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ABSTRACT 

 
Since the 2004 World Development Report articulated the theoretical linkages between 

governance and service delivery, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), the 
World Bank, and other key donors have promoted embedding social accountability concepts within 
sector-specific programs. In the interest of leveraging these investments, this paper builds on existing 
research to pinpoint key concerns for linking social accountability inputs to various types of outcomes. It 
also describes key concerns for program managers as they try to assess the effectiveness of social 
accountability programs. I argue that assessing social accountability efforts requires considering a variety 
of different inputs, contextual factors, study design limitations, and operational concerns. Additionally, 
the recent emphasis on experimental designs has given program managers more knowledge about what 
works in specific contexts, but we are often still in the dark about why interventions work. To address this 
limitation, program managers can use qualitative methods, including causal pathway analysis, to enrich 
experimental or observational data. Finally, I find that the divide between research that discovers new 
interventions and programs that implement known “best practices” will only shrink, and program 
managers must be ready to propose evaluation approaches that respond to the needs of donors and 
governments seeking to implement social accountability programs. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Since the World Development Report 2004 articulated the theoretical linkages between 
governance and service delivery, program designs have integrated technical interventions with 
governance approaches (World Bank, 2003). Both the United States Agency for International 
Development’s (USAID’s) 2012 Global Health Strategic Framework and 2013 Strategy on Democracy, 
Human Rights and Governance highlight the interdependence of governance and service delivery 
challenges and promote embedding governance concepts within sector-specific projects (USAID, 2012, 
2013a).  

A critical element of governance approaches is social accountability. According to the World 
Bank (2007, p. 5), social accountability refers to “the broad range of actions and mechanisms, other than 
voting, that citizens can use to hold the state to account as well as actions on the part of government, civil 
society, media and other actors that promote or facilitate these efforts.” Social accountability 
interventions often seek to improve one of three “instrumental aims”: governance and democracy, citizen 
empowerment, and service delivery (Brinkerhoff & Wetterberg, 2015). 

To continue to build on its investments in social accountability, USAID has emphasized the need 
to assess the causal links between social accountability inputs and service delivery outcomes. The Center 
of Excellence on Democracy, Human Rights, and Governance (the DRG Center) has a learning agenda 
that highlights the need to assess the contribution of governance inputs to service-delivery outputs 
(USAID, 2014b; Health Finance and Governance, 2014). USAID has also funded research to study social 
accountability interventions through Development Innovations Ventures grants (USAID, 2014a). 

For implementers, programmatic research is critical to ensuring that investments in international 
development are directed to where they can do the most good. Ensuring that social accountability 
programs are rigorously assessed, and that outcomes are clear to donors, is also an ongoing concern. This 
paper is meant to support programs that integrate social accountability interventions by improving 
knowledge of assessment options at various design stages. The paper offers its target audiences—
international donors and technical assistance providers, local nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), 
and researchers—a consolidated review of the considerations and mechanisms used to assess social 
accountability interventions in individual country contexts; and it provides details to these audiences on 
how to apply these mechanisms to future social accountability programs. However, the paper stops short 
of providing in-depth “how to” guidance on conducting studies or evaluations; summarizing the vast 
literature on research methodology and evaluation is beyond the scope of this paper. 

This paper is organized in two parts. First, I survey the landscape of social accountability 
interventions by asking four questions: (1) What interventions are most common? (2) What contextual 
factors commonly have affected interventions? (3) Were the interventions effective? (4) How was 
causation attributed? These questions will help clarify the relationship between social accountability 
interventions and desired outcomes. Second, I examine assessment options at three programming stages: 
design, implementation, and closeout. I look at the available data sources, collection mechanisms and 
feasibility, indicator considerations and use, attribution issues, and sector-specific outcomes.  
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METHODOLOGY 

I collected evaluations of social accountability interventions through Google Scholar searches and 
discussions with evaluation experts. I reviewed 58 articles for the 
criteria in Box 1. I found that 23 of these articles were general 
reviews of existing literature, and six others were not focused on 
social accountability. In total, 29 articles were included in the 
analysis at this stage. I then reviewed the bibliographies of the 23 
reviews for articles that met our inclusion criteria and identified 20 
further articles for inclusion. Adding these 20 studies to the 
previously identified 29 studies yielded a total of 49 articles 
reviewed for this study. I then classified each study by sector, 
research question, inputs, assessment methodology, and outcomes.  

I recognize that the studies included do not represent the entire universe of research on social 
accountability. Mansuri and Rao (2013), for example, included nearly 500 articles in their work on 
participation in local development. While the review is not comprehensive, I am nonetheless confident 
that I have identified a representative universe of studies1 that met our inclusion criteria.  

 

SOCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY INTERVENTIONS 

In this section, I present an analysis of specific interventions employed, the contextual factors that 
affected implementation, the effectiveness of these interventions, and the tools and indicators used to 
assess impact. I have sought to identify the common threads to paint a complete picture of social 
accountability interventions documented in the literature. 

What interventions are most common?  
I found significant clustering of interventions studied in the research literature. The five specific 

categories of interventions identified were: (1) use of media or community meetings to improve 
government transparency (with or without participation or responsiveness interventions); (2) community-
driven development (CDD)2; (3) participatory budgeting and monitoring; (4) government sanctions, 

                                                           
1 The reference list at the end of this paper is a good resource for practitioners seeking to learn more about 
evaluating social accountability programs.  
2 According to Dongier et al. (2003, p. 303): “Community-driven development (CDD) gives control of decisions and 
resources to community groups. These groups often work in partnership with demand-responsive support 
organizations and service providers including elected local governments, the private sector, NGOs, and central 
government agencies. CDD is a way to provide social and infrastructure services, to organize economic activity and 
resource management, to empower poor people, improve governance, and enhance security of the poorest.” 

Box 1: Study inclusion criteria 

♦ Identification of a research question 
♦ Stated research method 
♦ Social accountability focus 
♦ Peer-reviewed content, except for 

working papers 
♦ Stated findings (positive or negative) 
♦ Specific rather than general reviews 
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audits, or monitoring (with or without community input); and (5) more democratic selection of leaders 
through elections. 

Transparency interventions 
Programs to strengthen transparency were very common interventions, often taking the form of 

publishing budget or performance information about government services in newspapers or other media 
outlets. These interventions isolated the effects of transparency by focusing solely on information sharing 
efforts—i.e., the implementers did not combine information sharing with community participation or with 
government oversight mechanisms, sanctions, or incentives. For example, one study sought to reduce 
corruption by publishing data on national government transfers to schools in newspapers, while another 
disseminated information about the performance of Members of Parliament (MPs), in order to provide 
information for elections (Humphreys & Weinstein, 2012; Reinikka & Svensson, 2004). Fewer studies 
combined transparency with incentives for government responsiveness or improved citizen participation. 
Bjorkman, de Walque, and Svensson (2014) and Hubbard (2007) both incorporated these elements into 
their studies of health facility committee effectiveness and of reductions in corruption around school 
grants via publishing financial information and incorporating a monitoring system for the grants. The 
most common differentiator among the transparency studies was the inclusion or exclusion of 
participation or responsiveness interventions. 

Community-driven development 
Researchers used a wide variety of mechanisms to study citizen engagement in CDD projects. 

Fearon, Humphreys, and Weinstein (2011) looked at the impact of elected councils on oversight of 
infrastructure. The program created these councils to manage specific CDD projects and mandated the 
participation of women. Casey, Glennerster, and Miguel (2013) reported on a scheme that used mandates 
to ensure gender equity on village development committees. These committees oversaw block grants for 
public goods, such as schools, latrines, grain storage, or skills training. Not all CDD projects supported 
infrastructure, however. Humphreys, de la Sierra, and van der Windt (2012) assessed the role of village 
committee management on unconditional cash transfer programs. Platteau and Gaspart (2003) recognized 
the ability of local elites to capture CDD mechanisms. They assessed the effectiveness of measures to 
discipline local leaders when they captured resources meant for the poor. 

Participatory budgeting, planning, and monitoring 
While CDD mechanisms seek to empower and engage citizens outside of normal government 

structures, governments can also engage citizens in budgeting, planning, and monitoring of services. 
Touchton and Wampler (2013) assessed the effects of Brazil’s 20 years of experience with participatory 
budgeting, in which citizens present requests and identify investment priorities in a series of meetings, on 
spending on health and sanitation. Gonçalves (2014) similarly researched how Brazil’s participatory 
budgeting mechanisms had affected infant mortality. The author noted that citizens could also participate 
in deciding which projects to implement and on what timeline. In Indonesia, researchers assessed the use 
of direct elections to bypass elite capture, hypothesizing that direct democracy would improve the 
political legitimacy of decision making (Olken, 2010). Citizen monitoring of government programs also 
was an important intervention in this compilation of research. For example, Barr and colleagues (2012) 
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studied an intervention to better coordinate monitoring among school management committees in 
Uganda. Finally, citizen engagement can also involve including previously marginalized groups. Holland 
et al. (2012) explicitly addressed engaging these groups in citizen forums to access entitlements and 
challenge social norms. 

Sanctions, audits, and leadership selection mechanisms 
The last two types of intervention groups studied the short and long routes of accountability 

(World Bank, 2003). The short route involves strengthening accountability through sanctions, audits, or 
monitoring of government officials, with varying levels of citizen engagement; the long route considers 
improving leadership selection through democratic and inclusive mechanisms. Among the interventions 
evaluating the usefulness of government sanctions, studies included three types of reforms: (1) improving 
government sanctioning systems without offering opportunities for community participation, (2) impro-
ving government sanctioning systems and including strong mechanisms for community participation, and 
(3) improving community participation without introducing any structural interventions to improve 
government sanctioning systems. Examples included government audits of programs and budgets, as well 
as CDD projects (Olken, 2005; Plateau & Gaspart, 2003). These studies looked primarily at technical 
improvements to government systems to hold officials accountable for effective and efficient programs, 
even if opportunities for citizen input were constrained. Of the second type of reform, studies assessed 
community monitoring of schools and teachers, in situations in which incentives were instituted for 
teacher performance and collective action to clean up trash, paired with sanctions for nonperformance that 
were imposed by government or traditional leaders (Duflo, Dupas, & Kremer, 2015; Sheely, 2013). 
Studies also reported on the effects of participation through social audits and citizen report cards, neither 
of which was accompanied by improvements to government mechanisms to sanction or monitor officials 
(Ravindra, 2004; Shankar, 2010). 

Finally, creating more democratic and inclusive leadership selection processes was also a major 
theme. Chattopadhyay and Duflo (2004) assessed the influence of reserving spaces in local government 
for women, while Grossman (2014), Beath, Christia, and Enikolopov (2013a), and Baldwin and 
Mvukiyehe (2011) all measured the effects of election vs. selection of leaders on how public goods or 
project resources were allocated.  

What contextual factors commonly affected interventions?  
Regardless of the type of intervention studied, context matters. O’Meally (2013) noted that 

similar social accountability approaches can vary greatly among communities and across time, and that 
implementers must consider how to get beyond “best practice” to “best fit.” Program success often 
depends on local factors, such as history, community trust, social capital, geography, and political 
systems (Booth, 2011; Mansuri & Rao, 2013). Contextual factors to consider can be found in Box 2. Joshi 
(2014) further examined the macro- and micro-levels of context. She looked at how accountability was 
embedded in both national-level politics and citizen–state relations, as well as local factors that influenced 
specific interventions—such as local elite capture, personalities of key personnel, or experience with 
previous social accountability mechanisms—even within broadly similar macro contexts. Contextual 
factors can also be important for researchers as they study specific interventions, especially if they are 
designing studies that rely on natural variation.  
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Box 2: Contextual factors for social accountability 

Macro factors 

♦ History 
♦ Gender norms 
♦ Community trust 
♦ Social capital 
♦ Citizen-state engagement 
♦ Geography 
♦ Political systems 

Micro factors 

♦ Institutional culture 
♦ Personalities of key personnel 
♦ Experience with social 

accountability mechanisms 
♦ Elite capture 
♦ Leadership selection 
♦ Availability of media 

Adapted from Joshi (2014); Booth (2011); and Mansuri and Rao (2013). 

 

Local (or micro) factors 
The research literature showed that a wide range of local (or micro) factors can impact program 

success. In Pakistan, Khwaja (2009) showed that preexisting community trust was a critical factor in 
maintaining commonly owned infrastructure. Communities feared that resources, financial or otherwise, 
would be misappropriated, and were therefore reluctant to support maintenance. He also found that 
existing community inequality affected maintenance. Increasing inequality by 0.1 units (on the Gini index 
of national income equality) lowered maintenance by 24 percentage points. Social capital is also a key 
factor for the success of social accountability, as evidence from Sri Lanka showed that farmer 
organizations with higher measures of social capital were able to coordinate inputs from government to 
improve harvest yields (Uphoff & Wijayaratna, 2000).  

Preexisting processes for selecting leaders also can have a significant effect on social 
accountability outcomes. Baldwin and Mvukiyehe (2011) found that introducing participatory processes 
to closed systems for selecting leaders in Liberia led to greater collaboration between community 
members and leaders, improved civic engagement of citizens, and better alignment of citizen and leader 
interests. Caseley (2003) showed that reforms to complaint mechanisms relied heavily on the systems, 
structures, and leaders that already existed within an institution. In this case, the Hyderabad Metropolitan 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board was resistant to change, so the researchers tried to improve 
accountability by building on a preexisting complaints system. More broadly, Brett (2003, p. 1) claimed 
that demand-side measures can succeed only in areas where government leaders are already responsive, 
and that such interventions fail where “local conditions make cooperative and collective action very 
difficult.” As later evidence upholding this point, Banerjee and colleagues (2010) studied improving 
community information and participation in Indian education, where according to a baseline study, 
community members were not aware of key mechanisms to hold school leaders accountable for educating 
children, nor had they complained about education services to government. In this study, they found that 
the interventions showed no improvement in community control over public schools.  

Joint macro and micro factors 
Among the studies reviewed, a few considered both macro and micro contextual issues. Fearon 

and colleagues (2011, p. 3), analyzing the use of community councils to guide reconstruction efforts in 



Williamson Guide to Assessing Social Accountability Efforts Across Sectors 

6 IDG Working Paper No. 2015-04 | September 2015

postwar Liberia, recognized the macro social upheaval that had taken place during the war. In analyzing 
the micro context, however, he found “high levels of social capital and behavioral evidence of strong 
capacity for organizing and providing public goods” in the sample communities. Sheely (2013) also took 
into account the macro and micro contexts at play in rural Kenya. In studying how government and 
communities were working together to ensure trash removal, he found that preexisting conflict between 
local communities and government reduced the ability of the government and communities to maintain 
trash-free neighborhoods, both pre- and post-intervention.  

Contextual variations 
Finally, quasi-experimental designs commonly take advantage of contextual variations to study 

social accountability issues. For example, Beath, Christia, and Enikolopov (2013b) studied the effects of 
locally elected committees on food aid distribution in Afghanistan. Due to social norms restricting 
women’s leadership, they were able to study the effects of mandating women’s participation in village 
governance structures. They found increases in embezzlement and no changes in targeting or 
participation. Reinikka and Svensson (2004) used local variations in the distribution of newspapers to 
study the effects of the transparency of budgets and financial transfers on corruption, and found that 
improving transparency significantly reduced leakage of these resources. 

Were the interventions effective?  
Before identifying if programs were effective, it is necessary to define effectiveness in the context 

of social accountability. As noted previously, Brinkerhoff and Wetterberg (2015) identified three areas 
that social accountability interventions attempt to influence: governance and democracy, citizen 
empowerment, and service delivery. This section focuses on the types of social accountability 
interventions that improve outcomes across these three areas. 

As we have seen in the previous sections, intervention effectiveness is driven by how programs 
are implemented and by the various factors at play in a given context. Fox (2015) highlighted three 
general takeaways in his literature review on the effectiveness of social accountability programs: 
information is not enough (i.e., disseminating data, without building a social movement or changing the 
incentives of politicians), bottom-up monitoring often lacks bite, and CDD projects are often captured by 
local elites. Recognizing these three analytical insights, I compare and contrast interventions that address 
each of these issues (the role of transparency, bottom-up vs. top-down accountability, and the impact of 
CDD) in turn. I also analyze the impact of studies that took advantage of multiple accountability 
pathways, including linking citizens and direct-line service providers, elected officials, and oversight 
agencies. 

The literature shows a distinct difference between “transparency-only” and “transparency-
plus” interventions, with evidence suggesting that effectiveness is enhanced when information-sharing is 
complemented by other social accountability activities. In Uganda, two studies, using the same data, came 
to different conclusions on whether publishing national grants to primary schools in newspapers reduced 
corruption. On one hand, Reinikka and Svensson (2004, p. 3) claimed that “improved access to 
information significantly reduced local capture.” On the other hand, when Hubbard (2007, p. 9) analyzed 
the data, he found that “only in communities that were literate and assertive enough to act when abuse 
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was revealed were information disclosure measures effective.” In a related report, the Royal Netherlands 
Embassy (2003) found that teachers often continued to steal grant funds following the transparency 
campaigns in Uganda. Overall, information disclosure did help to reduce leakage, but only in the context 
of increased government oversight, changes in funding systems, and new incentives for parental 
monitoring. Other research, including Olken’s (2005) study of audits in Indonesia and Holland and 
colleagues’ (2012) study of inclusion in Nepal, supports the conclusion that sharing information to 
prompt citizen voice is important, but that government reforms are also critical to ensuring social 
accountability: what Fox (2015, p. 352) called “voice plus teeth.” 

Bottom-up accountability mechanisms can be effective at improving sector-specific outcomes, 
but can falter if leaders do not have incentives to respond to citizen monitoring. In a study in three Indian 
states, Pandey, Goyal, and Sundararaman (2008) used a randomized controlled trial (RCT) to analyze the 
impact of improving information on school oversight, management, and the benefits of school. They 
found that this approach showed a positive impact on reading and math achievement, although they also 
found mixed results on teacher engagement and attendance. In the health sector, community monitoring 
of public health services was found to improve health outcomes, reducing under-five mortality by 33 
percent (Björkman & Svensson, 2009). Holland and colleagues (2012, p. 195) took a broader approach: 
analyzing both supply- and demand-side accountability. Using a case study approach, they found that 
both were necessary to empowering historically excluded groups in Nepal, noting that “interventions have 
a more sustained impact when they tackle the institutions—national and sub-national governance systems 
and deep social structures—that underpin accountability relations.” For citizen voice and monitoring to be 
effective, however, a responsive government is required. In a study of leadership selection mechanisms in 
Uganda, Grossman (2014) noted that directly elected leaders were more responsive to citizens than 
appointed leaders, lending support to the importance of long-route mechanisms. He also found that 
monitoring mechanisms were significantly less likely to be used if leaders were appointed, rather than 
elected. Olken (2005) identified a similar mechanism in road projects in Indonesia. He found that top-
down expenditure audits reduced leakage by 8 percent, but that grassroots participation in monitoring 
reduced leakage only from wages, not from materials, which made up 75 percent of total expenditures. 
These findings echo Fox’s (2015) conclusion that bottom-up monitoring must be paired with top-down 
systems to be effective.  

Finally, I look at a key mechanism for holding service providers accountable: CDD approaches. 
These use community-run structures that fall outside of normal government mechanisms to identify 
community needs and allocate resources, and can have both positive and negative attributes. CDD, as a 
mechanism, is used to achieve widely different goals. Berman (2014) described how CDD was used to 
manage a conditional cash transfer (CCT) program. When a CDD approach was used to manage CCTs, 
families were 5 percent less likely to fall ill, while children under four were 10 percent less likely to get 
sick. The intervention had educational benefits as well: Girls were 24 percent more likely to complete 
primary school. In addition to service outcomes, the study showed social cohesion outcomes. Members of 
the treatment group were more likely to attend village meetings and to devote their time to community 
projects.  

CDD also has been used to prioritize infrastructure investments, with mixed results. The GoBifo 
program in Sierra Leone provided block grants for community infrastructure, which were managed 
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community committees (Casey et al., 2013). The evaluators found improved program implementation, but 
no significant effect on social change, such as the way decisions were made, community trust, or 
participation in government. The Tuungane program in the Democratic Republic of Congo also used 
block grants to build infrastructure, but its evaluators found little evidence of impact. Treatment and 
control groups showed similar levels of transparency, fund misappropriation, and measures of trust, 
although they did find some evidence that citizens in treatment groups were more likely to complain if 
funds were misused (Humphreys et al., 2012).  

There has been considerable debate over the extent of elite capture in CDD programs. For 
example, Fox’s (2015, p. 348) review of social accountability found that “community driven development 
programs are often captured by local elites.” Esman and Uphoff (1984, p. 249) had reached the same 
conclusion 20 years earlier, noting that: 

The most prominent members are invariably selected and then given training and 
control over resources for the community.... The more training and resources 
they are given, the more distance is created between leaders and members. The 
shortcut of trying to mobilize rural people from outside through leaders…is 
likely to be unproductive or even counterproductive, entrenching a privileged 
minority and discrediting the idea of group action for self-improvement. 

Platteau and Gaspart (2003), however, found this claim to be a broad generalization, noting that 
community empowerment and committee selection methods can make CDD more or less vulnerable to 
elite capture. They also proposed a leader-disciplining mechanism to overcome elite capture. This 
mechanism would use fraud detection and disburse funding in tranches to hold leaders accountable. 
Platteau and Gaspart (2003) also highlighted a major implementation challenge inherent with CDD: 
Donors often rush into CDD programs without concurrently building up democratic institutions, leading 
to significant elite capture. They argued that contextual issues, such as weak local community trust or 
leadership, drive elite capture.  

A final key point is that successful interventions take advantage of multiple accountability 
relationships: between citizens and direct-line service providers, citizens and elected officials, and also 
oversight agencies and providers. These relationships often cross the supply/demand divide, allowing 
interventions to take advantage of different types of entry points. Caseley (2003, p. 3), in a study of water 
provision in Hyderabad, India, noted that “multiple accountability relationships, operating between 
external actors and Metro Water staff, have collectively contributed to sustained organizational change 
and improved service delivery performance.” He found that three months after Metro Water developed a 
systematic complaint mechanism, it had increased the number of monthly new connections by 79 percent, 
even though no new staff or resources had been devoted to the utility. He explained these improvements 
as the result of both demand-side (active citizen engagement) and supply-side (formal complaint systems) 
accountability mechanisms. 

How is causation attributed? 
Identifying causation, or even plausible attribution, is a critical concern for social accountability 

research. Of the literature reviewed, the majority of analyses applied quasi-experimental and randomized 
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designs, which looked for statistically significant differences between treatment and control groups. 
Cross-sectional studies were also common, although these studies were employed mostly to analyze 
correlation, rather than causation. While these approaches are useful for highlighting what works, they are 
often unable to explain why it works. For example, one quasi-experimental study showed that audits 
reduced corruption in Indonesia, but the causal pathways could only be hypothesized (Olken, 2005). 

Further investigation, using qualitative designs, can illuminate causal pathways and map 
processes (Barnes & Weller, 2012). Qualitative approaches that analyze research questions from a variety 
of viewpoints can provide these causal pathways. Ravindra (2004), for example, used cross-sectional 
surveys to assess citizen satisfaction with government services, and then interviewed key informants to 
better understand how civil society was using those surveys to lobby government.  

Of course, development research, generally, and social accountability research, specifically, tread 
a fine line on causality, especially when trying to link accountability mechanisms to service-delivery 
outcomes. Baur et al. (2001, p. 2) argued that “significant factors make it impossible to isolate the effects 
of a single development intervention,” and that an “attribution gap” exists between direct intervention 
effects and “highly aggregated progress,” which is influenced by other, uncontrollable, factors. They 
claimed that “plausible linkages between the project, program or strategy under investigation, and the 
impact observed on the ground” should be considered the gold standard for evaluation. They also 
identified seven standards for identifying these plausible linkages (see Box 3). 

Woolcock (2009, p. 1) went further in calling for a broader understanding of causation in 
development, claiming that “the development community…is prone to routinely making attribution 
errors” as a result of a lack of knowledge of how 
inputs lead to outcomes. He noted that social 
accountability programs, such as community-driven 
approaches, violate many assumptions of 
experimental designs, such as that treatment and 
control groups are similar, or that the treatment is 
uniform, instead of continually adapted to context by 
front-line workers. Scaling up or transferring 
interventions to new settings is also problematic. For 
example, in moves from “small empowerment 
projects” to nationally relevant programs, political-
economy factors become more prominent, changing 
the interventions substantially (Woolcock, 2009, p. 
6). Contextual factors such as community trust and 
state legitimacy may affect whether social 
accountability programs can be implemented at all. Stern et al. (2012, p. 8) also identified this problem, 
stating that “the contextual characteristics in which both control and treatment groups are embedded in 
[sic] might influence their response to the intervention, thus impairing the external validity.” 
 

Box 3: Elements for establishing the 
plausibility of impact 
 
1.  Source of the impact being investigated 
2.  Model of impact used by the impact evaluators 

and how it applies to the case 
3.  Objectives of the impact assessment 
4.  Theory of action on which the intervention or 

strategy has been based  
5. Hypotheses tested by the impact assessment 
6. Other factors that could have affected the 

observed changes  
7. Informed opinions that support and contest the 

study findings 
 

Source: Baur et al. (2001), p. 2. 
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EVALUATING 3 EFFECTS OF SOCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY 
INTERVENTIONS 

Given this understanding of what social accountability research exists and what it shows, I now 
move to how social accountability interventions can be evaluated. This section suggests to program 
managers tools to evaluate interventions, while also recognizing that programs do not always take place 
as planned. Programs are often implemented without a baseline evaluation, control groups may not be 
tracked, activities change mid-program, and donor demands can change evaluation questions. As a result, 
evaluations that track change over time or precisely compare intervention and control groups may not be 
possible. Acknowledging these constraints exist, I identify 
key considerations for conducting social accountability 
research at the design, implementation, and evaluation 
stages of the program cycle, across five factors: outcome 
types, possible indicators, strength of attribution, study 
design, and data collection. These considerations assume that the program under discussion is already 
designed—i.e., that activities are set, a budget is estimated, and the geographical and technical scope of 
the program are clear. 

Design 
Beginning program evaluations during the initial design is clearly the most desirable option, as 

this stage provides the most opportunities for developing baseline data, organizing control groups, and 
defining inputs and outcomes. For academic research on social accountability, where the main goal is the 
knowledge generated by the study, the scope of evaluation measures will be different from a donor-
funded scale-up of a social accountability mechanism or tool. For program management purposes, we are 
often interested in a more narrow set of questions than an academic study would be. This section therefore 
focuses on program evaluations, rather than on more rigorous academic studies. 

Types of outcomes 
The first factor to consider when evaluating a social accountability program is the type of 

outcome to measure. Deciding which outcomes are important to the intervention depends heavily on the 
intervention. For example, complaint surveys, service charters, and citizen review boards often focus on 
improving government services in specific sectors. As a result, appropriate measurements could include 
changes in school attendance or immunization rates from a baseline measure. Relevant governance and 
empowerment outcomes—as a result of civic education, community mobilization, or transparency 
campaigns—could include public investment changes, participation of marginalized populations in 
decision making, or electoral outcomes.  

Key questions for deciding outcomes of interest: 

♦ What are the program aims? 
♦ What is the indicator measuring? (i.e., service improvements? participation?) 

                                                           
3 For this paper, I have used the terms “evaluate” and “assess” interchangeably. 

“The best time to plant a tree was 20 
years ago. The second best time is now.” 
 
 —Chinese proverb 
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♦ Is the outcome a realistic effect of the program? 
♦ Is there a legitimate causal pathway from program to outcome? 

Possible indicators 
With available time and money, the universe of possible indicators4 to measure outcomes is 

quite large. In order to narrow the choice of indicators, Gajda and Jewiss (2004, para. 6) recommended 
thinking about indicators for program evaluation as “the gauge of whether, and to what degree, you are 
making progress.” The choice of indicators will also be driven by a number of technical and 
programmatic factors. For example, will the program need to count inputs (e.g., number of people trained) 
or outputs (e.g., number of people served)? Managers also need to consider the appropriate mix of quality 
indicators, which measure how the interventions was achieved; and quantity indicators, which measure 
the number of people affected by the intervention. The availability of data, either through routine 
mechanisms or one-off surveys, can also drive indicator selection. Context-specific issues, such as 
distance to service sites, openness to surveys, willingness to be interviewed, and availability of sampling 
data may also make collection of certain indicators challenging. 

Key questions for indicator development: 

♦ Is the indicator measurable given program constraints (e.g., money, distance, culture)? 
♦ Are resources available to conduct a baseline? Or to track a control group? 
♦ What is the appropriate mix of quality and quantity indicators? 
♦ Which inputs should we measure? Which outputs? 
♦ Do we have access to needed government or survey data?  

 

Attribution of causation 
The third factor to consider at the design stage is feasibility of attributing causation. As with 

many other factors, creating an evaluation process that can determine causality is much easier at the 
design stage, due to the ability to measure differences over time. If we are evaluating an activity to justify 
public spending or to hold governments accountable for results, then simply showing that an input led to a 
desired outcome, without a clearly defined theory of change, might suffice. This type of evidence can be 
obtained through a quantitative study. However, evaluators often want to know why an intervention 
worked, not just that it worked. Qualitative information is often required, via in-depth interviews or focus 
groups, to generate a theory of change that explains the causal pathway for the intervention. Glennan 
(1996, p. 64) claimed that the theory of change is critical to understanding, arguing that “two events are 
causally connected when and only when there is a mechanism connecting them” and “the necessity that 
distinguishes connections from accidental conjunctions is to be understood as deriving from an 
underlying mechanism.”  

We must also consider what types of threats to establishing causation we are willing to accept. 
Even gold-standard RCTs are subject to threats to validity. They cannot control for unmeasurable 

                                                           
4 Annex A contains a table of illustrative indicators for use at the design stage. 
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contextual differences between treatment and control groups, influence between treatment and control 
groups, or homogeneity of the intervention across all treatment groups. Additionally, the intervention may 
not work in the same way throughout the life of the program, without being changed midstream to suit 
donor, community, or technical needs (Woolcock, 2009). Other methods, such as qualitative measures, 
must be used to address these concerns. Finally, various constraints can affect the ability to identify 
causation. Availability of time, funding, appropriate interviewees, control groups, or political support can 
all affect efforts to build the “perfect” evaluation. 

Key questions for understanding the strength of attribution: 

♦ Why do we need to understand causation? 
♦ Is a theory of change or critical pathway analysis required? 
♦ Do we need to understand how to improve the intervention? Or what supporting/contextual 

factors are necessary for the intervention? 
♦ What threats to validity is the evaluator willing to accept? How can they be mitigated? 

Study design 
Using the information identified in the first three factors, the fourth consideration is determining 

the appropriate study design (see Table 1). If the evaluation process begins at the design stage, it is 
technically feasible to collect baseline data or identify a control group. The decision to do so, however, 
requires that a donor be willing to wait for collection of such data; it also hinges on whether a treatment 
can be randomized, what costs are involved, and what types of bias we are willing to accept. An RCT or 
quasi-experimental design can be a powerful tool for understanding whether an intervention is effective, 
as randomization controls for selection bias. When conducting an RCT or quasi-experimental study is not 
feasible because of cost or other constraints, a cross-sectional study for baseline data before the 
intervention is conducted can be a cost-effective option. Interviewing this same group of people post-
intervention can yield powerful longitudinal data, even without a control group. 

Key questions for study design selection: 

♦ Is it possible to find and track the same group of people at different times? (longitudinal) 
♦ Can the intervention be randomized? If not, is a control group feasible? Will the context allow 

randomization? (RCT/quasi-experimental study) 
♦ Are resources or time available to do a longitudinal or quasi-experimental study? If not, is a 

qualitative study or panel study more appropriate? 
♦ What ethical considerations5 are involved?  

                                                           
5 The Belmont report (National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects, 1978) identified three principles. 
(1) Respect for Persons: Research subjects must have the ability to consider alternatives, decide on their level of 
participation, and act without influence. (2) Beneficence: This means both not harming research subjects and doing 
whatever is possible to protect research subjects from harm. (3) Justice: The costs and benefits of the research 
should be fairly distributed.  
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♦ How quickly does the funding agency want to begin implementation? (i.e., how long is it willing 
to wait to collect baseline information) 

♦ What biases (e.g., selection or reporting bias) are most likely? 
 

Table 1: Matrix of potential study designs for social accountability 

Design Timing 

Relative 
funding 
needs Potential tools 

Estab-
lishes 

causality? 
Other major 
advantages 

Other major 
disadvan-

tages 
Cross-
sectional 
studya,c 

Closeout $$ Survey, knowledge 
tests 

No Is quick, 
represen-
tative 

Has inherent 
self-report bias 

Qualitative 
study 
(including 
case studies)a 

Design, 
implemen-
tation, 
and/or 
closeout 

$ In-depth interviews, 
focus groups, 
community 
mapping, social 
network analyses, 
scorecards, direct 
observations, pile 
sorting 

Depends Provides 
depth and 
detail 

Produces 
results that are 
difficult to 
generalize 

Randomized 
controlled 
trialb 

Design $$$ Survey, routine 
data 

Yes Controls bias Produces 
results that are 
difficult to 
generalize 

Quasi-
experimental 
studyb 

Design $$$ Survey, routine 
data 

Yes Uses “natural 
experiments” 

Has inherent 
allocation bias 

Longitudinal 
(cohort or 
panel) 
studiesc 

Design, 
implemen-
tation 

$$$/$$ Survey, routine 
data 

Yes Is useful to 
find inci-
dence, 
represen-
tative 

Is time-
consuming, 
risks attrition, 
and conditions 
respondents to 
questions 

Case-control 
studyc 

Closeout $ Existing case 
studies 

No Can study 
dynamic 
processes 

Has inherent 
recall bias 

Mixed 
methodsb 

Design, 
implemen-
tation, or 
closeout 

$$ Survey, any 
qualitative tool 

Yes Offers greater 
breadth of 
understan-
ding; explains 
causal 
processes  

Generates 
research 
designs and 
analyses that 
can be 
complex 

a Descriptive; b Experimental; c Observational. 

Source: Adapted from Aslam et al., 2012; Grimes and Schulz, 2002; Lewallen and Courtright, 1998; Maxwell, 2004a, 
2004b; and Plümper, Troeger, and Neumayer, 2010.  
 

The final consideration is how to collect the information necessary to measure the chosen 
indicators. Once a study design is chosen, identifying data collection methods at the design stage is fairly 
straightforward. Almost all designs will require a baseline study of some type, regardless of the existence 
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of a control group. For surveys, a unit of analysis (e.g., household, person, organization) should be 
determined. The sample size of the baseline, as well as methods for randomization, can be calculated 
using a number of online tools.6 Routine data can also serve as a source of baseline data: Demographic 
and Health Surveys (see USAID’s DHS information page, http://www.dhsprogram.com), utilization 
information, and electoral information can all provide valuable baseline data for social accountability 
activities. For both qualitative and quantitative methods, the same tools should be used at baseline as in 
the final study. 

Key questions for data collection: 

♦ What data are already available? 
♦ What tools are appropriate for the study design chosen? 
♦ What should be the sample size of a survey? 
♦ If randomization is necessary, how will treatment and control groups be assigned?  

 

Implementation 
If a program is already in the middle of 

implementation and no evaluation method has 
been determined, a number of options for 
measurement have already been closed off. Since 
the interventions have begun, any study requiring 
a baseline—i.e., an experimental design, a panel, 
or cohort study—is not possible. Multiple options 
are, however, still available for measuring the 
intervention process or change until the end of 
the program. 

As with the design stage, determining the 
outcomes of interest and the indicators to 
measure those outcomes are critical. While the 
outcomes of interest are likely similar at both the 
design and implementation stages, the indicators 
used to measure those outcomes must change. 
For example, it is no longer possible to measure 
service utilization changes from a set baseline. 
However, if routine data systems have captured 
an outcome of interest—such as test scores—at 
regular intervals, it may be possible to use a previous data collection point as a baseline and measure 

                                                           
6 For free online tools to assist with sample size calculation, see DSS Research (2015); for randomization, GraphPad 
Software, Inc. (2015). 

Evaluation as programming: A Ugandan case study 

In Uganda, the Governance, Accountability, and 
Participation Program (GAPP) is strengthening local 
government accountability for improved service 
delivery. The program team works with local civil 
society organizations to improve communication with 
local government and to analyze government actions. 
Before evaluating the effectiveness of the approach, 
GAPP recognized a number of constraints. For 
example, GAPP does not have control districts; and 
standardizing interventions across diverse sites is not 
appropriate. As a result, project complexity and 
interconnections among interventions make attribution 
difficult.  
 
To measure implementation effect, GAPP uses an 
iterative approach. It begins by pilot testing 
interventions in a few districts to adapt inputs before 
scale-up. Pilot tests are measured through in-depth 
case studies and learning events. They use indicators 
that focus on improving the enabling environment, such 
as measures of engagement with both citizens and the 
private sector, strengthened local government planning 
and financial management, and improved leadership 
skills among local government officials. Qualitative 
indicators are measured through “outcome mapping 
journals” used by field workers to document lessons 
learned during implementation. 

http://www.dhsprogram.com)/
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changes in future years as indicative of a program effect. As a result, routinely collected service delivery 
indicators may be more feasible than customized governance and empowerment indicators.7  

On the other hand, it is still possible to collect input or process indicators that measure program 
implementation, rather than outcomes. Even though some inputs may have been missed between design 
and the start of the evaluation process, these data can still measure progress toward social accountability 
outcomes. Quantitative input indicators, such as counting the number of citizen complaints, people trained 
to track budgets, or participants in school meetings, can be usefully linked to output indicators, such as 
test scores, corruption perceptions, or service utilization, but will not capture the full scope of program 
implementation. These indicators can be useful in reconstructing a longitudinal study, such as cohort8 or 
panel design, depending on the program participants. Unfortunately, determining causality may not be 
possible under these circumstances, as uncontrolled factors may affect the indicators of interest, or the 
relevant change may have already taken place.  

If no control group was (or can be) 
established, qualitative studies are often 
the best study designs for understanding 
causation. Concept mapping or pathway 
analysis can lead to a case study with an 
embedded theory of change.9 Often, in-
depth interviews or focus group 
discussions are used to understand the 
strength of the causal relationships 
identified in the concept maps or theory of 
change. These methods, while not 
revealing statistical significance, can 
deliver explanations for how a social 
accountability input leads to a specific 
output. Both internal and external validity 
challenges are associated with these 
methods. The observer-expectancy effect 
(i.e., researcher cognitive bias 
unconsciously influences the participants) 
can change the responses of interviewees, 
confirmation bias can affect how researchers interpret responses, recall bias can affect the quality of data, 
and potential confounding variables may not be apparent and must be controlled (Cook, 2010; Plous, 

                                                           
7 Annex B contains a table of illustrative indicators for use at the implementation stage. 
8 Cohort designs may be either prospective or retrospective, depending on whether outcomes of interest have already 
been achieved. 
9 For further reading, Stein and Valters (2012) considered the application of theories of change to international 
development programs, while Daley (2004) assessed how concept maps are used in qualitative research. Pathway 
analysis is described in both Barnes and Weller (2012) and Weller and Barnes (2014).  

Developing causal chains in Indonesia 

In Indonesia, the Expanding Maternal and Neonatal 
Survival (EMAS) program is evaluating the effect of “local 
government and civil society accountability, support, and 
advocacy on maternal and neonatal health outcomes.” 
Although the program started in 2010, EMAS used cross-
sectional surveys and causal pathway analysis to 
understand the effects of the first phase of the program.  
 
The cross-sectional surveys involved interviews with facility 
staff, health providers, and local government leadership. A 
midpoint survey in 2015 also was conducted and will be 
supplemented by an endpoint survey in 2016 to understand 
provider knowledge, clinical governance, and referral 
practices. Additionally, in-depth interviews and focus group 
discussions will be used to conduct a causal pathway 
analysis to explain “how the program’s major interventions 
contribute to program outcomes.” Furthermore, the causal 
pathway analysis will articulate the theory of change 
developed at program start-up and will “highlight…evidence 
that change is occurring.” The pathways could also be used 
to inform scale-up in subsequent phases of the program. 
 
The evaluation was not complete as of this writing (mid-
2015) and findings were not yet available. 
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1993; Weller & Barnes, 2014). Finally, Myers (2000) affirmed the view that qualitative research often is 
not applicable outside of the specific context in which the study was done. 

Considering the limited options for studying social accountability once program implementation 
has begun, data collection mechanisms are similarly constrained. For longitudinal studies, obtaining data 
from preexisting data sets may be a possibility. As with the design stage, Demographic and Health 
Surveys, utilization information, and electoral information may be good sources of these data. For 
qualitative studies, in-depth interviews are best conducted with interviewees with strong knowledge of the 
process used to implement the program. Both 
internal and external viewpoints are critical. Focus 
group discussions are often best conducted with 
program beneficiaries. Boyce and Neale (2006) 
provided a strong overview of the use of in-depth 
interviews for development research, while Debus 
(1988) highlighted similar considerations for 
focus group discussions. 

Closeout 
When a development program has a year 

or less of implementation, managers often 
scramble to show that their program has had a 
positive impact. This dynamic is no different for 
social accountability activities. While drawing 
strong causal relationships at this stage is difficult, 
a few options do remain.  

Unlike at the design and implementation 
stages, selecting predetermined outcomes of 
interest to measure change is not as critical to 
evaluating program success. This is not to say that 
outcomes and indicators aren’t important. Instead, 
the focus of the evaluation efforts should be on 
identifying what outcomes actually occurred, 
rather than trying to identify what should have occurred. Woolcock (2009, p. 7) noted that “seasoned 
project managers should have a good sense of how long and in what form the impacts associated with a 
particular project in a particular context should take to materialize.” Potential indicators for identifying 
program impact thus should draw on the experience of the managers. What indicators are likely to have 
been affected by the activity? What is possible to measure? Measuring quantity indicators at this stage is 
likely not possible, and the evaluation should focus on qualitative indicators, such as social norms 
challenged, maintenance quality, and community satisfaction.10  

                                                           
10 Annex C contains a table of illustrative indicators for use at the closeout stage. 

Kinerja: Retrofitting research questions 

The USAID-funded Kinerja program was awarded in 
2010 to improve local government service delivery. In 
2013, USAID asked the program to conduct an 
evaluation to better understand (1) the program’s 
results chains and (2) the likelihood of impact on 
school-based management, even though neither 
research question had been planned in advance. 
 
The evaluation used qualitative methods to answer the 
research questions. Indicators were limited to 
quantitative ones, e.g., “the degree to which 
stakeholders consider Kinerja support to have 
facilitated achievements that could lead to future 
impact.” Due to the timing of the data collection efforts, 
the evaluation focused on schools that had already 
showed success, to identify the likelihood of impact, 
creating a pro-Kinerja bias. 
 
The evaluators found that school managers had 
learned how to develop plans and budgets, but they 
were unable to determine the sustainability of those 
skills. In contrast, the evaluators were able to 
comment on how sustainability could be achieved, 
such as introducing school-based mentoring and 
teaching district staff management and oversight skills. 
Finally, they found that managers emphasized 
infrastructure over human resource needs, in contrast 
to the management-based approach of the program.  
 
Source: Social Impact, Solidaritas, and RTI International 
(2013). 
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As with the implementation stage, collecting routine data may still be an option, if relevant 
information is available, for a panel study. Additionally, a cross-sectional study to draw correlations 
between inputs and outcomes is possible, while retrospective qualitative designs, such as case, or case-
control, studies may provide insights into causal links. A retrospective cohort study is also technically 
possible, but requires a great deal of information about specific individuals and is unlikely to be feasible. 
Case-control studies can reconstruct inputs and outcomes, if an appropriate control group can be 
described. Without a control group, a case study, using in-depth interviews and/or focus group 
discussions, can still describe the social accountability inputs, the process used to implement the program, 
and the outcomes achieved. The case study model does not produce the same level of evidence as cohort 
studies or experimental designs, but can still allow researchers to draw causal links through qualitative 
data analysis. Additionally, case studies, and case-control studies, are subject to the same biases at this 
stage as in the implementation stage. 

CONCLUSION 

This study has examined existing research to pinpoint key concerns for linking social 
accountability inputs to various types of outcomes. In reviewing this research, I found the following: 

1. Attributing single vs. multiple interventions. Many interventions attempted to isolate the 
effects of one social accountability intervention, whether it was a transparency campaign, a set of 
government sanctions, community-driven development, or participatory governance. 
Unfortunately, these studies often did not find strong program effects, or they were contradicted 
by subsequent studies. The studies that did conduct multiple interventions at the same time were 
often more effective, but attributing outcomes to specific inputs was difficult in programs with 
multiple inputs. In such instances, qualitative data are needed to explain the research findings. 

2. Incorporating contextual factors. Researchers considered contextual factors to explain 
variations in program impact and often used these factors to design quasi-experimental studies. 
RCTs often attempted to control for some aspects of local context, such as wealth, population, 
and leadership. Few studies, however, conducted the deep dive into local context that O’Meally 
(2013) recommended. Many studies were subject to external validity threats, as a result of not 
being able to control for local context, if such a thing is even possible. 

3. Learning more about causation and social accountability. Mapping causation for social 
accountability inputs is a difficult proposition. Researcher reliance on RCTs and quasi-
experimental designs has led program managers to have more knowledge about what works in 
specific contexts, but we are often still in the dark about why interventions work, or the 
generalizability of findings. Without better qualitative information on how context affects 
outcomes, or even well-defined theories of change for how program inputs affect outcomes, 
causal pathways are likely to remain ill-illuminated. 

The paper also has highlighted operational considerations for evaluating social accountability 
activities at various stages of the program cycle. I have noted that evaluation options can be significantly 
limited by a number of factors: timing, donor constraints, and the availability of routine data, among 
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them. Building on the findings from the first section of this paper, I have argued for the importance of 
using qualitative data to explain the findings of experimental or observational studies. I also have 
provided a range of questions for managers to consider as they evaluate social accountability programs, 
regardless of the stage in the program cycle. Potential indicators for evaluation at each stage of the 
program also have been suggested. A final consideration is how programs change over time. Managers 
are constantly tweaking interventions and approaches in response to donor, community, or technical 
needs. As a result, replicating the exact social accountability intervention, even with strong 
documentation, is impossible and causal pathways are likely to contain gaps in knowledge. 

Ultimately, the demand for social accountability programs is only growing stronger. Donors and 
governments are seeking new ways to spur development, and finding that social accountability 
interventions, broadly, work. The race is on to find the mix of interventions, and contextual 
considerations, for improving service delivery, governance and democracy, and empowerment outcomes. 
As a result, the divide between research that discovers new interventions and programs that implement 
known “best practices” will only shrink, as donors require programs to show impact beyond counting 
beneficiaries. Managers must be ready to propose new evaluation approaches that can answer key 
questions posed by donors and governments, and respond to the needs of citizens everywhere. 
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ANNEX A. ILLUSTRATIVE INDICATORS FOR THE DESIGN STAGE 

Type of 
indicator 

Social accoun-
tability aim Illustrative input indicators Illustrative output indicators 

Illustrative 
Quality 
Indicators  

Empowerment social cohesion; awareness of entitlements; understanding of 
decision-making mechanisms (direct voting vs. representation); 
knowledge of the actions of Members of Parliament (MPs); 
knowledge of participatory mechanisms; knowledge of 
educational rights 

social norms challenged (e.g., property rights restrictions 
and wage levels) 

Governance use of citizen report cards; use of financial audits; the extent and 
enforcement of sanctions; decision-making mechanisms (direct 
voting vs. representation); knowledge of alternative dispute 
resolution mechanisms; political connectedness of health 
workers; leakage of funds mapped; audit irregularities found 
(corruption); manual of operations and school report cards; 
structured school meetings 

democratic rules for selecting leaders; investment in 
monitoring institutions; the extent and enforcement of 
sanctions; reported transparency of leaders; likelihood of 
reelection; MP participation in Parliament 

Service Delivery complexity of infrastructure improvements; the extent and 
enforcement of provider incentives and sanctions; reported 
transparency of service information; civil servant absence; 
service monitoring process 

public perceptions of government services; maintenance 
quality; physical condition of infrastructure; citizen 
knowledge of/satisfaction of government actions; self-
reported health status; reading skills 

Illustrative 
Quantity 
Indicators  

Empowerment # of complaints; # of women in decision making positions; % of 
budget determined through participatory mechanisms; % of 
people who read newspapers; % of people who listen to radio 
stations 

% of poor who access entitlements; % of poor children in 
school; % of budget spent on health and education; # of civil 
society organizations operating 

Governance # of women in decision making positions; # of monitoring visits; 
wealth quintile of beneficiaries; # of complaints; % of leaders 
elected vs appointed; % of budget determined through 
participatory mechanisms; % of bureaucracies monitoring staff 
attendance; amount of municipal spending by sector and wealth 
quintile; estimated leakage of funds 

% of incumbents reelected; # of monitoring reports received; 
# of audits published; % of complaints satisfactorily 
addressed; amount of public infrastructure investments; 
estimated leakage of funds; % of expenditures missing 
(wages and materials); % of budget spent on health and 
education; # of community disputes (e.g., land, water); # of 
community disputes resolved; voter turnout; % leakage of 
community grants; % of people observed not complying with 
government regulations 
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Type of 
indicator 

Social accoun-
tability aim Illustrative input indicators Illustrative output indicators 

Service Delivery # of monitoring reports received; % of audit findings addressed 
and published; % of complaints satisfactorily addressed; amount 
of public infrastructure investment; % change in expenditures 
missing (wages and materials); % of budget spent on health 
and/or education; % change in leakage of community grants; civil 
servant absenteeism 

# of hours of water/electricity per day; # of health clinic visits 
per person; # of years of education; % of poor who access 
entitlements; % of poor children in school; infant mortality 
rate; contraceptive prevalence rate; community service 
satisfaction; student attendance; grade repetition; dropout 
rates; exam pass rates 
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ANNEX B. ILLUSTRATIVE INDICATORS FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION STAGE 

Type of 
indicator 

Social 
accounta-
bility aim Illustrative input indicators Illustrative output indicators 

Illustrative 
Quality 
Indicators  

Empowerment social cohesion; awareness of entitlements; understanding of 
decision-making mechanisms (direct voting vs. representation); 
knowledge of the actions of Members of Parliament (MPs); know-
ledge of participatory mechanisms; knowledge of educational rights 

social norms challenged (e.g., property rights restrictions and wage 
levels) 

Governance use of citizen report cards; use of financial audits; the extent and 
enforcement of sanctions; decision-making mechanisms (direct 
voting vs. representation); knowledge of alternative dispute-resolution 
mechanisms; political connectedness of health workers; leakage of 
funds mapped; audit irregularities found (corruption); manual of 
operations and school report cards; structured school meetings 

democratic rules for selecting leaders; investment in monitoring 
institutions; the extent and enforcement of sanctions; reported 
transparency of leaders; likelihood of reelection; MP participation in 
Parliament 

Service 
Delivery 

complexity of infrastructure improvements; the extent and 
enforcement of provider incentives and sanctions; reported 
transparency of service information; civil servant absence; service 
monitoring process 

public perceptions of government services; maintenance quality; 
physical condition of infrastructure; citizen knowledge of/satisfaction 
of government actions; self-reported health status; reading skills 

Illustrative 
Quantity 
Indicators  

Empowerment # of complaints; # of women in decision-making positions; % of 
budget determined through participatory mechanisms; % of people 
who read newspapers; % of people who listen to radio stations 

% of poor who access entitlements; % of poor children in school; % 
of budget spent on health and education; # of civil society 
organizations operating 

Governance # of women in decision-making positions; # of monitoring visits; 
wealth quintile of beneficiaries; # of complaints; % of leaders elected 
vs appointed; % of budget determined through participatory 
mechanisms; % of bureaucracies monitoring staff attendance; 
amount of municipal spending by sector and wealth quintile 

% of incumbents reelected; % of complaints satisfactorily addressed; 
amount of public infrastructure investment; estimated leakage of 
funds; % of expenditures missing (wages and materials); % of budget 
spent on health and education; # of community disputes (e.g., land, 
water); # of community disputes resolved; voter turnout; % leakage of 
community grants; % of people observed not complying with 
government regulations 

Service 
Delivery 

# of monitoring reports received; % of audit findings addressed; % of 
complaints satisfactorily addressed; amount of public infrastructure 
investment; % of expenditures missing (wages and materials); % of 
budget spent on health and/or education; % leakage of community 
grants; civil servant absenteeism 

# of hours of water/electricity per day; # of health clinic visits per 
person; # of years of education; % of poor who access entitlements; 
% of poor children in school; infant mortality rate; contraceptive 
prevalence rate; student attendance; dropout rates; exam pass rates 
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ANNEX C. ILLUSTRATIVE INDICATORS FOR THE CLOSEOUT STAGE 

Type of 
indicator 

Social 
accountability 

aim Illustrative input indicators Illustrative output indicators 
Illustrative 
Quality 
Indicators  

Empowerment social cohesion; awareness of entitlements; understanding of 
decision-making mechanisms (direct voting vs. representation); 
knowledge of the actions of Members of Parliament (MPs); 
knowledge of participatory mechanisms; knowledge of 
educational rights 

social norms challenged (e.g., property rights restrictions 
and wage levels) 

Governance use of citizen report cards; use of financial audits; the extent and 
enforcement of sanctions; decision-making mechanisms (direct 
voting vs. representation); knowledge of alternative dispute-
resolution mechanisms; political connectedness of health 
workers; existence of manual of operations; existence of school 
report cards 

democratic rules for selecting leaders; investment in 
monitoring institutions; the extent and enforcement of 
sanctions; MP participation in Parliament 

Service Delivery complexity of infrastructure improvements; the extent and 
enforcement of provider incentives and sanctions; reported 
transparency of service information 

public perceptions of government services; maintenance 
quality; physical condition of infrastructure; citizen 
knowledge of/satisfaction of government actions; self-
reported health status; reading skills 

Illustrative 
Quantity 
Indicators  

Empowerment # of women in decision-making positions; % of budget 
determined through participatory mechanisms; % of people who 
read newspapers; % of people who listen to radio stations 

% of poor who access entitlements; % of poor children in 
school; % of budget spent on health and education; # of 
civil society organizations operating 

Governance # of women in decision-making positions; wealth quintile of 
beneficiaries; % of budget determined through participatory 
mechanisms; % of bureaucracies monitoring staff attendance; 
amount of municipal spending by sector and wealth quintile 

% of incumbents reelected; amount of public 
infrastructure investment; estimated leakage of funds; % 
of expenditures missing (wages and materials); % of 
budget spent on health and education; voter turnout 

Service Delivery amount of public infrastructure investment; % of budget spent on 
health and/or education 

# of hours of water/electricity per day; % of poor who 
access entitlements; % of poor children in school; infant 
mortality rate; contraceptive prevalence rate 
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