 1st, {Name parent}, according the school’s
sage 2014 for 8th school) record, {Name student} attended to
school {week attendance days} of

{week total days}. Papas al dia.

Mathematics Scores Monthly text mes-  July 14th 2014 (August 11th, {Name parent}, the math scores of
sage 2014 for 8th school) {Name student} are {List of student’s
grade} and his/her average now is
{Current GPA}. The average in the
class is {Average class GPA}. Papas
al dia
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C.3 Text messages: Delivery

All text messages were sent as planned. However, not all text messages sent were delivered
or received. Several factors contributed to message failure. A message was more likely to
fail if the network was very busy, if there was some technical problem with the network,
if parents turned off their phones or if they changed their numbers during the experiment.
To maximize the chances of message receipt, we changed the dates of message delivery
from Friday to Monday in August 2014, early on in the intervention. We also re-contacted
all consenting parents in March 2015 to verify and/or update their cellphone numbers, to
minimize the chance of message failure due to new phone numbers. We also gathered these
data on the delivery status of the text message (i.e. whether the phone number received the
message).

Technical reasons affecting whether a text message is successfully delivered or not (e.g.
network overload at certain times of the day/week) are unlikely to be correlated with family-
level unobservables that also affect child outcomes. However, we check this possibility by
regressing the total share of successful text messages (total received/total sent) of each
type (attendance, grades, behavior and general text messages) on baseline attendance and
math grades, a composite index of the parent scales and mother’s education, age, gender
and classroom fixed effects. Table C.2 shows that students with higher baseline grades or
attendance behaviors were no more (or less) likely to receive text messages that were sent.
Mother’s education seems to be weakly correlated with the share of messages received.

Table C.2: Share of text messages received and pre-treatment characteristics

Attendance Grades Behavior General
1] 2 3 ]

Attendance in 2013 -0.217 —0.138 —0.159 0.052
[0.203] [0.197] [0.196] [0.167]

Math grade in 2013 0.009 0.008 0.009 0.006
[0.018] [0.019] [0.017] [0.011]

Parent scales index 0.018 0.020 0.018 0.007
[0.024] [0.025] [0.025] [0.014]
Mother completed high school 0.071* 0.060 0.040 0.064**
[0.040] [0.043] [0.037] [0.027]

Students 530 530 530 1066

Note: Table shows the coefficients of a regression of the total share of successful text messages (total received/total sent) of
each column type (attendance, grades, behavior and general text messages) on attendance and math grades at baseline in the
main sample. Regressions of columns [1]-[3] use the sample of treated students. Regression of columns [4] uses the sample of
treated and control students. Parent and student scales index are simple scales’ averages. All regressions include controls for
class fixed-effects, age and gender. If survey variables are missing, we imputed them using the classroom-level mean and
added an indicator variable for these imputed observations. Robust standard errors are clustered at the class level. *
significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

Table C.3 compares the pre-treatment characteristics of those who complied (i.e., those
who received at least one message in both years, when available, of the sent messages) and
those who did not. All in all, there are not systematic differences between students and
parents that complied to the treatment.
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Table C.3: Compliers’ and non-compliers’ pre-treatment characteristics

Obs. Complier Mean Non-complier p-value of adj. dif.
Mean
1] 2 3 ]
Panel A: Administrative records
Female 530 0.45 0.44 0.85
Age 530 9.76 10.01 0.11
New student 530 0.08 0.07 0.96
Language grade 483 5.11 5.09 0.84
Math grade 483 5.15 5.09 0.53
Final avg. grade 483 5.58 5.50 0.26
Attendance rate 483 0.89 0.89 0.96
Passed grade 499 0.95 0.93 0.55
At-risk index (standardized) 530 0.04 0.09 0.94
Multiple hypotheses Wald test 0.81
Panel B: Parents’ Survey Data
Standardized scales
Study habits 351 —-0.09 0.05 0.26
Academic efficiency 367 -0.11 0.04 0.50
Family Support 373 —0.09 -0.27 0.42
Low Family Supervision 357 -0.08 0.02 0.38
Parent School Involvement 359 -0.03 0.11 0.23
Positive reinforcement 372 —0.04 -0.19 0.64
Parent scales index 390 -0.04 -0.07 0.95
Mother completed high school 389 0.54 0.47 0.24
Multiple hypotheses Wald test 0.05
Panel C: Students’ Survey Data
Standardized scales
Study habits 459 -0.20 -0.14 0.65
Academic efficiency 458 -0.16 -0.07 0.49
Family Support 431 —0.18 0.01 0.18
Low Family Supervision 435 0.03 0.12 0.46
Parent School Involvement 430 -0.12 —0.08 0.90
Positive reinforcement 430 —0.08 0.10 0.38
Student scales index 483 -0.18 —0.06 0.34
Multiple hypotheses Wald test 0.79

Note: Column [1] shows the number of observations with non-missing data, columns [2] and [3] the mean value of each
baseline characteristic in the compliers and non-compliers group, respectively. Complier students are defined as those treated
students whose parents received at least one attendance, grades or behavior messages in both years. Column [4] reports the
p-value on the treatment coefficient in a regression using each baseline characteristic as the dependent variable. All tests
adjust for classroom fixed effects and robust standard errors are clustered at this level. Parent and student scales index are
simple scales’ averages. Observable variables in Panel A correspond to 2013 except for new student variable that refers to
2014. The rows reports the p-value of a joint test of the null that all the differences in means of the variables reported in each
panel (of treated and control students) are zero.

D Information and parenting styles

The effects of information interventions such as the one analyzed in this paper could be
mediated by parenting styles (generally understood as the strategies parents use in raising
their children). To examine this issue, we implemented a complementary intervention to
evaluate the additional effect of providing parents with tools to relate to their children more
positively using an established “positive parenting” intervention. We wanted to test whether
the original text messaging intervention would be made more effective in combination with
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the complementary investment.

Randomization.— To test this approach, we stratified by school grade-level and random-
ized a complementary input at the classroom-level, assigning half of the classrooms to treat-
ment (V=1) and the other half to control (V=0). Only parents in video treated classrooms
(V=1) who were randomized into the text messages treatment (T=1) received the comple-
mentary input. Parents in video treated classrooms (V=1) who had not being randomized to
received text messages (T=0) received a placebo compact disc (containing music).% There-
fore the complementary input acted as an add-on to the original text-messaging treatment
in the V=1 classrooms.

Intervention.— To design the complementary intervention, we worked with educational
psychologists at Arizona State University to adapt a video of their successful parenting
intervention, “Family Check-up”, which has been delivered to hundreds of low-income schools
in the United States (Lim et al. (2005)). Our training video provided parents with three
vignettes, showing parents how to use the school-provided information on attendance, grades,
and classroom behavior. The video was 9 minutes in length. Videos were distributed in DVD
format to SMS treated parents in classrooms randomized to get the complementary input.

The field work to deploy the DVDs was challenging for two reasons. First, it was delayed
due to development of the content and production of the videos so that distribution of the
DVDs to families started only two months before the school year ended and the summer
break started. Second, the distribution itself was imperfect. DVDs were sent home with
students and did not always reach parents; sometimes parents received the DVD but did not
have a DVD player at home to facilitate viewing.

We surveyed text messages-treated parents assigned to receive the parenting video (i.e.
T=1 & V=1) to determine whether they watched the video. We were only able to collect
information for 59% (173) of these parents. Among these parents, 85 out of 173 reported
having watched the videos. Therefore, only 12% of all text messages-treated parents (in the
full sample, there are 710 text messages-treated parents) were confirmed to have watched
the videos.

Research Design.— To measure the effects on students’ outcomes of inducing parents to use
a more positive parenting style when processing the information received via text message,
we differentiate between parents that get the text messages from those that additionally
received the video. To do this we interact the individual-level treatment text messages
intervention variable T}, with the classroom-level video treatment V,. That is:

Yie = o+ BT+ 6Tie X Vo 4+ DX 4 yo + T + €4 (D.1)

63Tn an early version of the paper we incorrectly claimed that all parents in video treated classrooms
received the parenting video intervention. In reviewing our fields logs and protocols we discovered this
inaccuracy which we have corrected in this version of the manuscript.
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where Y}, is the individual outcome, X?, are the individual baseline standardized math grade
and attendance rate, and -, is the classroom fixed-effect, m; is the year fixed-effect and ¢,
is the individual error term. The estimate of ¢ tells us how much more impact the text
messages treatment had after parents were exposed to the parenting video.

Results.— Table D.1 presents the results of equations (1) (the main specification of the
paper) and (D.1). Panel A shows the parameter 5, in our main analysis, which in principle
may be capturing two effects: the treatment effect of the text messages and the treatment
effect of the parenting intervention times the probability of receiving that parenting inter-
vention. Panel B presents results of the augmented model of equation (D.1). The interaction
coefficient indicates whether the treatment effects of the text messages intervention are equal
with or without the video treatment.

Panel B indicates that the parenting intervention does not seem to have had an effect
on students whose parents were receiving information through text messages. No coefficient
associated with interaction terms 7T;. x V. is statistically significant. Moreover, the effects
are quantitatively small in columns 1-3, while the point estimates in column 4 and 5 are
quantitatively larger. The last line of Table D.1 shows that in all cases, we cannot reject
equality between the text messages treatment effects with or without the video intervention
(at 5% significance level).

There are several reasons why it was unlikely that the video intervention as implemented
would have substantially affected the way the text messages treatment worked on school-
ing outcomes. In addition to the distribution challenges and the low levels of take-up, the
parenting intervention itself was fairly low intensity (9 minutes). Unlike the high frequency
text messaging treatment which went on to be sustained over 18 months, the video inter-
vention was a once-off delivery of information to parents. While the parenting intervention
did deliver useful guidance on how parents might talk to their kids using the text messages
provided information from schools, it is hard to imagine how parents would have retained
this information over the 18 months of the experiment. In similar settings (e.g. Dinkelman
& Martinez A (2014)), researchers have shown relatively low retention of information (about
financial age eligibility) delivered via a DVD randomly distributed to parents of 8th grade
students in Chile.%*

The results in Table D.1, combined with the evidence of low take up of the video inter-
vention, lead us to conclude that the treatment effects obtained in our main specification
are primarily capturing the effect of the information delivered through text messages.

64For example, Dinkelman & Martinez A (2014) administer a DVD information treatment about financial
aid for college to Grade 8 students and their parents in Chile. At follow up, 4 months after the DVD
was distributed to parents, control parents scored only 0.89 points on a 5 point question about financial
aid eligibility requirements, and exposure to the DVD raised this parent score by a small, significant, 0.29
points.
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Table D.1: Parenting Intervention: Effects on Grades, Attendance and Behavior

Standardized Math Attendance Cumulative Standardized
math grade rate atten- #
grade >4.0 dance negative

>85% beh.
notes
(1] (2] (3] (4] (5]
Panel A: Text messages only
T 0.088* 0.027** 0.011** 0.047* 0.004
[0.045] [0.013] [0.005] [0.024] [0.075]
Observations 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Panel B:Text messages & Parenting Intervention (DVD)
T 0.085 0.035* 0.009 0.029 -0.045
[0.059] [0.018] [0.007] [0.036] [0.113]
T x Parenting Intervention (DVD) 0.006 -0.014 0.002 0.034 0.091
[0.088] [0.026] [0.010] [0.048] [0.152]
Observations 2,011 2,011 2,011 2,011 2,011
Hp : T (Panel A)= T (Panel B) (p-value) 0.130 0.0800 0.110 0.110 0.830

Note: Panel A augments the model in equation (1) the interaction between the individual-level treatment, T, (equal to 1 if
parents were sent text messages and zero otherwise) and V, the classroom-level video treatment (equal to 1 for classrooms in
which the DVD was distributed and zero otherwise). All models include the baseline math grade, attendance rate as control
variables, classroom (randomization strata) and year fixed effects. If baseline values of baseline math grade/attendance were
missing, we imputed them using the classroom-level mean and added an indicator variable for these imputed observations.
Standard errors are clustered at the classroom level (shown in brackets). Panel B shows the intention-to-treat effects estimates
of Table 3 using equation (1). * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.

E Data Sources

E.1 School Records

Our analysis takes advantage of rich administrative data collected from several sources
throughout the project. First, before the intervention, we collected basic demographic data
(age, gender) and school performance data (e.g. average test scores, annual attendance rate,
and grade repetition) from administrative school records (i.e. transcripts, called Actas in
Spanish) provided by the Ministry of Education of Chile (MINEDUC). After that, to mea-
sure the impact of the intervention, we collected administrative school records for our sample
schools at midline (end of year 1) and endline (end of year 2) using the same source. For
students who left our sample of schools during the experiment, we collected their aggregate
data on attendance and scores (subject-specific GPA) from the municipality school records
and tried to track the remaining students by phone. This allowed us to fill in the missing
midline and endline data.
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E.2 Classroom books

Our research team also collected data (attendance, behavior note, and mathematics score) on
a weekly basis throughout the duration of the experiment. Table E.1 highlights the sources,
frequency, and availability of this information. Once the intervention began, each of our
project teams visited their assigned school once per week and collected the administrative
data by photographing daily attendance entries, behavior reports, and all recent mathematics
test records for all children in treated classrooms. For attendance data, the information was
originally reported at a daily frequency (0: absent, 1: attended class, .: not in roster of
students). We then aggregated this information at a weekly, monthly and yearly frequencies
(as sum of days and percentage of days) to facilitate comparison with other sources of
information. These attendance data are available since the school year starts in 2014. In the
case of behavior outcomes, we collected all positive and negative notes recorded on a daily
basis if they exist. We collected these data since June 2014. For aggregating the number
of positive/negative records at the monthly level we considered only the months when the
student was in the school. In the case of mathematics score, we collected all test scores
recorded for each student on each month. We then aggregated these simple averages into a
monthly score. The semester and annual averages were computed in the same way. Math
scores data are available since when we started to send text messages in July 2014.

Table E.1: Classroom books data

Outcomes Data Source Years Frequency

Attendance Attendance register 2014 (since March), 2015 Daily
pictures

Behavior Behavior records pic- 2014 (since June), 2015 Daily
tures

Mathematics Test Score  Test records pictures 2014 (since July), 2015 Monthly

E.3 Surveys

We administered surveys to all participating parents and all children in all grades. Surveys
were administered before treatment (baseline, around June 2014), at midline (end of year
1) and endline (end of year 2). Student surveys were administered in class; parent surveys
were sent home with children and encouraged to be returned to the school.

Baseline and follow-up parent surveys collected information on what parents knew about
their child’s attendance (questions were for a specific child in our sample), grades and be-
havior; their level of involvement with the school and the child; demographics and economic
characteristics; and any concerns they had with schooling. Some of these questions were
later used to form scales on study habits, academic efficiency, parental support, parental
supervision, parental school involvement and parental positive reinforcement. We describe
the estimation process underlying scales construction in detail in section F.1. Child surveys
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collected demographics, self-reported performance, engagement in schooling, engagement of
parents, and information on their peer networks within the classroom. We also tested them
on a few age-appropriate simple math problems.

Follow-up surveys also included specific questions regarding the intervention. For exam-
ple, we asked parents how much they were willing to pay (WTP) to continue receiving text
messages from their school. We randomly assigned one out of three WTP amounts to this
question for each parent. In particular, we ask parents: “It is possible that next year your
daughter’s/son’s school can send you regularly text messages with information about their
school performance (attendance, grades, and behavior) four times a month. However, there
maght not be enough funds to provide this service free of charge. Thinking about how valuable
would this service be for you, please tell us whether you will be willing to pay a month to
receive four text messages a month, from April to December.” Parents were assigned with
equal probability to a value of $500, $1000 or $1500. In addition, we asked if parents were
receiving text messages with general school information and student’s attendance, behavior
and grades.

F Variables’ Construction and Description

Table F.1 lists all the variables used in the paper, including details on their construction and
sources.
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F.1 Survey Data: Construction of scales

Throughout the questionnaires we asked students and parents a series of questions (items)
that we later used to form scales on: study habits, academic efficiency, parental support,
parental supervision, parental school involvement and parental positive reinforcement. The
survey items were drawn from: The University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School
Research, the Manual for the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) developed by
the University of Michigan, and scales on positive parenting developed by the Prevention
Group at Arizona State University. These items were randomly mixed into the student and
parents’ survey instruments. Students and parents could give categorical answers of the type
“strongly agree”, “agree”, etc. to each statement.

We aggregated student and parent answers into scales (indices) using a maximum like-
lihood (ML) principal components estimator where only one latent factor was retained to
describe all responses to the same category of questions. The models were estimated on
the treatment and control groups for baseline scales. For follow-up scales, models were es-
timated only in the control group and then results were applied to the full sample. After
the prediction was computed to produce each scale, we standardized them using the mean
and standard deviation of the control group. Each scale was pre-specified and had been
previously used and validated in other studies.

In the Tables F.2 and F.3 we describe these scales and their properties at baseline.
Column 1 states the scale name, the eigenvalue of each latent factor, and the Cronbach’s
alpha. Column 2 presents the items that belong to each scale. Column 3 shows the loading
associated with each item. Rather than repeating the information, Table F.4 summarizes the
properties of these scales by the eigenvalue and Cronbach’s Alpha for follow-up measures,
both for parents and students.
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Table F.2: Student Scales — Baseline

Scale Variable Loadings
Study Habits I always study for the exams 0.622
Eigenvalue: 2.134 I spend free time doing homework and study 0.516
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.750 I try to do well my school work even though I do not find interesting 0.448
If I must study I do not spent time with friends 0.428
I always know the homework that I must present 0.532
I organize well my time to do my school work 0.745
I can organize school tasks and spent time with friends and family 0.507
Academic efficiency I am sure that I can dominate all the school subjects 0.674
Eigenvalue: 2.279 I am sure that I can understand the hardest things 0.779
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.801 I can do almost all the work or I give up 0.540
Even though subjects are hard I can learn 0.696
I can do the hardest homework if I try 0.664
Family support My parents or guardians checked that I really made my homework 0.454
Eigenvalue: 2.100 My parents or guardians motivated me to work hard at school 0.489
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.753 My parents or guardians supported me in activities outside school 0.565
My parents or guardians heard me when I needed to talk with them 0.507
My parents or guardians showed that they were proud of me 0.739
My parents or guardians helped me to take decisions 0.729
Low family supervision I went alone to school 0.757
Eigenvalue: 1.490 My parents or guardians checked the behavior and attendance book -0.187
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.575 I returned to home alone 0.716
I stayed alone at home without adult supervision 0.347
I left home without letting know my parents where I went or who I was with 0.367
I allowed that my parents or guardians spoke with my school friends -0.042
I went to school and did not enter or left home saying I will not assist 0.214
I signed in school but I left before class’ end 0.255
Parent school involvement My parents or guardians met with school’s director 0.549
Eigenvalue: 1.782 My parents or guardians met with school teachers 0.529
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.665 My parents or guardians contacted the director through e-mail 0.649
My parents or guardians contacted teacher through e-mail 0.650
My parents or guardians went to school meetings 0.106
My parents or guardians went to school events 0.396
My parents or guardians volunteered at school 0.435
Positive reinforcement My parents or guardians thanked me for helping with housework 0.549
Eigenvalue: 3.405 My parents or guardians told me they have fun with me 0.727
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.862 My parents or guardians congratulated me for my effort 0.794
My parents or guardians told me that I have outstanding qualities 0.578
My parents or guardians told me that they were proud of me 0.770
My parents or guardians congratulated me for having done well or having improved 0.721
My parents or guardians encouraged me when I was doing something hard 0.706
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Table F.3: Parent Scales — Baseline

Scale Variable Loadings
Study Habits My child always studies for the exams 0.693
Eigenvalue: 3.187 My child spends free time doing homework and study 0.627
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.846 My child tries to do well my school work even though he/she do not find interesting 0.631
If my child must study he/she does not spent time with friends 0.450
My child always knows the homework that he/she must present 0.654
My child organizes well time to do his school work 0.858
My child can organize school tasks and spent time with friends and family 0.740
Academic efficiency I am sure that my child can dominate all the school subjects 0.773
Eigenvalue: 2.854 I am sure that my child can understand the hardest things 0.823
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.860 My child can do almost all the work or he/she gives up 0.504
Even though subjects are hard my child can learn 0.781
My child can do the hardest homework if he/she tries 0.845
Family support I checked that my child really made his homework 0.555
Eigenvalue: 2.156 I motivated my child to work hard at school 0.481
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.747 I supported my child in activities outside school 0.471
I heard my child when he/she needed to talk with me 0.533
I showed that I was proud of my child 0.752
I helped my child to take decisions 0.738
Low family supervision My child went alone to school 0.715
Eigenvalue: 1.586 I checked the behavior and attendance book -0.219
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.576 My child returned to home alone 0.872
My child stayed alone at home without adult supervision 0.377
My child left home without letting me know where he/she went or with who he/she was 0.235
My child allowed that I speak with my school friends -0.130
My child went to school and did not enter or left home saying he/she will not assist 0.179
My child signed in school but he/she left before class’ end 0.139
Parent school involvement I met with school’s director 0.629
Eigenvalue: 1.874 I met with school teachers 0.481
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.651 I contacted the director through e-mail 0.727
I contacted teacher through e-mail 0.714
I went to school meetings -0.071
I went to school events 0.301
I volunteered at school 0.338
Positive reinforcement I thanked my child for helping with housework 0.440
Eigenvalue: 2.960 I told my child I have fun with me 0.617
Cronbach’s Alpha: 0.839 I congratulated my child for his effort 0.756
I told my child that he/she has outstanding qualities 0.654
I told my child that I was proud of him 0.732
I congratulated my child for having done well or having improved 0.638
I encouraged my child when he/she was doing something hard 0.666
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Table F.4: Parent and Student Scales at Follow-Up

Year Respondent Scale Eigenvalue Cronbach’s
Alpha
nooe 3 ] 15
2014  Parent Study habits 2.775 0.809
2014  Parent Academic efficiency 2.992 0.877
2014  Parent Family Support 1.974 0.733
2014  Parent Family Supervision 1.554 0.578
2014  Parent Parent School Involvement 1.644 0.631
2014  Parent Positive reinforcement 3.755 0.867
2015  Parent Study habits 2.895 0.831
2015 Parent Academic efficiency 2.642 0.840
2015 Parent Family Support 2.236 0.778
2015  Parent Family Supervision 1.480 0.537
2015 Parent Parent School Involvement 1.716 0.666
2015 Parent Positive reinforcement 3.458 0.858
2015 Parent Parent feelings 1.080 0.539
2014  Student Study habits 2.442 0.784
2014  Student Academic efficiency 2.486 0.826
2014  Student Family Support 2.412 0.795
2014  Student Family Supervision 1.514 0.604
2014  Student Parent School Involvement 1.902 0.685
2014  Student Positive reinforcement 4.087 0.891
2015  Student Study habits 2.246 0.760
2015  Student Academic efficiency 2.623 0.837
2015  Student Family Support 2.418 0.794
2015  Student Family Supervision 1.236 0.478
2015  Student Parent School Involvement 1.832 0.676
2015  Student Positive reinforcement 4.145 0.890

Note: See Table F.2 and F.3 for details on variables used in each scale. Parent feelings scale was only asked for parents in
endline 2015.

F.2 Correlations between parental and student’s scales

Table F.5 shows, for each scale, the cross-sectional correlation between parents and students
values. We find that there is a stable positive correlation between parent and student scales
across the different survey waves (baseline, midline and endline).

Table F.6 analyzes the correlation of each scale over time (baseline-midline and baseline-
endline), both for parents (Panel A) and students (Panel B). This correlation appears to be
positive and stable in all cases.

Taken as a whole, this information suggests that scales seem to be capturing constructs
that are similar across the different survey waves.
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Table F.5: Parents and Students’ Scales Correlation

Baseline Follow-Up 1 Follow-Up 2
(1] (2] (3]
Study habits 0.34 0.40 0.34
Academic efficiency 0.25 0.28 0.18
Family Support 0.23 0.31 0.27
Low Family Supervision 0.65 0.66 0.69
Parent School Involvement 0.22 0.26 0.29
Positive reinforcement 0.29 0.29 0.32

Note: Columns [1], [2] and [3] show the Pearson’s correlation coeflicient between parent and student scales at baseline
(mid-2014), midline (end 2014) and endline (end 2015), respectively. Correlation figures are calculated with the main sample
(excluding grade 8 in 2014 and dropped school).

Table F.6: Scales’ Correlation Over Time

Baseline - FU1 Baseline - FU2
] 2
Panel A: Parents’ Scales
Study habits 0.56 0.51
Academic efficiency 0.46 0.39
Family Support 0.56 0.51
Low Family Supervision 0.73 0.57
Parent School Involvement 0.43 0.42
Positive reinforcement 0.54 0.53
Panel B: Students’ Scales
Study habits 0.49 0.38
Academic efficiency 0.39 0.33
Family Support 0.59 0.46
Low Family Supervision 0.69 0.56
Parent School Involvement 0.44 0.35
Positive reinforcement 0.63 0.50

Note: Columns [1] and [2] show the Pearson’s correlation coefficient between scales at baseline and midline (end 2014) and
between scales at baseline and endline (end 2015), respectively. Panel A focus on scales constructed with parent answers.
Panel B focus on scales constructed with student answers. All correlation figures are calculated with the main sample
(excluding grade 8 in 2014 and dropped school).
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G Data Quality

G.1 Response rates

Table G.1 summarizes the response rates of consenting students for the data sources described
in Section E. Columns 1 and 2 present the response rate of all consenting students in our
experiment with non-missing data for each year (i.e., full sample). Columns 3 and 4 show
the statistics of consenting individuals in our main sample.

Table G.1: Response Rates

Full sample Main sample
Total Found (%) Total Found (%)
sought sought
Consent 1447 1.000 1066 1.000
Panel A: Administrative Data
Student outcomes
2013 1334 0.922 976 0.916
2014 1439 0.994 1063 0.997
2015 1090 0.753 955 0.896
Panel B: Survey Data
Student surveys
Baseline 2014 1332 0.921 970 0.910
Endline 2014 1283 0.887 947 0.888
Endline 2015 906 0.626 854 0.801
Parent surveys
Baseline 2014 1045 0.722 782 0.734
Endline 2014 775 0.536 609 0.571
Endline 2015 612 0.423 578 0.542

Note: Column [2] presents the response of consenting individuals with non-missing data. Column [4] presents the response
rate of consenting individuals in the main sample (excluding all students enrolled in Grade 8 at the baseline and those from
dropped school) who have non-missing data. Administrative data is considered available for a student if an individual has
data on grades, attendance, and pass/fail/exited school status at the end of the year.

Administrative data is considered available for a student if an individual has data on
math scores, attendance, and pass/fail/exited school status at the administrative school
records (actas) by the end of the year. These data is available for most students excluding
those who withdraw before the end of the school year. We use the administrative data of
the last school in case students change schools during the school year to one of the schools
in our sample.%

Panel A of Table G.1 shows that we have baseline data for 92.2% of the full sample, and
91.6% of the main sample. The baseline data exist for all students enrolled in our sample
schools in 2013, and for about half of the students who joined the school in 2014.5¢ For these

65Tn very few cases, we further use classroom books to impute missing data on math scores and attendance
with the annual data coming from math test records and attendance register, respectively.

66We collected their aggregate data on attendance and math scores (subject-specific GPA) from the
municipality school records.
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students who joined our sample schools in 2014, we assign classroom-level mean attendance
and math grades to fill in missing baseline data. In all regressions, we use these imputed
values and include an indicator variable denoting that the attendance/math grade baseline
data are imputed. Focusing on the main sample, in 2014, these administrative data exist for
99.7% and in 2015 for 89.6% of the sample.

Most of the students who drop out of the full sample between 2014 and 2015 are those
enrolled in grade 8 in 2014. As mentioned above, when they pass to grade 9, many of them
change schools. Other students who left our sample include those who repeated grade 4 and
those who left the schools and move out of the municipality. Section G.2 discusses these
issues in detail.

Panel B shows the response rates for parents and student surveys. Whereas students
present high response rates (90% in baseline and end of 2014, and 80% in 2015 for the main
sample), parents have more missing data, specially in follow-up surveys.

G.2 Attrition and entry

Table G.2 describes the possible data status a student can have according to different data
dimensions. Specifically, we analyze whether students change school or not, whether and
when they were sent general text messages, and data availability (school records and class-
room books). For each of these dimensions, we classify students into mutually exclusive
categories. About 90% of the students are always in the same school and the majority of
the attrition happens after the change of academic years.

General observations by panel:

e School status. Change of school can be to an in-sample or to an out-of-sample schools
(out of the municipalities participating in the study). Students that drop out of the
sample are very likely moving to other municipalities (and changing school as a conse-
quence).

o Text message status. Those students with never sent general text messages are mainly
students retired in 2014 and not found in 2015 (12 out of 18 in the main sample). From
those 18, most of the treated students did not received either treatment text messages
in 2014. 6 students never appear in text messages data.

e Data Availability (school records). 4 students were not found in the school records
(actas) for which school and grades were imputed using classroom books.

e Data Availability (classroom books). We use annual (rather than high frequency)
attendance and grades. Data is considered not missing when both attendance and
grades are available. There are a few cases (15) in which the student withdrew early
in the year and attendance takes very low values (more than half of the observations
are zeros) and there are no available grades.
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Table G.2: Data Classification

Dimension Category Main Sample Full Sample
School status Same school always 942 991
Change school during 2014 5 5
Change school between 2014 and 2015 17 59
Change school during 2015 5 6
Not found between 2014 and 2015 97 321
Text messages status Sent messages in 2014 and 2015 907 958
Sent messages only in 2014 139 399
Sent messages only in 2015 2 2
Never sent 18 23
Data availability status
School records Available 2014 and 2015 955 1041
Available 2014 and missing 2015 108 335
Missing 2014 and 2015 3 6
Classroom books Available 2014 and 2015 948 1004
Available 2014 and missing 2015 115 371
Missing 2014 and 2015 3 7

Note: Table presents the frequency distribution of students in the main and full samples for different dimensions and their
categories. For all dimensions, N=1,066 for main sample and N=1,382 for full sample. The full sample does not include the
school not participating in the study in year 2.

Minor observations:

e We found two students in the main sample who only receive text messages in 2015.
They have complete administrative data. It is likely that we did not have their correct

phone number.

e Students with missing data in 2014 and 2015 (school records and classroom books)
drop out of their schools before treatment (April/May/June of 2014).

e Within students that changed school during 2014 there is one that also changes school
between 2014 and 2015 returning to the original one.

Table G.3 presents how students are distributed when we consider the combination of the
defined categories of Table G.2. We find that almost 90% either remain in the same school
and we have data for both years, or we do not find them in 2015 and, consequently, we only

have data for 2014.
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G.3 Administrative records: no differential attrition

We next estimate an OLS regression model where the dependent variable is an indicator vari-
able for each possible status and the independent variable is the treatment binary variable.
Table G.4 shows that there are no systematic differences between treatment and control stu-
dents regarding all possible status of each dimension in the main sample used in this paper.
There are, however, small differences in the full sample with students in the treatment group
being less likely to have missing data from school records or classroom books and more likely
to have continued receiving messages in 2014.

Table G.4: Differential attrition of administrative records

Dep. var Treatment coeff.
Main Sample Full Sample

School status

Same school always 0.001 -0.005
[0.025] [0.020]
Change school during 2014 -0.002 -0.001
[0.005] [0.004]
Change school between 2014 and 2015 -0.008 -0.003
[0.012] [0.015]
Change school during 2015 -0.005 -0.005
[0.006] [0.004]
Not found between 2014 and 2015 0.014 0.015
[0.022] [0.022]

Text messages status

Sent messages in 2014 and 2015 -0.033 -0.040
[0.029] [0.024]
Sent messages only in 2014 0.031 0.041%*
[0.028] [0.024]
Sent messages only in 2015 0.002 0.002
[0.002] [0.001]
Never sent -0.000 -0.003
[0.009] [0.007]

Data availability status
School records

Available 2014 and 2015 -0.010 -0.011
[0.023] [0.022]
Available 2014 and missing 2015 0.011 0.015
[0.023] [0.021]
Missing 2014 and 2015 -0.002 -0.004*
[0.002] [0.002]
Classroom books
Available 2014 and 2015 -0.000 -0.017
[0.024] [0.021]
Available 2014 and missing 2015 0.002 0.022
[0.024] [0.022]
Missing 2014 and 2015 -0.002 -0.005%*
[0.002] [0.003]
Students 1066 1382

Note: Column [1] shows the dependent variable of a regression of each category dummy on the treatment variable. The
coefficients for the main sample and full sample are presented in column [2] and [3], respectively. text messages status relates
to general text messages. All regressions are estimated by OLS including classroom fixed-effects (strata). Robust standard
errors are clustered at the classroom level (shown in brackets). * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.
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G.4 Survey data: no differential response rates

Table G.5 shows that there are no significance differences in the surveys’ response rate
between the treatment and control group. This is true for all survey waves (baseline and the
two follow-up) and both for students and parents.

Table G.5: Surveys Differential Response Rate

Obs. Treatment Control p-value
Mean Mean
1] 2 13 4

Panel B: Parents’ Survey Data

Baseline 2014 1066 0.74 0.73 0.59

Endline 2014 1066 0.58 0.57 0.36

Endline 2015 1066 0.55 0.54 0.70
Panel C: Students’ Survey Data

Baseline 2014 1066 0.92 0.91 0.84

Endline 2014 1066 0.90 0.88 0.38

Endline 2015 1066 0.80 0.80 0.95

Note: Column [1] shows the number of observations with non-missing data, column [2] and [3] the average response rate for
treatment and control group, respectively, for the estimating sample (excluding grade 8 and dorpped school). Column [4]
reports the p-value on the treatment coefficient in a regression using a dummy indicating response as the dependent variable.
All regressions include controls for classroom fixed-effects (randomization strata) and standard errors clustered at the
classroom level.* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.
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