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1. Executive Summary
Over the past three decades, India has made significant strides towards universal primary and 
secondary education (UIS 2024). The Government of India’s National Achievement Survey 
(NAS) conducted in 2021 highlights the urgent need to focus on improving learning/educational 
outcomes, particularly in foundational literacy and numeracy. The national performance across 
grades showed a decline in key subjects as students progressed through the system. In Grade 
3, the average national scores were 65% in language and 61% in mathematics, but by Grade 10, 
these had dropped to 54% and 44%, respectively. Additionally, only 76% of children attended 
pre-primary school, underscoring the foundational gaps in early education. In Madhya Pradesh, 
where the current RCT is situated, performance trends mirrored national averages, pointing to 
the continued need for focused interventions, especially in marginalized and rural communities.

In response to these systemic challenges, India has implemented several key initiatives aimed 
at addressing educational inequities and promoting gender equality in education. Programs 
such as Beti Bachao Beti Padhao emphasize the importance of girls' education, the Right to 
Education Act mandates free and compulsory education for all children aged 6 to 14, and the 
NIPUN Bharat mission focuses on improving foundational literacy and numeracy for young 
learners. Aligned with these national priorities, Educate Girls, an NGO founded in 2007, works 
to reduce educational inequities, particularly among girls in under served regions of India. 
Through technical support to state governments and a cohort of thousands of community-
based volunteers (Team Balikas), Educate Girls identifies out-of-school girls, builds community 
awareness and delivers foundational literacy and numeracy instruction via the Gyan ka Pitara 
(GKP) structured pedagogy. By collaborating with government efforts like NIPUN Bharat, 
Educate Girls provides essential support to teachers while reinforcing the importance of 
consistent schooling. The volunteers also help run Bal Sabhas (Girl Leadership Councils) and 
assist in preparing School Improvement Plans through School Management Committees.

In 2019, Educate Girls was selected by the Audacious Project to scale their program to over 
35,000 villages across four states with some of the lowest levels of educational attainment in 
India: Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan, and Uttar Pradesh. Within these areas, the Audacious 
Project set the following ambitious targets for Educate Girls to achieve from 2019-2025:

Figure 1: Educate Girls Audacious Project Indicators and Targets

Enrollment of 1.56 million out-of-school girls 
into grades 1 through 10

of 1.33 million 
newly-enrolled girls

for 77,000 
adolescent girls

improvement for 900,000 girls 
and boys in grades 3 through 10

improvement in 40,000 
schools that serve 15.8 
million boys and girls

Retention

Learning

Life Skills

School Governance 
& infrastructure
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IDinsight and Sambodhi Research and Communication were engaged to assess Educate Girls’ 
scaled program through two activities. 

The first evaluation activity was a randomized controlled trial (RCT) to estimate the causal 
effect of Educate Girls’ scale-up on learning outcomes in a representative sample of villages 
that received the primary learning program (Gyan ka Pitara, or GKP) in Madhya Pradesh. 
Learning outcomes were measured using a modified ASER assessment to capture foundational 
skills in Hindi literacy, English literacy, and numeracy. 

The second activity was verification of Educate Girls’ monitoring data on enrollment, retention, 
life skills programming, and school governance and infrastructure. Verification was conducted 
in a representative sample of all program villages across all four program states at midline and 
endline.

Figure 2: Location of Evaluation Activities

Originally, the first round of data collection 
was intended to happen at the beginning of 
the 2020-21 school year. However, due to 
the COVID pandemic and school closures, 
the baseline was delayed until the 2022-23 
school year. Midline data was collected at 
the end of the 2022-23 school year, and 
endline data was collected at the end of the 
2023-24 school year.

Figure 3: Timeline of Evaluation Activities
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was halted due to the COVID 
pandemic and school closures

Midline data collected 
at the end of 2022-
2023 school year

Baseline data 
collection resumed 
for school year of 
2022-2023

Endline data 
collected at 
the end of 
2023-2024 
school year
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Learning Outcomes: Randomized Controlled Trial

After one year of receiving the GKP program, students in treatment schools gained on average 
0.5 ASER levels (or +20%) more than students in control schools. These modest but statistically 
significant gains were concentrated in English and math skills, and effects were slightly larger 
for girls than for boys.

After two years of receiving the GKP program, students in treatment schools gained on average 
4.0 ASER levels more than students in control schools. Treatment students gained twice as 
many points on the assessment as control students, representing 27 percentage points more 
correct answers on the assessment, and corresponding to a large standardized treatment 
effect of 1.25 SD. Treatment effects were large and positive across all subjects (Hindi, Math, 
English), grades (3, 4, 5), genders, and districts. Treatment effects were slightly smaller for 
students who were exposed to only one year of the program (3.2 ASER levels), but still very 
large, statistically significant, and positive across all subgroups.

Figure 4: Effects of GKP by Grade

Note: * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 
ATE = Average Treatment Effect, which is 
the difference in average learning gains 
between students in treatment schools and 
control schools.



7

Enrollment, Life Skills, School Improvement: Data Verification
Alongside the learning results, we verified data reported by Educate Girls on enrollment, 
retention, life skills education, and school governance and infrastructure across a 
representative sample of 42,078 schools where Educate Girls was active at midline and 59,671 
schools where Educate Girls was active at endline. Our independent samples of 344 schools at 
each round of data collection were selected from across all four states. Educate Girls’ records 
were successfully validated during both rounds of data collection, with discrepancy rates for all 
indicators well below the 15% threshold (aggregated across states) set in the evaluation terms 
of reference.

Figure 5: Data Verification Results

Comparative Performance
The effects measured in this RCT compare favorably with other supplementary education 
programs evaluated in India. At the high end of treatment effects of other programs, 
researchers found that training community volunteers to deliver two hours of after-school 
remedial instruction per day led to 0.75 SD increases in test scores relative to a control group 
after 18 months (Lakshminarayana et al., 2013). Banerjee et al (2007) found similar effects from 
a program that recruits young women from local communities to tutor students during school 
hours in basic literacy and numeracy; students who received tutoring improved test scores by 
0.6 SD at the end of two years relative to control students. 
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A series of five experiments assessing ten different remedial education interventions in India 
found effects on test scores as high as 0.7 SD (Banerjee et al., 2016). The impact of the 
Educate Girls’ GKP program exceeds all of these, achieving an effect size of 1.25 SD on test 
scores after two years.

Figure 6: Effects of Comparator Programs in India

The results of this RCT also compare favorably with the previous RCT of Educate Girls’ 
program, conducted in 2015-18 as part of a development impact bond (DIB). During the DIB, 
students exposed to the GKP program for three years gained 1.7 more ASER levels (+39%) 
than control students. In comparison, during the current RCT, students exposed to the GKP 
program for two years gained 4.0 more ASER levels (+106%) than control students. Notably, 
the Audacious regions in Madhya Pradesh presented different challenges than the DIB Bhilwara 
district in Rajasthan, including poorer infrastructure, high tribal populations, and significant 
socio-economic barriers, demonstrating the success of GKP in adapting across diverse 
geographies.

This increase in impact coincided with a large increase in the scale of the program: by the end 
of the DIB RCT, the GKP was implemented in 6,000 villages in Rajasthan, whereas by the end of 
the current RCT, the GKP had expanded to 21,000 villages across four states.

While other supplementary interventions have been effective at improving foundation literacy 
and numeracy, it is comparatively rare for effective interventions to ‘make the jump’ to maintain 
impact at scale. For example, Bold et al. (2018) studied the effects of giving grants to primary 
school parent-teacher associations to hire extra teachers to reduce class size. As a pilot the 
program was effective at improving test scores, but when the government attempted to scale 
it up, the program had null effects. Banerjee et al. (2017) examined attempts to scale teaching-
at-the-right-level (TaRL) programs in India, and found that although some programs succeeded 
when scaled, others failed to remain impactful. A variety of factors inhibited these and other 
programs attempting to scale, including difficulty finding enough high-quality staff and inputs 
to deliver the larger program, spillover effects from the larger program, and political backlash 
when the program was scaled.
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As a successful case of maintaining and growing impact at scale, the Educate Girls scale-up 
provides lessons for other education organizations expanding their programs.

Lessons for Maintaining Impact at Scale

•	 Outcomes focus: Educate Girls and their funders had a strong focus on achieving 
learning outcomes, with the DIB program explicitly tying impact estimates to outcomes-
based payments and the at-scale program setting specific learning targets with regular 
reporting to funders. 

•	 Ongoing adaptation of curriculum: As part of the outcomes-based focus, Educate Girls 
was encouraged to experiment with program design, and during both implementations 
they made significant changes that likely led to greater learning gains. For instance, 
during the DIB program Educate Girls pivoted away from the original supplementary 
curriculum to the GKP, which shifted focus from higher-performing students to lower-
performing students, among other adjustments. During the current RCT, Educate Girls 
expanded the GKP curriculum to include microskills, in order to break down complex 
subjects into manageable topics, enabling more targeted teaching.

•	 Rapid data-informed decision making: As Educate Girls scaled, they invested heavily in 
performance management systems in which staff and volunteers conducted regular rapid 
assessments and tracked individual child progress, allowing the organization to frequently 
reallocate staff and resources where needed. 

•	 Government alignment and continuity of learning: Educate Girls’ GKP complements the 
government’s educational programming during at-scale implementation. For example, the 
school year was disrupted due to climate-related weather events among other factors. 
Teachers faced challenges in fully implementing NIPUN Bharat workbooks amid their 
various responsibilities. Educate Girls Team Balika volunteers provided essential support 
to teachers and students during and after school hours. Programs that offer this kind of 
supplementary support to government initiatives can be especially effective in improving 
educational outcomes on a larger scale.



10

2. Introduction
Educating girls advances many development goals: educated women are healthier, earn 
higher incomes, marry later, have fewer children, and invest more in the health and education 
of their children. Yet despite recent strides to improve enrollment, over four million girls of 
primary school age remain out of school in India, and girls are more likely than boys to be non-
enrolled. Even when children are enrolled in school, many fall behind the prescribed curriculum. 
According to the Government of India’s National Achievement Survey (NAS) conducted in 
2021 the average national scores for Grade 3 students were 65% in language and 61% in 
mathematics, but by Grade 10, these had dropped to 54% and 44%, respectively. These trends 
point to the continued need for focused foundational literacy and numeracy interventions, 
especially in marginalized and rural communities.

Educate Girls programs
Educate Girls was founded in 2007 to address these education inequities and to bridge the 
gender gap across the most marginalized and rural regions of India. Educate Girls started in 
Rajasthan and has since expanded operations across three additional states in northern India. 
Within these states, Educate Girls recruits and manages a large staff of field coordinators and 
a network of community-based volunteers (called “Team Balika" or “Team for Girls”) to deliver 
their programs to tens of thousands of the poorest and most remote villages. 

Team Balika volunteers receive intensive training from Educate Girls staff on family counseling 
on the value of education, community mobilization techniques, and on the specific curriculum 
that they will deliver in government schools, Gyan ka Pitara (GKP). After training, Educate Girls 
staff, supported by Team Balika volunteers, conduct a door-to-door census of the village to 
identify all out-of-school girls. 
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Following this census and other groundwork activities, the Team Balika volunteers and Educate 
Girls staff conduct several activities to support the educational outcomes of out-of-school girls 
and children in school, including:

•	 Counseling with families that have out-of-school girls aged 5 to 14 to encourage and 
support enrollment into government primary and upper primary schools.

•	 Community mobilization events to inform the community on the socioeconomic benefits 
of girls education and shift the community mindset on the importance of girls’ education.

•	 Delivery of a supplementary reading and math curriculum to students in grades 3 to 5 
in a subset of government primary schools in enrollment villages. Educate Girls’ GKP 
curriculum is intended to supplement the state curriculum and help students who lag 
behind (including newly-enrolled girls) catch up to their peers. The GKP curriculum 
combines elements from Universal Design for Learning and structured pedagogy. GKP is 
delivered in government schools, during school hours, three days per  week for two hours 
at a time.

•	 Creation of “Bal Sabhas” or “Girl Leadership Councils” for girls in Grades 6, 7, and 8. 
Girls elected to these 13-member councils receive life skills education from volunteers 
to boost confidence, communication, leadership, public speaking, decision-making, and 
problem-solving skills.

•	 Supporting School Management Committees (similar to Parent Teacher Associations) 
to improve school governance and facilities, with an emphasis on the preparation and 
submission of School Improvement Plans to build facilities that are critical for improving 
attendance and retention of newly enrolled girls, such as girls’ bathrooms, drinking water 
facilities, and kitchen sheds.

In addition to direct delivery, Educate Girls also implements these programs through a 
partnership model with local community-based organizations (CBOs) to address educational 
inequities more efficiently and sustainably. Through Project Maitri, Educate Girls has pioneered 
an outcomes-based contracting approach, where funding to CBOs is tied to measurable 
results rather than predefined activities. Piloted in Bihar, Project Maitri works with CBOs who 
are incentivized to identify and enroll out-of-school girls in challenging, underserved areas. 
Educate Girls provides these partners with training, data management tools, and performance 
monitoring support to ensure effective program delivery while allowing CBOs the flexibility to 
adapt approaches to local contexts. This model aims to amplify Educate Girls’ reach across 
regions as well as build local capacity, creating a network of partners who contribute to long-
term change in their communities.
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The Educate Girls Development Impact Bond
From 2015 to 2018, Educate Girls participated in the world’s first development impact bond, 
the Educate Girls DIB. Implemented in partnership with the Government of Rajasthan, this 
innovative results-based financing model set three-year targets for enrollment of out-of-
school girls and learning gains of girls and boys in grades 3 to 5 in Bhilwara District, Rajasthan. 
Under the contract terms, the UBS Optimus Foundation disbursed payments to Educate Girls 
in the first year of programming and was repaid by the Children’s Investment Fund Foundation 
proportional to Educate Girls’ success against targets at the end of the third year. 
A subcontract between Educate Girls and the UBS Optimus Foundation further stipulated that 
the UBS Optimus Foundation would pass on an incentive payment to Educate Girls for any 
return on their investment.

As part of this DIB, IDinsight conducted a three-year randomized controlled trial of Educate 
Girls’ program across 332 schools and 282 villages in Bhilwara District. Half of the villages in 
the study sample were randomly assigned to receive Educate Girls’ program while the other 
half formed the comparison group. IDinsight tracked a cohort of 12,000 students in grades 
3-5 over the course of the 3-year evaluation and conducted annual assessments of students’ 
Hindi literacy, numeracy, and English skills. IDinsight also verified enrollment of out-of-school 
girls in treatment villages. 80% of DIB payments were based on Educate Girls’ causal impact on 
learning outcomes, as measured through the RCT, and the remaining 20% were based on the 
percent of out-of-school girls in treatment villages whose enrollment was verified by IDinsight. 

At the end of the three-year DIB, Educate Girls had surpassed the enrollment target by 16% 
and the learning target by 60%, triggering the maximum return on UBS Optimus Foundation’s 
investment. While Educate Girls had a positive but relatively modest effect on learning 
outcomes in the first two years of the program, the third year of the program saw a large 
increase in treatment effects, with learning gains comparable to the most effective education 
interventions rigorously evaluated in India. Students in Educate Girls schools during the last 
year of the program gained 0.55 standard deviations relative to control students, representing 
an additional 1.2 years of schooling in Hindi, Math, and English. 
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The Audacious Project
Following the DIB, Educate Girls received funding from the Audacious Project to expand their 
programming from 13,000 villages in Rajasthan to 35,000 villages across northern India. One of 
the first initiatives to engage in “big bet philanthropy”, the Audacious Project is a collaborative 
funding group that selects a small cohort of organizations each year to receive large grants to 
address major social issues. Educate Girls was selected as a 2019 Audacious Project recipient 
to enable the program to scale in pursuit of the following targets:

1.	 Enrollment of 1.56 million out-of-school girls into grades 1 through 10

2.	 Retention of 1.33 million newly-enrolled girls

3.	 Improvement in learning outcomes for 900,000 girls and boys in grades 3 through 10.  
The primary focus of this target are children who receive the GKP in grades 3 to 5, but we 
also measured learning gains for newly-enrolled girls up to grade 10.

4.	 Development of 77,000 adolescent girls with Life Skills Education

5.	 School governance and infrastructure improvement in 40,000 schools that serve 15.8 
million boys and girls

A key component of Educate Girls’ ambitious scale-up strategy was the use of machine 
learning algorithms, developed in collaboration with IDinsight, to target expansion to the 
areas predicted to have the most out-of-school girls. Figure 7 shows an example of how this 
approach helped Educate Girls to select high-priority districts, and within those districts, how 
field teams efficiently targeted clusters of villages predicted to have high numbers of out-of-
school girls.

Figure 7: Using machine learning to target high-priority areas for expansion

These algorithms are estimated to have helped Educate Girls reach 60% more out-of-school 
girls than they would have without targeting the roll-out of their programs (Brockman et al 
2019).
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Other important components of Educate Girls’ strategy included multiple modes of 
implementation - including direct delivery through Educate Girls’ large network of field staff 
and volunteers, as well as implementation through local partner organizations - and close 
collaborations with state education departments.

IDinsight and Sambodhi were contracted to assess whether Educate Girls successfully 
delivered on performance targets. The evidence from the evaluation activities was intended 
to support the donors in tracking progress, informing course correction, and maximizing the 
effectiveness of the grant. The evaluation activities included:

•	 An impact evaluation to estimate the causal effect of Educate Girls’ scale-up on learning 
outcomes in a representative sample of villages that receive the GKP (Target 3)

•	 Verification data collection to validate Educate Girls’ monitoring data on enrollment and 
retention in a representative sample of all program villages (Targets 1 and 2)

•	 Verification data collection to validate Educate Girls’ data on implementation activities in 
a representative sample of villages that received life skills programming (Target 4)

•	 Verification data collection to validate the submission of school improvement plans in 
a representative sample of villages that were included in the school governance and 
infrastructure improvement programming (Target 5)

Timeline of activities
The first year of Educate Girls’ Audacious funding was 2019 and the evaluation was initially 
scheduled to begin in 2020. However, due to the COVID pandemic and school closures, the 
evaluation was delayed for two years. 

The first round of data collection was conducted in August 2022 and included baseline data 
collection for the impact evaluation in 2022-23 clusters and the first round of data verification, 
which was limited to enrollment verification in schools selected for the impact evaluation 
sample. 

The second round of data collection was conducted in February 2023 and included midline 
data collection for 2022-23 clusters, baseline data collection for 2023-24 clusters, and the 
second round of data verification, this time for all four indicators in a representative sample of 
Educate Girls villages across Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan, and Uttar Pradesh. 

The third and final round of data collection was conducted in February 2024 and included 
endline data collection for all impact evaluation clusters and a third round of data verification 
across Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan, and Uttar Pradesh.
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3. Evaluation design
The evaluation consisted of two activities: an impact evaluation and data verification.

Impact evaluation design

Location of the impact evaluation

The impact evaluation was conducted in three districts in eastern Madhya Pradesh: Sidhi, 
Shahdol, and Singrauli, as shown in Figure 8. The area is typical of the kind of rural, remote 
areas with below-average educational outcomes where Educate Girls tends to run its 
programs. These districts are characterized by hilly terrain, dense forests, natural resources, 
and large numbers of tribal communities. Major economic activities include coal mining and 
agriculture, which is often seasonal. As a result, many families migrate for work, leading to high 
rates of non-enrollment and student absenteeism.

Figure 8: Map of Madhya Pradesh with impact evaluation districts

Research questions

Our research questions for the impact evaluation included the following:

1.	 What is the causal impact of Educate Girls’ GKP program on student learning? 

2.	 How does this impact change over the course of the funding period? 

3.	 How does this impact vary by subgroups, including boys vs girls, older vs younger 
children, and children who were enrolled at baseline vs newly-enrolled?
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Outcomes

The primary outcomes for this evaluation were foundational literacy (in Hindi and English) 
and numeracy. We assessed literacy and numeracy using the Annual Status of Education 
Report (ASER) tool, which was developed by the ASER Center and is administered in an annual 
nationwide household survey of children’s learning outcomes in rural India. The ASER tool is 
a short, standardized assessment of foundational skills, and has been extensively used and 
validated by research organizations in India.

The standard ASER tool includes five levels per subject, for a minimum score of 3 (scoring 
1 on each of the three subjects) and a maximum score of 15 (scoring 5 on each of the three 
subjects). The Hindi assessment tests letter recognition, word recognition, and the ability to 
read a Grade 1 and a Grade 2 text. The English assessment tests capital letter recognition, 
lowercase letter recognition, the ability to read simple words, and the ability to read simple 
sentences. The Math assessment tests number recognition, the ability to subtract 2-digit 
numbers, and division.

Prior to baseline, Educate Girls expanded this tool to assess “microskills” between existing 
competencies that are assessed in the tool. Figure 9 lists all of the competencies tested in 
the augmented ASER tool for this evaluation, and Figure 10 shows example questions for each 
subject. We assigned partial credit for microskills that fall between ASER levels. For instance, 
on the math assessment, one microskill (addition without carry forward) was added between 
the 3rd level (number recognition 10-99) and the 4th level (subtraction without borrowing). If 
a student passed number recognition 10-99 and addition, but failed subtraction, they earned a 
math score of 3.5.

Figure 9: Competencies tested in the ASER evaluation tool, including microskills
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Figure 10: Examples of competencies tested in ASER evaluation tool

Sampling and randomization

Within the three impact evaluation districts, Educate Girls identified eligible villages for their 
program (based on the predicted number of out-of-school girls) and divided them across 84 
Field Coordinator (FC) clusters. Each FC cluster contained 6 to 10 villages and was designated 
either as FC_2223 (an FC cluster where the first two schools started to receive the program 
in the 2022-23 school year) or FC_2324 (an FC cluster where the first two schools started 
to receive the program in the 2023-24 school year). For the impact evaluation, we randomly 
sampled 27 FC_2223 clusters and 27 FC_2324 clusters. Within each FC cluster, we randomly 
assigned two eligible schools to “Treatment 1”, two eligible schools to “Treatment 2”, and 
two eligible schools to “Control” (any remaining eligible schools in the cluster were left out 
of the study). The two “T1” schools started to receive the GKP program in the first year of 
implementation in their cluster, the two “T2” schools started to receive the GKP program in 
second year of implementation in their cluster, and the two “C” schools will receive the GKP 
program after the evaluation period.

Table 1 summarizes the number of schools and data collection timeline for the impact 
evaluation. To save on data collection costs, the baseline for FC_2324 schools was conducted 
at the same time as the first endline for FC_2223 schools. Since the baseline for FC_2324 
schools was conducted in preparation for the GKP program to be implemented in the 2023-24 
school year, the sample for FC_2324 schools included students who were in Grades 2, 3, and 4 
in 2022-23, since they were eligible for the program (i.e. in Grades 3, 4, and 5) in 2023-24.

Table 1: Number of schools in each round of data collection for the impact evaluation

Aug 2022 Feb 2023 Feb 2024

FC_2223 schools

T1 53 53 (endline 1) 53

T2 53  53

C 53 53 (endline 1) 53

FC_2324 schools

T1 54 (baseline) 54

C 54 (baseline) 54

Total 159 214 267
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For the Feb 2023 and Feb 2024 rounds of data collection, we attempted to assess all children 
who were assessed at baseline and were in Grades 3, 4, or 5. We also randomly sampled up to 
five students per school who were absent or unenrolled at baseline. For these new students, 
enumerators compared the Grade 3, 4, and 5 baseline registers against the student registers 
on the day of baseline assessment, and within each school randomly selected up to five 
students who were not listed on the baseline registers but were listed on the endline registers 
(in cases where there were fewer than five new students added to the register, all new 
students were selected). 

These students were added to the sample to incentivize Team Balika volunteers to deliver the 
GKP program to all students, not only to students who were enrolled at baseline, and to explore 
differences in program effects for students who receive the full program versus students who 
receive partial exposure. 

In total we assessed 9,794 children over the course of the evaluation. The final sample 
consisted of slightly more girls (55%) than boys (45%). Similar numbers of children were 
sampled from each grade (Grades 3, 4, and 5) and from each district (Shahdol, Sidhi, and 
Singrauli). 

At midline in February 2023, we successfully reassessed 85% of students in Grades 3, 4, 
and 5 who were assessed at baseline in August 2022. At endline in February 2024, we again 
successfully reassessed 85% of students in Grades 3, 4, and 5 who were assessed at baseline 
in August 2022 (for FC_2223 schools) and in February 2023 (for FC_2324 schools). 

Attrition was similar in control (15%) and treatment schools (16%). Wherever possible we 
attempted to assess children at their homes if they were unavailable at school. However, there 
were two main factors that made it challenging to reassess some children. First, some children 
had enrolled at private schools due to the emergence of affordable private education options in 
the area, and could not be reached for assessment. Second, the study area has a high rate of 
migration for employment purposes, leading some families to relocate out of the area with their 
children.

To estimate treatment effects, we regressed endline scores on treatment status, baseline 
scores, and baseline covariates, included FC cluster fixed effects, and clustered standard 
errors at the unit of treatment assignment (the school). The analytical model was pre-
registered on the American Economic Association’s RCT Registry (ID: AEARCTR-0010873).

Data verification design
For this evaluation we conducted three rounds of data verification: (1) A limited round of data 
verification in August 2022, in which we only verified enrollment status for newly-enrolled girls 
in FC_2223 schools selected for the impact evaluation; (2) verification of enrollment, retention, 
life skills education, and school governance in a representative sample of all active Educate 
Girls schools across Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan, and Uttar Pradesh in February 2023; and (3) 
a repeat of (2) with a newly-selected sample in February 2024, and including Bihar schools 
where Educate Girls programming occurred in the 2023-24 school year.

https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/10873
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The four indicators verified were defined as follows:

•	 Enrollment: Whether girls reported by Educate Girls as newly-enrolled were included in 
school registers.

•	 Retention: Whether girls reported by Educate Girls as enrolled in school in the previous 
school year (2022-23) were present for at least a day at the beginning of the 2023-24 
school year by July 31, 2023. This definition was updated from the definition of retention 
used in the 2023 round of data verification, where a girl was considered ‘retained’ if they 
appeared for their end-of-year exams in the previous school year (i.e. 2021-22).

•	 Life skills education: Whether Bal Sabhas were formed and kept meeting records.

•	 School governance & infrastructure: Whether school improvement plans were present.

In the first round of data verification we verified enrollment in all impact evaluation schools 
where Educate Girls had conducted enrollment activities; this occurred in 62 of the 159 schools 
included in the August 2022 baseline. In the two subsequent rounds of data verification, 
Educate Girls provided a list of schools where they had active operations in the previous 
school year. Our sample target in the second and third rounds of data verification was 344 
schools, based on sample size calculations to ensure that the margin of error on the enrollment 
indicator would be less than 5%. In the second round of data verification we sampled schools 
proportional to the number of schools where Educate Girls operated in each state. In the third 
round of data verification we stratified by state and sampled 86 schools per state, in order to 
ensure that we had an adequate sample for enrollment verification in each state.

Since Educate Girls conducted life skills education in a minority of schools in the sampling 
frame and provided support for communities to prepare school improvement plans in a minority 
of communities, we oversampled schools with a Bal Sabha or SIP to ensure that we had enough 
schools to verify these indicators. Table 2 reports the number of schools and individuals for 
each indicator in the sampling frame and in our sample for each data collection round.

Table 2: Verification samples in second and third rounds of data collection

February 2023 February 2024

Program Indicator
Schools with active 
operations*

Schools (individuals)  
in sample 

Schools with active 
operations*

Schools (individuals)  
in sample 

Enrollment of out-of-
school girls

30,008 344 (3,641) 49,463 344 (3,945)

Retention of out-of-
school girls

30,521 245 (1,987) 36,964 197 (1,650)

Bal Sabha Meeting 
documents

2,290 74 2,232 64

School Improvement 
Plans

1,827 57 2,038 58

* Number of schools where the indicator is non-zero in the sampling frame

At each round of data verification, we successfully collected data from all sampled schools. We 
apply the following formula to calculate the error rate for each indicator: 

error =
# ineligible students or non-verifiable activities

# students or activities sampled for verification
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4. Results
Impact evaluation results
In this section we primarily focus on the two-year effects of the GKP program by comparing 
schools that received two years of the program (T1 schools in FC_2223 clusters) with control 
schools (C schools in FC_2223 clusters). This comparison allows us to observe the evolution 
of treatment effects over the course of the evaluation. We also report the one-year effects 
of the GKP program by comparing schools that received one year of the program, including 
the results from midline (T1 schools vs C schools in FC_2223 clusters) and results from the 
endline (T2 schools vs C schools in FC_2223 clusters and T1 schools vs C schools in FC_2324 
clusters).

Overall, students in schools that received the GKP program for two years improved 4.0 ASER 
levels (out of 15) more than students in control schools. Treatment students gained more 
than twice as many points on the assessment as control students, corresponding to a large 
standardized treatment effect of 1.25 SD. 

Figure 11 shows average ASER scores for treatment and control students by grade. In the 
first year of GKP, treatment student scores grew slightly more than control student scores in 
grades 3, 4, and 5, leading to a modest but significant treatment effect of 0.5 ASER levels. In 
the second year, treatment student scores grew dramatically whereas control student scores 
leveled off. This combination - accelerating scores in treatment and a slowdown in control - led 
to the large difference in scores between the two groups by endline. Surprisingly, effects were 
largest for Grade 3 students, although they received the GKP program only in the 2023-24 
school year (since the program is only offered to Grades 3-5, and thus these students were too 
young in the 2022-23 school year), whereas their peers in Grades 4 and 5 received the GKP 
program in the 2022-23 and 2023-24 school years.

Figure 11: ASER assessment scores over time, FC_2223 T1 vs C schools
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Figure 12 shows treatment effects by subject at the end of the first year vs the end of the 
second year. Across subjects, effects were much larger in Year 2 than in Year 1. Effects were 
largest in English, followed by Math, and then by Hindi, consistent with results from the earlier 
Educate Girls RCT. The slightly smaller treatment effects in Hindi are unsurprising given 
that control group growth was highest in Hindi, reflecting the fact that relatively more of the 
standard (non-GKP) curriculum is focused on Hindi literacy.

Figure 12: Treatment effects by subject for Year 1 vs Year 2, FC_2223 T1 vs C schools

Figure 13 shows effect sizes for boys and girls at the end of the first year vs the end of the 
second year. Effect sizes were similar for boys and girls in both years, and were much larger in 
the second year than in the first year.
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Figure 13: Treatment effects by gender for Year 1 vs Year 2, FC_2223 schools

The previous results show the effects from comparing T1 vs C schools in FC_2223 school 
clusters, which were the clusters where the GKP was offered to treatment schools in both 
years of the evaluation. Figure 14 below shows effect sizes for the other samples, where 
the GKP was offered to treatment schools for only one year. T1 schools in FC_2223 clusters 
received the GKP program in 2022-23, whereas T2 schools in FC_2223 clusters and T1 schools 
in FC_2324 clusters received the GKP program in 2023-24. Effects were much larger in the 
latter two groups that received the program in 2023-24, compared to the T1 schools that 
received the program in 2022-23.

Figure 14: One-year treatment effects across samples
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Data verification results
In this section we focus on the results of the two representative rounds of data verification, 
which occurred in February 2023 and February 2024. In these rounds we selected 
representative samples of 344 schools from across Educate Girls active operational areas and 
verified enrollment, retention, life skills activities, and school improvement plans. The samples 
in 2023 and 2024 were independently selected and featured no overlapping schools.

During the baseline in August 2022, we also verified Educate Girls enrollment records in impact 
evaluation schools. We do not include this round of verification below since it did not include a 
representative sample of Educate Girls schools, and did not include verification of retention, life 
skills programming, or school improvement plans. At that time we verified enrollment for 283 
girls off of a list of 295 girls, for an agreement rate of 96%.

In the terms of reference for this evaluation, we set a threshold for discrepancies between 
Educate Girls’ data and our sample validation data of 15%; for any discrepancy rate below this 
threshold, we considered Educate Girls’ monitoring data as ‘validated’. As described above, to 
calculate the discrepancy rates, for each indicator we divided the number of records that we 
could not verify by the total number of records in our sample of schools.

Table 3 reports the discrepancy rates for the overall samples in 2023 and 2024. Across all 
four indicators and both rounds of data collection, the discrepancy rates fell well below the 
threshold of 15%. For instance, in 2023 the discrepancy rate for enrollment was 3.4%. In other 
words, for the 3,641 girls who Educate Girls reported enrolling in our 344 sample schools, we 
were able to find and confirm 3,519 of them on school enrollment registers. 

Table 3: Discrepancy rates from data verification

Program Indicator 2023 2024

Enrollment of out-of-school 
girls 3.4% 6.8%

Retention of out-of-school 
girls 5.5% 3.2%

Bal Sabha Meeting 
documents 5.4% 1.6%

School Improvement Plans 0.0% 1.7%

Figure 15 shows the state-by-state agreement rates for each of the four indicators. Across all 
indicators, states, and years, discrepancy rates were nearly always below 10%. One exception 
was the discrepancy rate for enrollment in Madhya Pradesh in 2024: we were only able to 
confirm enrollment for 764 of the 941, or 81%, of the girls on Educate Girls list for the 86 
schools in our Madhya Pradesh sample. 

While we are unsure about the reasons for this higher discrepancy rate, one possibility 
mentioned by our field teams was that recent school mergers under the Ek Parisar Ek Shala 
scheme in Madhya Pradesh made it more challenging to access and use school registers in 
some sampled schools.
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Figure 15: Discrepancy rates by state

Given these findings, we successfully validated Educate Girls’ monitoring data in both 2023 
and 2024.
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5. Discussion
From 2022 to 2024 we conducted an evaluation of Educate Girls’ scale-up across four states 
in northern India. Our evaluation included an RCT to estimate the causal impact of the GKP 
primary supplementary program on learning outcomes, and verification of Educate Girls’ 
monitoring data  on enrollment, retention, life skills programming, and school governance 
and infrastructure. We found that after two years of receiving the GKP program, students in 
treatment schools experienced large and positive effects on learning. Effects grew substantially 
between the first and the second year. Effects were large and positive across subjects (Hindi, 
Math, English), grades (3, 4, 5), gender, and district. Finally, Educate Girls’ records were 
successfully validated in 2023 and 2024 for the four priority indicators – enrollment, retention, 
life skills education, and school governance and infrastructure - with discrepancy rates for all 
indicators well below the 15% threshold set in the evaluation terms of reference.

Increasing impact over time
The impact of the GKP program on learning outcomes was nearly eight times larger in 2023-
24 than in 2022-23. While the difference in effect sizes between school years is large, this 
ramp-up in effectiveness is consistent with the earlier DIB RCT results, which also documented 
relatively modest learning effects early in the evaluation and much larger effects later. The 
main distinction is that it took two years for the DIB program to start generating large learning 
effects, whereas in the current RCT it only took one year. However, a more compressed ramp-
up period is plausible since the first year of the DIB involved a different learning program that 
was later scrapped in favor of the GKP program. 

The ramp-up in effectiveness is likely explained by the first year of programming being 
devoted to groundwork that generates limited learning gains itself but sets the stage for 
large learning gains in subsequent years. When Educate Girls enters a new community, they 
must complete many setup activities before delivering any GKP lessons to children, including 
recruiting and training Team Balika volunteers, conducting a door-to-door census of children 
in the community, establishing relationships with teachers, school staff, and the community, 
preparing logistics for delivering the GKP program in classrooms, among other activities. In the 
current RCT, these standard setup activities were compounded by the recent COVID pandemic, 
which required Educate Girls staff and volunteers to support families and teachers as schools 
reopened, and reestablish systems and cultures within schools for learning. In this context it is 
unsurprising that the returns to the program are relatively modest in Year 1 but start to ramp up 
in subsequent years.
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Alongside the increasing effectiveness of the GKP program, Educate Girls continued to deliver 
high-fidelity programming in its other interventions as it expanded, as shown in the data 
verification results. Of particular note is the high fidelity of implementation in Bihar, Educate 
Girls’ newest state, in 2023-24. Educate Girls does not implement its programs directly in 
Bihar but rather partners with local community-based organizations, providing training and 
performance management support, and financing through outcomes-based finance models. 
The low enrollment discrepancy rate in 2024 (2.8%) provides evidence that the “Project Maitri” 
approach can be an efficient and scalable model for Educate Girls’ interventions.

Through Project Maitri, Educate Girls has pioneered an outcomes-based contracting approach, 
where funding to CBOs is tied to measurable results rather than predefined activities. Piloted in 
Bihar, Project Maitri works with CBOs who are incentivized to identify and enroll out-of-school 
girls in challenging, underserved areas. Educate Girls provides these partners with training, 
data management tools, and performance monitoring support to ensure effective program 
delivery while allowing CBOs the flexibility to adapt approaches to local contexts. This model 
aims to amplify Educate Girls’ reach across regions as well as build local capacity, creating a 
network of partners who contribute to long-term change in their communities. More details on 
Project Maitri can be found in a case study by Savell, Eddleston, and Luff (2024) linked in the 
References.

Comparing impact with previous Educate Girls programming
During the DIB in 2015-2018, students in Grade 3 at baseline who were exposed to the 
GKP program for three years gained 1.7 more ASER levels (+39%) than control students, 
representing 11 percentage points more correct answers on the assessment. In contrast, 
during the current RCT, students in Grade 3 at baseline exposed to the GKP program for two 
years gained 4.2 more ASER levels (+110%) than control students, representing 28 percentage 
points more correct answers on the assessment. We observe similar differences in treatment 
effects across other grades. This increase in impact coincided with a rapid scale-up of the GKP 
program, from 6,000 villages in one state to 21,000 villages in four states, as well as the scale-
up of other Educate Girls programs to 35,000 villages.

Figure 16: Comparing treatment effects across the DIB RCT and the current RCT

We believe that the increase in the impact of the GKP program is due to several factors.
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Impact growth factor #1: Improvements to the GKP program design

Between 2018 and 2022, Educate Girls made several changes to the GKP program design and 
implementation that likely contributed to its increased effectiveness. These included, among 
others:

•	 Stronger focus in the GKP curriculum on foundational literacy and numeracy skills

•	 Inclusion of microskills in the GKP curriculum, in order to break down complex subjects or 
skills into manageable microskills, enabling more targeted teaching

•	 Introduction of a performance management system, in which staff and volunteers 
conduct regular rapid assessments and track individual child progress, allowing 
Educate Girls to tailor interventions based on real-time data and provide more effective 
remediation strategies

•	 More intensive engagement with communities and teachers, including with school 
management committees (SMCs), to encourage community buy-in and help to increase 
child enrollment and attendance

•	 Creation of a cascaded training model to deliver training to all field coordinators and 
Team Balika volunteers

Although our data cannot disentangle the relative impact of each of these changes to 
the program design and implementation, it is likely that the cumulative effect of these 
improvements to the GKP program led to greater learning effects in the current RCT compared 
to the DIB RCT.

Impact growth factor #2: Complementarities with government delivery

Another factor that likely contributed to the increase in impact between the RCTs was that, 
as Educate Girls grew, it was able to more effectively complement government service 
delivery. In particular, the new NIPUN Bharat foundational literacy and numeracy program was 
introduced during the second RCT. Teachers faced challenges in fully implementing NIPUN 
Bharat workbooks amid their various responsibilities. Educate Girls Team Balika volunteers 
provided essential support to teachers and students during and after school hours, leading 
to a multiplier effect between the GKP and NIPUN Bharat. Programs that offer this kind of 
supplementary support to government initiatives can be especially effective in improving 
educational outcomes on a larger scale.

Impact growth factor #3: Differences in study populations

Students in the current RCT had lower baseline learning levels (in 2022) than students in the 
DIB RCT (in 2015), likely related to COVID-induced learning losses, as well as challenges in the 
educational environment that are particularly pronounced in the remote, tribal areas of eastern 
Madhya Pradesh. Children who start the GKP program with lower learning levels experience 
greater benefits than children who start the program with higher learning levels, due to the fact 
that they have more room to grow and to the strong focus of the program on children who are 
furthest behind. Thus, another contributing factor to the growth in impact between the RCTs 
is the relatively lower baseline learning levels of children in the current RCT. This underscores 
how the Educate Girls program is particularly well-suited for the most remote and challenging 
environments.
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Comparisons with other supplementary FLN programs
The effects measured in this RCT compare favorably with other supplementary education 
programs evaluated in India. Effects greater than 0.5 standard deviations (SD) are generally 
considered to be large in evaluations of education interventions. At the high end of treatment 
effects of other programs, researchers found that training community volunteers to deliver 
two hours of after-school remedial instruction per day led to 0.75 SD increases in test scores 
relative to a control group after 18 months (Lakshminarayana et al., 2013). Banerjee et al (2007) 
found similar effects from a program that recruits young women from local communities to tutor 
students during school hours in basic literacy and numeracy; students who received tutoring 
improved test scores by 0.6 SD at the end of two years relative to control students. A series 
of five experiments assessing ten different remedial education interventions in India found 
effects on test scores as high as 0.7 SD (Banerjee et al., 2016). The impact of the Educate Girls’ 
GKP program exceeds all of these, achieving an effect size of 1.25 SD on test scores after two 
years.

Implementing quality at scale
While other supplementary interventions have been effective at improving foundation literacy 
and numeracy, it is comparatively rare for effective interventions to ‘make the jump’ to maintain 
impact at scale. For example, Bold et al. (2018) studied the effects of giving grants to primary 
school parent-teacher associations to hire extra teachers to reduce class size. As a pilot the 
program was effective at improving test scores, but when the government attempted to scale it 
up, the program had null effects. Banerjee et al. (2017) examined attempts to scale teaching-
at-the-right-level (TaRL) programs in India; when the program was scaled in Bihar and 
Uttarakhand, teachers did not adopt the core element of grouping children by ability, and 
effects were limited. Araujo et al (2021) assessed a home visiting intervention and found that 
impacts fell dramatically from when it was piloted in Jamaica to when it was implemented at 
scale in Peru. A variety of factors inhibited these and other programs attempting to scale. First, 
it is difficult to maintain fidelity to the model as the program scales. Whereas a program may 
recruit the most qualified teachers, staff, or volunteers to run a new pilot program, as the 
program scales the qualifications of the average field staff inevitably decrease. Other 
compromises may be necessary to the program design to obtain sufficient inputs as it scales. 
Second, it is more challenging to monitor a program at scale to ensure that the program is 
being implemented with fidelity everywhere, or to have regular data for making course-
corrections.
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Third, as a program scales there may be negative spillovers or negative general equilibrium 
effects that either were not present or were not measured during the pilot. For instance, if a 
program is implemented in all primary schools in an area, it may draw attention or resources 
away from initiatives in secondary schools. Finally, there may be political pushback when trying 
to mainstream a new program in schools; this was the case in Bold et al (2018), when teacher 
unions objected to the hiring of non-union contract teachers.

However, it is not necessarily the case that impact has to diminish as a program scales, and 
for all of the factors above there are potential equivalent factors that could enable a program 
to become more impactful as it scales. For instance, rather than compromising the model as 
a program expands, implementers may learn from previous experiences (perhaps using data 
and evidence) to strengthen the design of the program, or to find ways to deliver it more 
efficiently. Moreover, as implementing organizations grow or as programs get adopted by larger 
implementers, there is often an investment in professional systems, including better monitoring 
systems, that may have been more ad hoc when the program was a pilot. These systems may 
improve the efficiency or quality of implementation. 

Finally, as a program scales, rather than generating political backlash it may obtain more buy-
in and support from the government, and complement other initiatives that the government 
is implementing; this appears to have happened in Madhya Pradesh with the GKP and NIPUN 
Bharat programs. While there is less precedent for programs maintaining or increasing impact 
as they scale, there are a few recent examples, including some of the same programs that 
failed to replicate in other contexts. For instance, Bold et al. (2018) showed that the contract 
teacher program had similar effects when an NGO scaled it up. Banerjee et al. (2017) found that 
when Teaching at the Right Level was given a dedicated time slot for the remedial sessions 
(either during school or in learning camps), and when grouping of children was successfully 
accomplished, effect sizes were similar to earlier pilots of the program. Angrist et al (2023) 
show the implementation fidelity of a phone-based tutoring intervention increased as it was 
scaled to five new countries. 

Educate Girls joins these examples and shows that increasing returns to scale are possible 
when an organization builds on previous experience, makes investments in critical systems, 
and complements government initiatives. 
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