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Supplementary Text: 
Louisiana’s Accountability System
	Since 1999, Louisiana has issued performance scores for schools and districts. The state has also assigned performance labels to schools and districts based on the value of the performance score. Prior to 2011, the state assigned star ratings to districts based on their District Performance Score (DPS). Since 2011, Louisiana has assigned letter grades to districts instead. 
	The DPS, which currently ranges from 0 to 150, has been predominantly based on levels of student performance on standardized tests throughout the tenure of the state’s accountability system. That is, each district receives a certain amount of credit for each student based on how well she scores on the exam for that year. Additionally, at the time of our survey experiments, districts could receive up to a ten bonus points added to their DPS based on how much individual-level year-to-year growth occurred among students in the district who scored below proficiency in the previous year. Beyond test scores, cohort graduation rates and the college-readiness of the coursework completed play a relatively minor role in determining DPS.
	The state did not issues a DPS or star rating for the 2005-2006 school year to eight coastal districts impacted by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in August and September 2005. Those districts include Calcasieu, Cameron, Jefferson, Orleans, Plaquemines, St. Bernard, St. Tammany, and Vermilion. The state issued scores and ratings to the Calcasieu, St. Tammany, and Vermilion for the following school year (2006-2007) but not to the other five districts. As a result, respondents to the 2007 and 2008 iterations of the Louisiana Survey who lived in districts that did not receive a district rating in the prior school year do not appear in the sample for Study 2 for those respective years.       
Second Survey Experiment
	To demonstrate that this asymmetric effect follows from policy design rather than simply from providing information about school districts, our second survey experiment tests the effects of alternate presentations of performance information. This experiment was also embedded in a telephone survey. The telephone survey was in February and March 2017. The survey includes 1,012 participants. The survey used live-interviewers, random digit dialing, and dual-frame samples including both landline and cellular telephones. The sample was weighted to the race, gender, age, household income, and educational attainment demographics for the state available in the American Community Survey. We ask participants for their county of residence and, for participants living in one of the three counties that also contain the five city-based school districts, their city of residence. This geographic information identifies in which of the state’s 69 public school districts a survey participant resides. All participants reported a parish (county) or residence. 
	Participants are randomly assigned to one of four conditions. In one condition, we expose participants to their school district’s rank among all school districts in the state for the percent of students testing at grade level on standardized tests (i.e., “Your local school district ranks [insert school district’s rank] out of 69 school districts in Louisiana for the share of students who currently score at grade level on state reading and math tests.”). In a second condition, we expose participants to their school district’s rank for the amount of individual-level growth in test scores from year to year (i.e., “Your local school district ranks [insert school district’s rank] out of 69 school districts in Louisiana for the amount of improvement students make from year to year on state reading and math tests.”).[footnoteRef:1] In a third condition, we expose participants to both ranks (i.e., “Your local school district ranks [insert school district’s rank] out of 69 school districts in Louisiana for the share of students who currently score at grade level on state reading and math tests. At the same time, your local school district ranks [insert school district’s rank] for the amount of improvement students make from year to year on state reading and math tests.”). In a fourth condition, we provide no information about participants’ school districts.     [1:  The Louisiana Department of Education provided us with both rankings for the 2015-2016 academic year, the most recent available at the time of the survey. ] 

	These rankings have three advantages for use as treatments in this experiment. First, people are responsive to information about relative performance such as rankings (Barrows et al 2016). Second, they convey actual information about school districts rather than less believable approaches such as using a hypothetical rating system or using the state’s previous rating system (which some participants may identify as no longer in use). Indeed, rankings are a common format in which media report on test score results (Ogle and Dabbs 1998). Finally, the ranking of school districts by percent of students who score at grade level on standardized tests conveys much the same underlying information as the state’s letter grade rating system, which is largely based on the same metric.
	As in the previous survey experiment, however, testing for asymmetry requires conditioning on the specific content of the information to which participants are exposed in order to distinguish between the effects of positive and negative information. Therefore, we interact treatment indicators with the associated underlying ranking to observe how the effect of ranking information varies by the value of the ranking (i.e., lower ranks versus higher ranks). [footnoteRef:2] Figure A1 shows how the treatment effect of each ranking condition in the experiment varies by the value of the rank. For the both-ranks condition, the interaction is plotted separately by rank of percent testing at grade level and rank of test score growth. Ranks are in reverse numerical order on the horizontal axes so lower levels of proficiency or growth (i.e., ranks closer to 69) are to the left and higher levels (i.e., ranks closer to 1) are to the right. Unlike with district letter grade ratings, there is no evidence that individuals are especially responsive to level-only-rank information when that information is relatively negative. There is evidence that individuals are particularly responsive to information about how their district ranks on test score growth when the information is relatively negative, however the effect vanishes when the information is paired with information about how their district ranks for the percent of students scoring at grade level.  [2:  Model estimates are available in online appendix table A5] 



Supplementary Figures
Figure A1: Effect of exposure to district proficiency or growth rankings on probability respondents grade local public schools as A, by district rank
[image: ]
NOTE: Solid curves represent the difference in the probability that participants rate public schools in their local community with a grade of A by exposure to information about how participants’ school districts rank on measures of student proficiency levels or growth in those levels from the previous school year. Ranks are in reverse numerical order on the horizontal axes so lower levels of proficiency or growth (i.e., ranks closer to 69) are to the left and higher levels (i.e., ranks closer to 1) are to the right. Dashed lines represent 95% confidence intervals. Full model results are available in online appendix table A5.
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		Table A1: Distribution of District Letter Grades




	Grade
	

	
	No information condition
	Letter grade condition 

	A
	15.0
	14.4

	B
	40.5
	44.4

	C
	39.6
	38.4

	D
	4.9
	2.9

	F
	0.0
	0.0

	NOTE: Cells display percentages of 2016 Louisiana Survey sample residing in school districts receiving the designated grade from the Louisiana Department of Education for the 2014-2015 school year.  






	Table A2: Estimates from Multinomial Models for Effects of Exposure to District Grade on Evaluations of Local Schools

	 
	All
	Residents in A-graded districts

	
	A 
	C
	D
	F
	DK
	A 
	C
	D
	F
	DK

	Exposure to district grade
	-0.610**
	0.0896
	-0.0166
	-0.405
	0.915*
	0.404
	0.253
	-0.259
	-0.253
	20.06***

	
	[0.294]
	[0.227]
	[0.281]
	[0.318]
	[0.472]
	[0.532]
	[0.707]
	[0.846]
	[1.145]
	[0.792]

	Constant
	-0.486**
	-0.0871
	-0.939***
	-1.062***
	-2.858***
	-0.231
	-0.402
	-1.953***
	-2.471***
	-23.79***

	
	[0.212]
	[0.156]
	[0.195]
	[0.191]
	[0.389]
	[0.402]
	[0.417]
	[0.574]
	[0.829]
	[0.205]

	Pseudo-R2
	0.007
	0.006

	Observations
	1,001
	159

	
	Residents in B-graded districts
	Residents in C-graded districts

	
	A 
	C
	D
	F
	DK
	A 
	C
	D
	F
	DK

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Exposure to district grade
	-0.562
	0.134
	0.446
	-0.485
	0.750
	-1.541***
	0.127
	-0.246
	-0.539
	1.142*

	
	[0.555]
	[0.353]
	[0.475]
	[0.524]
	[0.821]
	[0.533]
	[0.346]
	[0.438]
	[0.485]
	[0.650]

	Constant
	-0.951**
	-0.448*
	-1.686***
	-1.199***
	-2.965***
	-0.366
	0.284
	-0.304
	-0.672**
	-2.653***

	
	[0.411]
	[0.242]
	[0.357]
	[0.294]
	[0.685]
	[0.334]
	[0.238]
	[0.287]
	[0.291]
	[0.528]

	Pseudo-R2
	0.010
	0.020

	Observations
	370
	404

	NOTE: Table displays estimates from multinomial logit models of survey response with "B" as the base outcome. Models incorporate survey weights. Top left panel displays results for the total sample. Remaining panels display results for the 933 survey participants who reside in school districts that were assigned a grade of A, B or C by the Louisiana Department of Education. There are no estimates for residents residing in D-graded districts (n=43) or F-graded districts (n=0) due to small sample size. Additionally, 25 respondents who failed to provide their parish (i.e., county) of residence remain in the total sample and were shown the average district grade across the state if assigned to treatment condition. These individuals are included in the model for the total sample but are not included in models for samples by district grade. Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1




	
Table A3: Distribution of Letter Grade Responses

	 
	No information condition
	Letter grade condition 

	A
	18.5
	10.8

	B
	30.1
	32.3

	C
	27.6
	32.4

	D
	11.8
	12.4

	F
	10.4
	7.5

	Don't know
	1.7
	4.6

	NOTE: Cells display percentages of participants in the 2016 Louisiana Survey sample who gave each response when asked to grade the quality of their local public schools.   






	Table A4: Distribution of Responses by Grade Assigned to District (among 'no information condition')

	District Letter Grade
	Survey Response

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	F
	DK

	A
	29.5
	37.2
	24.9
	5.3
	3.1
	0.0

	B
	15.1
	39.0
	24.9
	7.2
	11.8
	2.0

	C
	16.0
	23.0
	30.6
	17
	11.8
	1.6

	D
	22.5
	5.0
	28.6
	27.1
	11.6
	5.4

	NOTE: Rows display distribution of participants in the 2016 Louisiana Survey sample who gave each response (column) when asked to grade the quality of their local public schools by the grade actually assigned to their local school district by the Louisiana Department of Education (rows).   





	Table A5: Estimates from Multinomial Models for Effects of Exposure to District Proficiency and Growth Ranks on Evaluations of Local Schools

	
	Model for average treatment effects
	Model for treatment effects by value of rank

	
	A
	C
	D
	F
	DK
	A
	C
	D
	F
	DK

	Exposure to Growth Rank
	-0.196
	0.731**
	0.403
	0.346
	0.0658
	1.672*
	0.617
	0.501
	1.443
	1.555

	
	[0.442]
	[0.315]
	[0.346]
	[0.412]
	[0.605]
	[0.925]
	[0.905]
	[0.808]
	[1.237]
	[1.093]

	Exposure to Proficiency Rank
	0.217
	0.426
	-0.207
	-0.0849
	0.443
	1.546*
	1.335
	-0.0208
	0.842
	1.374

	
	[0.373]
	[0.308]
	[0.354]
	[0.405]
	[0.507]
	[0.864]
	[0.842]
	[0.971]
	[1.189]
	[1.045]

	Exposure to Both Ranks
	-0.00200
	0.472*
	-0.439
	-0.235
	-0.246
	0.102
	0.850
	-0.171
	-0.838
	1.027

	
	[0.337]
	[0.267]
	[0.304]
	[0.345]
	[0.477]
	[0.782]
	[0.765]
	[0.741]
	[1.150]
	[0.878]

	Proficiency Rank
	
	
	
	
	 
	-0.0152
	0.0302*
	0.0305*
	0.0573***
	0.0580***

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.0207]
	[0.0169]
	[0.0157]
	[0.0203]
	[0.0197]

	Exposure to Growth Rank * Proficiency Rank
	
	
	
	
	 
	0.0129
	0.0135
	0.0127
	-0.0293
	-0.0410

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.0287]
	[0.0233]
	[0.0219]
	[0.0297]
	[0.0337]

	Exposure to Proficiency Rank * Proficiency  Rank
	
	
	
	
	 
	-0.0128
	-0.00974
	0.00554
	0.0103
	-0.0274

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.0305]
	[0.0220]
	[0.0246]
	[0.0273]
	[0.0281]

	Exposure to Both Ranks * Proficiency  Rank
	
	
	
	
	 
	0.00781
	-0.00551
	-0.000210
	-0.00448
	-0.0303

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.0253]
	[0.0197]
	[0.0198]
	[0.0256]
	[0.0260]

	Growth Rank 
	
	
	
	
	 
	0.0130
	0.0152
	0.0131
	0.00835
	0.00545

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.0163]
	[0.0129]
	[0.0178]
	[0.0180]
	[0.0255]

	Exposure to Growth Rank * Growth Rank
	
	
	
	
	 
	-0.102***
	-0.0105
	-0.0154
	0.000206
	-0.000130

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.0307]
	[0.0180]
	[0.0231]
	[0.0261]
	[0.0440]

	Exposure to Proficiency Rank * Growth Rank
	
	
	
	
	 
	-0.0396
	-0.0180
	-0.0121
	-0.0411*
	0.00154

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.0247]
	[0.0182]
	[0.0243]
	[0.0241]
	[0.0350]

	Exposure to Both Ranks * Growth Rank
	
	
	
	
	 
	-0.0107
	-0.00513
	-0.00753
	0.0207
	-0.00452

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.0222]
	[0.0159]
	[0.0212]
	[0.0227]
	[0.0309]

	Constant
	-0.854***
	-0.348
	-0.409*
	-0.957***
	-1.699***
	-0.837
	-1.762***
	-1.760***
	-3.155***
	-3.825***

	
	[0.260]
	[0.220]
	[0.242]
	[0.257]
	[0.391]
	[0.606]
	[0.661]
	[0.528]
	[0.938]
	[0.630]

	Pseudo R2
	0.009
	0.058

	Observations
	1,010
	1,010

	NOTE: Table displays estimates from multinomial logit models of survey response with "B" as the base outcome. Ranks are from 1 (highest performance on measure) to 69 (lowest performance on measure). Models incorporate survey weights. Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1



	Table A6: Estimates from OLS Models for Difference in Evaluations of Local Public School Quality When Using Letter Grade System vs Star-rating System

	 
	Response
	Response

	
	(1-5)
	(1-5)

	Letter grade period
	-0.970***
	-1.277***

	
	[0.342]
	[0.310]

	Proportion scoring at grade level
	-0.841*
	-0.283

	
	[0.484]
	[0.407]

	Letter grade period * Proportion scoring at grade level
	1.604***
	2.134***

	
	[0.503]
	[0.461]

	Respondent race: Black
	-0.024
	-0.020

	
	[0.055]
	[0.054]

	Respondent race: Other non-white
	-0.140
	-0.136

	
	[0.089]
	[0.089]

	Respondent gender: Female
	-0.037
	-0.046

	
	[0.041]
	[0.041]

	Respondent age
	0.002
	0.002

	
	[0.001]
	[0.001]

	Respondent household income 
	-0.040**
	-0.035**

	
	[0.017]
	[0.017]

	Respondent education: College or higher
	-0.074*
	-0.061

	
	[0.043]
	[0.043]

	Respondent party: Republican
	0.010
	-0.003

	
	[0.055]
	[0.055]

	Respondent party: Independent
	-0.119**
	-0.120**

	
	[0.052]
	[0.052]

	District: Percent black among student population
	
	-0.005***

	
	
	[0.002]

	District: Percent receiving free/reduced lunch among student population
	
	-0.015***

	
	
	[0.003]

	District: Student population
	
	0.000

	
	
	[0.000]

	Constant
	3.499***
	4.529***

	
	[0.360]
	[0.354]

	District fixed effects
	Yes
	No

	Observations
	3,459
	3,459

	R-squared
	0.126
	0.091

	NOTE: Estimates from OLS model of evaluations of local public schools on scale from 1 (F) to 5 (A) in Louisiana. First column is a difference-in-difference model including district-level fixed effects to compare evaluations on surveys during period when state used a star-rating system and period when state used a letter grade system to rate districts and schools. Second column uses district-level controls without fixed effects. Standard errors in brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1





	Table A7: Estimates from Ordinal Probit Models for Evaluations of Local Public Schools by State Use of Letter Grade Rating System, 2011-2020

	Letter grade system
	-0.081***
	[bookmark: _GoBack]-0.080***

	
	[0.017]
	[0.017]

	Average NAEP score in district
	1.074***
	0.997***

	
	[0.029]
	[0.040]

	Letter grade system * Average NAEP score in district
	
	0.158***

	
	
	[0.055]

	Respondent has school age children living in the household
	0.190***
	0.190***

	
	[0.018]
	[0.018]

	Respondent education: College or higher
	0.153***
	0.153***

	
	[0.018]
	[0.018]

	Respondent age
	0.000
	0.000

	
	[0.001]
	[0.001]

	Respondent household Income
	0.004*
	0.004*

	
	[0.002]
	[0.002]

	Respondent gender: Female
	0.109***
	0.109***

	
	[0.016]
	[0.016]

	Respondent race/ethnicity: Black, non-Hispanic
	-0.028
	-0.028

	
	[0.024]
	[0.024]

	Respondent race/ethnicity: Other non-white single-race, non-Hispanic
	0.062
	0.065

	
	[0.063]
	[0.063]

	Respondent race/ethnicity: Hispanic
	0.212***
	0.210***

	
	[0.022]
	[0.022]

	Respondent race/ethnicity: Multi-race, non-Hispanic
	-0.240***
	-0.241***

	
	[0.057]
	[0.057]

	Respondent partisanship (7-pt, strong Rep. to strong Dem.)
	0.010**
	0.010**

	
	[0.004]
	[0.004]

	Indicator for exposure to information about test scores
	-0.020**
	-0.068**

	
	[0.029]
	[0.029]

	2012
	-0.034
	-0.030

	
	[0.042]
	[0.042]

	2013
	-0.059
	-0.053

	
	[0.046]
	[0.045]

	2014
	-0.068
	-0.062

	
	[0.041]
	[0.041]

	2015
	0.107***
	0.111***

	
	[0.041]
	[0.041]

	2016
	0.122***
	0.125***

	
	[0.040]
	[0.040]

	2017
	0.187***
	0.190***

	
	[0.041]
	[0.041]

	2018
	0.076*
	0.081**

	
	[0.040]
	[0.040]

	2019
	0.190***
	0.196***

	
	[0.047]
	[0.047]

	2020
	0.361***
	0.369***

	
	[0.041]
	[0.041]

	Cutpoint 1
	-1.468***
	-1.462***

	
	[0.054]
	[0.054]

	Cutpoint 2
	-0.796***
	-0.789***

	
	[0.053]
	[0.053]

	Cutpoint 3
	0.286***
	0.292***

	
	[0.053]
	[0.053]

	Cutpoint 4
	1.562***
	1.569***

	
	[0.054]
	[0.054]

	Pseudo R2
	0.046
	0.046

	Observations
	18,323
	18,323

	NOTE: Estimates from ordinal probit models of evaluations of public schools on scale from 1 (F) to 5 (A). Standard errors in brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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