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higher amounts of cash assistance (columns 2 and 3). Program groups do not meet more
frequently for their rosca activities than comparison groups (column 4) nor do they have
higher monthly contributions (column 5). Program groups were no more likely to donate
food or perform labor (such as fetching water or cooking) during home visits than
comparison groups (not reported).

While we found no objective measures of increased social capital, randomly
sampled non-official members in program groups are more likely to report that their
leadership had improved and that meetings were conducted more effectively (columns 6-
7). It is possible, however, that this positive evaluation stems from a desire to report
positively to donors, since the training explicitly addressed quality of leadership and the
running of meetings, highlighting the salience and importance of these outcomes to the

donors.

7.2 Community Interaction

There is little evidence that the groups funded through the project did more to assist their
neighbors. Program groups neither have greater participation in community fundraising
events (harambees) (table 5, column 1), nor do they give higher amounts at such
fundraisers on average (column 2).

The program had mixed effects on other forms of community interaction. One
reason that the funding NGO wanted to provide assistance to women's groups was to
stimulate the diffusion of information on agriculture and nutrition among the community,
particularly among women. Program groups, however, did not receive any more visits

from other women'’s groups than did comparison groups (not reported).
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NGO assistance crowded out assistance from other sources for program groups,
although the resources crowded out were trivial relative to those provided by ICS.
Program groups received lower levels of cash grants during the post-intervention period
than did comparison groups (column 3) although the average level of grantsto
comparison groups is only $11 per group. Likewise, program groups on average received
fewer in-kind donations (column 4) than did comparison groups in the post-intervention
period, but the average number if in-kind donations in comparison groups was only 0.13
per group during this 14 month period.

The most marked impact of funding on community interaction is the increase in
visits from government officials. Program groups received 75% more visits from
agriculture and health extension agents than did comparison groups, representing 2.5
visits more than comparison groups in the year following the intervention (column 6).
One hypothesis is that treatment groups required more advice from extension agents,
since they were given access to new technologies and resources. However, program
groups also received twice as many visits from local government officials (chiefs, elders,
and district officials) than did comparison groups. Program groups received on average
5.5 more visits from local government officials than did comparison groups (column 7).
This suggests a move towards more vertical, patron-client relationships between officials

and groups

8.0 Impacts on Group Composition and L eader ship

The program led to new membership ard leadership in program groups. New members

in program groups were better educated and came from more advantaged backgrounds
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than their counterparts in comparison groups. More new entrants, men and better
wealthier individuals assumed |leadership positions in program groups. Despite the
greater financial benefits of membership, and the absence of any formal mechanism for
cashing out membership and receiving part of the value of future assistance streams from
the NGO, there was not a statistically significant decline in exit rates in program groups.
There is some evidence that this is due to two offsetting effects. Member were less likely
to withdraw due to the difficulty of meeting financial obligations to the group, but more
likely to withdraw due to conflict within the group. New entrants were more likely to
pay to join program groups, athough the value of this payment appears to be far less than

the per member value of assistance received from the NGO.

8.1 New entrants
Program groups have twice as many new entrants as comparison groups. The

average program group had almost four new entrants over the 18 months between
surveys (table 6, column 1) while the average comparison group had two.

42 percent more people applied to join program groups than comparison groups.
On average 3.1 people asked to join comparison groups while 4.4 asked to join program
groups (column 2). In those groups with applicants, there was no difference between
program and comparison groups in the proportion of applicarts who were actually

admitted to the group (not reported).

8.2 Changesin group characteristics

° Of these four cases, 2 received compensation of roughly $9, still well below theindividual value of the
outside assistance.
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Program groups admitted women who were younger, wealthier, better educated
and potentially less encumbered by family obligations or restrictions. A higher
proportion of new entrants in program groups had steady employment or a regular source
of income than their counterparts in comparison groups. The proportion of new entrants
with a salaried or regular income was 11 percentage points higher in program groups than
in comparison groups (table 7, column 1), though thisis not quite significant at the 5%
level. The proportion of new entrants who were married is 4 percentage points lower in
program groups (column 2); female entrants were 12 percentage points more likely to
have a secondary education in program groups (column 3).

The result of the entry and exit in groups is that membership of program groups
shifted towards younger, better-educated, single women. Over the 18 month period in
our study, the proportion of members more than 50 years of age declined by 2 percentage
points more in program groups than in comparison groups (table 7, column 4). Program
groups report an increase of 0.23 years in the average years of education of group
members over the 18 month post- intervention period, as compared to a change of 0.02
years in comparison groups (column 5), though this difference is not quite significant at
the 5 percent level. Program groups also report a 2 percentage point decrease in the
proportion of members with no formal education, implying a change from 34 to 32
percent, while comparison groups report only a—0.007 percentage point drop (column 6).

The program aso increased residential heterogeneity among members. Prior to
the program most groups drew most of their members from a single village.*® The
proportion of group members from the same village decreased by 4 percentage points

more in program groups than in comparison groups, suggesting that the need for more
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educated members may have caused groups to draw members from a wider geographic
area than in comparison groups.

The rates of exit from program groups were no different than in comparison
groups (table 8, column 1). The number of program group members leaving their groups
for financia reasons was 67 percent lower than in comparison groups (column 2). Twice
as many members, however, leave program groups due to conflict within the group as
leave comparison groups (column 3), consistent with the possibility that outside funding
led to conflict over the distribution of benefits. The point estimate for the net change in
group size of program groups at the end of the program period is positive, though not

significant (column 4).

8.3 Changesin group leadership

Program groups were more likely to change leadership than comparison groups.
Controlling for years of education of the pre-intervention executive officials, program
groups are 21 percentage points more likely to have elected at least one new executive
officia than are comparison groups (table 9, column 2).*! Program groups are 12
percentage points more likely to have a new member as a key executive official than
comparison groups (column 3).

Men, as well as better-educated women and wealthier members, were more likely
to take on leadership roles in program groups. New officials were 13 to 14 percentage
points less likely to be female in program groups (columns 4-5). Executive officials tend

to be wealthier in program groups after funding. The change in the proportion of spouses
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of executive officials that rely solely on farm income, typically poorer households, was

21 percentage points lower in program groups than in comparison groups (column 6).

8.4 Payments for Member ship and Officership

There is some evidence that people paid more to join program groups and become
officers in these groups, but these payments were very small relative to the per member
value of the program. Almost four times as many people paid to join program groups as
comparison groups (table 6, column 3), but the average payment requested by groups
with new entrants was only $4 and this entrance fee did not differ between treatment and
comparison groups. On average, program groups collected $2.74 more per individual
than did comparison groups (table 6, column 4), though this point estimate is not
significant. The point estimate of the total amount of entrance fees collected by groups
was only $9 greater in treatment groups than in comparison groups (column 5) and this
difference is not significant.

There is some evidence that new entrants in program groups may also have paid
to get into groups through noncash means, such as donating land to be used for group
cultivation. There were four new members in program groups who provided land for the
group to cultivate; there were none in comparison groups and this difference is significant
a the 5% level (table 6, column 6).2

There is some evidence that members were more likely to make in-kind
contributions to the program groups in order to secure an official position. Inthe first

post-intervention planting cycle, the probability of a group promoting at |east one

Y Thereis no statistical difference between program and comparison group’s likelihood of holding an
election in the pre-intervention year.
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individual whose land had been used for group cultivation to an executive position was 8
percent higher in program groups; this is not quite significant at the 5 percent level (table
9, column 7). Among individuals who provided land for group cultivation, individualsin
program groups are 17 percentage points more likely to be promoted to an executive

position than are individuals providing land in comparison groups (table 9. column 8).

9.0 Discussion

To the extent that community organizations of the disadvantaged create positive
externalities, they may be undersupplied by the market. Providing outside support to
these organizations, however, involves a tradeoff. On the one hand, support for these
groups might allow them to expand their activities. On the other hand, support might
change the character of these groups, reducing the role of the disadvantaged in them.

The welfare consequences of bringing in less disadvantaged members depend on
the political economy of the groups. To the extent that positive externalities accrue to
individuals ssimilar to members of the women’s group, it may have negative implications
for the disadvantaged. On the other hand, bringing in higher human capital, higher status
allies could potentially improve group productivity and increase group income.

The relative magnitude of these effectsis an empirical question. In the context we
examine, we find that financial assistance had minimal impact on the labor input,
agricultural output, or assets of groups. The project had limited measurable impact on
organizational cohesion, and no impact on groups financial commitment to their

communities.

12 Of these four cases, 2 individuals that donated land received compensation of roughly $9.
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However, the program did change the characteristics of membership and
leadership in program groups. After one year of program participation, groups receiving
assistance have fewer members over the age of 50, report alarger increase in the level of
education within the group, and have more members who come from outside the village.
New entrants in program groups are more likely to have a steady income, less likely to be
married, and have higher levels of educationthan in comparison groups.

Program groups are more likely to elect new officials and to have a new entrant in
akey leadership position. Newly elected officials in program groups are more likely to
be male and the spouses of executive officials appear to be better off than those in
comparison groups.

There is some evidence that new entrants paid in some form for membership or
leadership positions in program groups, but at rates far below the per capita value of the
assistance.

Providing financial assistance to indigenous women’'s organizations did little to
strengthen these organizations or provide positive externalities, but did change the very
characteristics of these organizations that made them attractive to funders in the first

place. The Rockefeller effect is alive and well in Kenya.
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Table 1: Women'’s Groups Pre-intervention Comparison

Program group Comparison Program-
mean groups mean comparison
(standard (standard (standard error)
deviation) deviation)
Proportion of female members 0.78 0.81 -0.043
(0.16) (0.17) (0.037)
Y earsin operation 7.83 7.55 -.275
(5.2) (5.6) (1.22)
Distance from a paved road (kilometers) 10.8 9.95 -0.87
(15.8) (10.8) (3.09)
Attendance rates at all meetings® 0.90 0.92 0.021
(0.12) (0.12) (0.03)
Attendance rates at group farmwork meetings 0.88 0.90 0.02
(0.17) (0.17) (0.04)
Total number of visits to assist group members during the 291 2.84 -0.07
pre-project period (0.64) (0.66) (0.13)
Group size 21.7 20.8 -0.90
(7.70) (7.75 (2.73
Average age of group members 415 412 -0.39
(6.1) (4.06) (1.16)
Proportion of members who are married 0.98 0.98 -0.01
(0.02) (0.05) (0.02)
Proportion of members who are over 50 years of age 0.29 0.25 0.05
(0.23) (0.15) (0.04)
Average years of education of members 5.33 531 -0.23
(2.74) (2.96) (0.53)
Proportion of members with no formal education 0.34 0.32 0.03
(0.23) (0.16) (0.05)
Proportion of members with salaried job 0.17 0.12 0.05
(0.19) (0.12) (0.03)
Proportion of groups holding an election in year prior to 0.11 0.15 0.05
pre-intervention survey (0.03) (0.36) (0.08)
Average years of education of group officials 7.2 6.4 -0.75
(0.35) (0.40) (0.54)
Proportion of female officials 0.84 0.88 0.04
(0.18) (0.02) (0.03)
Proportion of executive officials who are women 0.91 0.92 0.01
(014) (0.14) (0.03)
Proportion of membersliving in same village 0.86 0.67 -0.01
(0.25) (0.25) (0.05)
Proportion of spouses of executive officials with income 0.48 051 0.03
only from farm (0.32) (0.06) (0.07)

Means are significantly different at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.
&Based on the records of individual attendance of 8 randomly selected members in each group.
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Table2
Individual Probability of Attending Agricultural Training

@ 2 3
Yearsin group 0.0002 0.002 0.0009
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
Femde -0.06" -0.009 007"
(0.03) (0.024) (0.03)
Y ears of education 0.01"
(0.002)
Age -0.002"
(0.0008)
If held officer position prior 028" 021" 027"
to intervention (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)
Number of observations 866 864 864

Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level. Note: Dprobit estimation with robust standard errors adjusted
for clustering at the group level.
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Table 3: Agricultural Outcomes— Post-Intervention

Dependent variable Acres Hours of Totd Dallar
planted  agricultura dollar value of
during labor per value of group

longrains® member®  harvest® assets’
@ @ ©) 4

Program groups 049" 13.8" 280" 80.9
(0.16) (6.67) (10.7) (103

R-squared 0.37 0.12 0.12 0.03

Number of observations 80 76 80 7

Mean of dependent 0.80 49.3 129 243

variable in comparison

groups

Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.

Note: OL S Regressions with robust standard errorsin parentheses. All regressions include indicator
variables for the geographic division in which agroup is located.

&Calculated for both post-intervention harvest seasons the main season, or “long rains’ and the
secondary season or “short rains”

P Calculated for the first and main growing season (long rains)during the project period.

Calculated as total cash assets + credit — outstanding debts to group + value of project assets. One
program group with exceptionally high assetsis excluded from thisregression. Thisgroup had alarge
brick-making project with ahigh value of equipment and stock before the project began. Theresults are
not significant even when this group isincluded.



Table 4: Measures of Group Cohesion, Post-inter vention

Changein Number of Total amount Average Average Members Members
attendance times group of cash frequency dollar evaluation:  evaluation:
rates at visited assistance of rosca amount has group are
general members membersgave  meetingin collected leadership meetings
meetings — homefor to other weeks® per month improved? more
pre- to post- emergency membersin through effective?
intervention assistance Uss rosca
@ @ ©) 4 ©) ©) @)
Program groups -0.04 0.14 9.0 -0.19 3.79 021" 013"
(0.06) (0.49 (11.6) (0.25) (6.34) (0.06) (0.07)
Number of 77 80 80 7 74 80 80
observations
R-squared 0.06 0.13 0.12 0.09 0.16 0.22 0.10
Mean of -0.07 12.0 23.7 3.2 26.0 0.60 0.64
dependent
variable in
comparison
groups

Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**), 99% (***) level.

Note: OL S Regressions with robust standard errorsin parentheses. All regressions include indicator
variables for the geographic division in which a group islocated. Group attendance rates are based
on group attendance records for 6 randomly selected members for each group.

#Prior to funding, 66 groups held roscas. Thereis no difference pre-intervenion in the number of
treatment v. comparison groups holding roscas. Post-intervention 3 treatment groups did not hold
roscas.
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Table 5: Community Interaction
Post-inter vention

Dependent variable  Number of ~ Amount Dallar Number of  Number of  Number of  Number of
contributio contributed  valueof timesgroup community  visits by visits by
nsto to grants received in- visits? extension loca
community community received by kind workers®  government
fundraising fundraising groups donations officials®
events eventsin
uUss$
@ 2 3 4) ©) ©) ()
Program groups -1.85 -0.33 -11.17 -0.10 854" 247 549"
(2.97) (329 (5.46) (0.06) (352 (1.39) (2.52)
R-squared 0.18 0.09 0.28 -- 0.15 0.13 0.09
Number of 80 80 7 77 77 7 77
observations
Mean of dependent 4.2 12.3 11.3 0.13 135 3.3 4.6

variablein
comparison groups

Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.

Note: OL S Regressions with robust standard errorsin parentheses. All regressions include indicator variables for the
geographic division in which agroup islocated.

4 Thisincludes visits by administration officials, Ministry of Agriculture, Health and Social Services Field Workers,
other women’s and community groups, religious groups, and NGOs.

® Includes Chief and sub-chiefs, village elders, district officers and any more senior administrative officials.
°Includes extension officers from the Ministries of Health and Agriculture.
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Table 6: Entry into Groups During Post-1 ntervention

Number of Number Number  Per person Total Number of
new who who paid dollar dollar new
entrants applied to tojoin amount of amountof  members
enter entrance entrance who
fees fees provided
collected collected land for
by groups group
@ @ ©) 4) ©) (©)
Program group 1.88" 1.29” 0.79" 2.74 9.1 010"
(0.79 (0.62) (0.35) (213 (6.55) (0.05)
R-squared 0.07 0.13 0.10 0.04 0.05 011
Number of 80 80 80 80 80 80
observations
Mean of dependent 2.0 3.1 0.28 1.1 3.14 0
variable in

comparison groups

Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.

Note: OL S Regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses. All regressions include indicator
variables for the geographic division in which agroup islocated.

&Membership characteristics are cal cul ated with data available through the end of 1998, prior to the
comparison groups receiving any assistance.
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Table 7. New Entrants and Changesin Group Characteristics

Proportion  Proportion  Proportion  Changein  Changein Changein Changein

of new of new of female proportion years of proportion  proportion
entrants  entrantswho entrantswith of members education of of members  of group
withregular are married  secondary over 50 group with no members
income education  years of age® members® formal from the
education®  same village
@ &) ©) @) ©) ©) @)
Program groups 0.11° -0.04”" 0.12 -0.02" 0.23 002" -0.04"
(0.06) (0.04) (0.07) (0.01) (0.13 (0.01) (0.02)
Pre-intervention level
of dependent variable -007 -012° -0.09”
(0.04) (0.049) (0.09)
Mean of dependent
variable in comparison 0.09 1.0 0.08 0.002 0.02 -0.007 0.005
roups
g%—sqgared 0.08 0.20 0.08 0.15 0.19 0.22 0.12
Number of 56 55 50 80 80 80 80
observations

Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.

Note: OL S estimation with robust standard errors. All regressionsinclude indicator variables for the geographic
division in which agroup is located.

&CTreatment status is significant at the 5% without the pre-intervention variable included.

b Treatment statusis not si gnificant when the pre-intervention variable is excluded.
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Table8: Exit from Group in Post-Intervention Period

Number Number Number Net changein
leaving group leaving dueto  leaving dueto group size
difficulty conflict
paying fees
@ @ ©) 4)
Program group 0.12 102" 064" 1.34
(0.55) (0.30) (0.3D) (0.90)
R-squared 0.07 0.17 0.09 0.05
Number of observations 80 80 80 80
Mean of dependent variablein 2.2 14 0.65 0.1

comparison groups
Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.
Note: OL S estimation with robust standard errors. All regressionsinclude indicator variables for the geographic
division in which agroup is located
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Table 9: Elections and Changesin the Characteristics of Group Officials®

Probability that Probability Proportion of Changein  Probability  Probability
group hasat least  that at |east newly elected the of of
one new executive one hew officialsthatare  proportion  promoting  promotion
official in place executive female of spouses  at least one to
after one year officia is of individual executive
also anew executive to official,
member officials executive  conditional
who rely position on
solely on  whoseland  providing
farm was used land to
income for group group®
cultivation
dprobit  dprobit dprobit OLS OLS OLS dprobit dprobit
@ @ ©) @) ® ©) ) )
0.18 021 012" -013 -014° -021° 0.08 017"
Program groups
gram group ©011) (011)  (006) (007) (007)  (0.07) (0.04) (0.08)
Y ears of education of -0.06
executive officials pre- (0.03)
intervention
Average years of 0.05"
education of members (0.02
pre-intervention
Mean of dependent 0.35 0.35 0.08 0.84 0.84 -0.35 0.05 0.05
variable in comparison
groups
R-squared - - 0.14 0.22 0.19 -- -
Number of observations 80 80 80 69 69 80 80 75

Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.Note: Columns 1-4 dprobit estimation with robust standard errors.

Columns 5-7 OL S estimation with robust standard errors. Data used to generate columns 1 and 2 are taken from
1998 position listings in group membership roster.? As of September, 1998.
® Based on individual data. Represents the probability that an individual moved from a non-executive to an
executive position, given that their land was used for cultivation in the second planting cyclein 1998
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