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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

This paper presents initial findings of experiment to test the impact of two different
procedues forproject selectiod consultation meeting and referendiiiaind two different
election methods cluster and darged on the characteristics of projects proposed, selected,
and prioritized for implementation under a commudniyen developmentr@gram in
Afghanistan The experiment involves 250lages across 10 districts of gmvinces in
northern, eastern, centrand western Afghanisteglected to elect a Community Development
Council (CDChand receive funding for local development psojeder the Government of

Af ghani st anos National Solidarity Progr amme
independently and randonagsigned one of the two selection methods andfdhe two
election procedurethereby enabling a rigorousraixeation of the impact of each selection and
election type and different combinations of both on project selection outcomes

Experiment

The paper focuses on a comparison of the results of project selectidiffeie@ngmethods of
electing CDCs and difeart methods o$electig projectsA short description of each of the
dimensions of variation is provided below:

1 Election Method: In the experiment, participating villages were assigned to either a
0 c | wrsanéedr té relgatidih Under the cluster eteon, a male and a female member
are elected to the CDC by each o6cluster
households grouped together by the election organizers, and accordingly voters are
restricted to voting only for people who live withgirtassigned cluster. Under the
alter nlagarigreed 6prtocedur e, CDC members are ¢
votes garnered across the whole village, rather than just in a single cluster, and voters
have no restrictions on who they are allowed &ofaat In addition, voters in-@rge
elections are allowed to vote for any three different candidates, while voters in cluster
elections only have a single vote

1 Selection Procedure Participating villages wer e a
meetaoamg®r ef erendumd pr clevel grojects forf funding anell ec t i
implementation under the NSR villages assigned to select projectefeyenduma
secreballot referendurwas held, open to all men and women in the village above the
ageof 18, to determine which projects were to be selected for funding and prioritized for
implementationResults of the referendum were binding on the @DEbnsultation
meeting villagea,meeting wanvened and moderated by Cn@mbersduring with
villagers discusda variety of proposqatojects with the goal of reaching a consensus
as to which projects should be seletieder this procedure, the CDC was under no
obligationto adhere to the outcome of the discussion and held the final decision
concerning which projects would be selected for funding and prioritized for
implementation.

Resultsof Project Selection Procedures

Betwen November 2007 and July 200©8nitors were dispatched darectly observe sub

project selection procedures in \BlBagesassigned to select projects using a consultation
meeting and in B4llagesssigned to select uipjects using a referendurhe exercisaimed

to provide an independent and systematic accounting of the integritgrofestitselection and

the peceptions of villagers of the selection process. Information was gathered both on the basis



of monitorsd observations of the selection
1,238 interviews conducted with villagers following their participatibre sukproject

selection procedure. Overall, the results of the monitoring exercise indicatedptogcsub
selection procedures were professionally executed and that, in general, villagers exhibited a good
understanding of the function of the qubject selection procedure and of NSP.

Experimental Results

The study finds that both referenda and consultation meetings are relatively competitive, as
measured by the number of projects selected compared to the number proposed, with no
significant diffeences are noted between different selection or electionAtypeseresting
differencess observed between ttveo projectselectiorprocedurgshoweverin the magnitude

by which project costs were adjusted between the time of proposal and imiolemeititat

villages assigned referenda experiencing a mean cost adjustment three times greater than that of
villages assigned consultation meetings. There appeared to be a relatively high level of
participation among Vvillagers in both referenda and cbosultaeetings, although
approximately double the number of people voted in referenda than attended the consultation
meetings. Interestingly, a very strong association was observed in referenda between the order in
which projects were listed on the baliat #heir probability of selection, with a project listed

first experiencing a selection probability of almost 90 percent compared to a 60 percent
probability for a project listed third.

The study observes no general differences between election metpomecbrselection
procedures in the types of projects that are proposed or selected, but does find a significant
difference between the two selection procedures in the type of projects which are prioritized for
implementation, with electricity projects enbkely to be selected for implementation first
under referenda as compared to consultation meetings. Analysis of the aligeraené of
preferences with project selection results indicates that the selection and prioritization of projects
was primarilynfluenced by the preferences of ordinary male villagers, regardless of the type of
election or selection procedure. There is also some evidence that preferences of village women
also affect the type of project which is selected and prioritized. Témcenitd male village

elites over the selection process is significantly influenced by the procedure used for project
selection, with the preferences of such elites coinciding much more frequently with the types of
selected and prioritized projects undasultation meetings, as compared to referenda.

Conclusion

The paper focuses specifically on the effectsleation methods and project selection
procedures on direct outcomes of the selection process and, for reasons of data availability, is
not intendedo provide a definitive answer on which ele@ruh project selectidgpes are

most conducive to improving the efficacy of the program in delivering improvements in general
development outcomes. It is to this end that it is envisaged that later wdrknbzesw data,

will focus on the effects of selection and election methods on other outcomes related to the
implementation of NSP and general secanomic and institutional characteristics and will
thereby be able to provide a specific recommendatiorw&sch selection and election types

are most conducive to successful implementation of NSP and other cowhivenity
development (CDD) programs in analogous contexts.
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Abstract This paper presents results of an experiment implemented across 250 villages

in Afghanistan to investigate the impactvaf tandomhassigned methods of electing

local development councils and of two randasgigned procedures for selecting local

development projects on the characteristics of projects selected, proposed, and

prioritized Specifically, the experiment cagittas out comes wunder a O6cl us/
which a male and female representative are elected for each section of the village, against

an -léaatge el ectionéd, under which counci l repr ¢
vill age, andtiuom e meat idncgodn,s udtt awhi ch village
alternative projects, compared to a binding deadtet referendunihe analysis finds

limited impacts of election type on the characteristics of proposed, selected, or

prioritized projects, but idefis the influence of members of the village elite on the

types of projects which are selected and prioritized to be much higher under the
consultation meeting procedure than under refer@rmact selection procedures are

found to be generally respoesio the preferences of nelite villagersalthough

somewhat less responsive to those of female villagers.

l. Introduction

The examination of elite capture of development projects implemented at the village level is a
topic of considerable inter@shong reearchers and practitioners in international development,
although there seems to be little consensus as to the extent to which it is a/pihdbleome
studiesindicate that local elites tend to proentbteir own preferred projettsthers find no

evidence for elite capture and suggest that project proposals prove to be equally representative of
elites as well as their constituéiiisis studyattempts to contribute to the debate by reporting
evidence generated by a lsage field experiment contbut across six provinces of

Af ghani st an i n cooperation wi t h t he count
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! (Rao & Ibafiez, 2005; Owen & Van Domelen, 1998; van Domelen, 2002)

2 (Labonne & Chas, 2009)finds that households that are more active in the community are in turn more likely
to have their desiregflected in community proposals.
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Specifically, the study examitesincidence of elite captafethree stages of project selection
andidentifies, through randomized drgaments the impact ofdifferent methods of electing
local councils and selecting projectshe influence that different groups of villagers have on
the types of projects that are proposed, selected, and pribritized

In the context of a randomized evatuaof NSP conducted in 500 villagesoss ten districts

of Afghanistanthe authors introducedo subtreatment interventions which varled type of

election used to compose the membership of Community Development Councils (CDCs)
created by the pragn and method used to select development projects to be implemented by

the program in each villagée electiomelated sub r e at ment i nterventi on
el ection prolceadge@ pi aoddedaumr &d&.atuUndewotechdce cl us
of villagers is restricted to those person:
segment . Underl arhgee 6a | ptreorcneadtuirvee, 0GDOC member s

number of votes garnered across the whole villdgs, thetn just in a single cluster, with voters
facing no restrictions for whom they can vote, and are allowed to vote for up to three people in
the village. Under the other dudatment intervention, project selection was conducted either
according ta ®cretballot referendunmgr in a consultation meeting convened and moderated

by members of the CDC, during wiliagers discuss project selection and attempt to reach
consensus as to whigtojecs should receive funding.

As bothof the two sulireatmenhinterventions was assigned randomly and independently across
the group of 250 villages which were selected both for inclusion in the evaluation and to receive
NSP,the experimernis able to provide rigorous empirical evidence ofvao\tionin methods

of project selection and electoral rules can irppgett selectioautcomesincluding the type

of projects and the projected and actual costs of proposed and selected projects. In addition, as
detailed information was collected prior to the selectiorqure across the 250 villages from

male village leaders, ralite male villagers, and village women concerning which types of
project they believed were most needed by the village, the study is also able to offer a detailed
investigation of the extet which the project selection process is influenced by different
groups of villages and how the extent of that influence is affected by different election and
project selection types and different combinations of the two.

It is hypothesizedhat differen election procedures will affect the outcome of the project
selection procedure mainly by through their influence on the composition of the CDC, although
CDC memberslected by the -targe procedure are considered to be less likely to become
engaged int@mpts to manipulate the project selection process owing to the increased
competitiveness of thelatge procedure and the larger district magnitude it entails. The impact
of variation inproject selection proceduras project selection outcomissexpetedto be
somewhat morstraightforward, with theonsultatiorbased procedure granting members of the
CDC, and potentially village elites, less controltloedype of projects that are selected, but
much greatecontrol over the selection and priocatian of projectsFor referenda, the
opposite is expected to be true.

The studyfinds thatboth referenda and consultation meetings are relatively competitive, as
measured by the number of projects selected compared to the number proposed, with no
signifcant differences are noted between different selection or electiofdypmeger, it is

observed thathe mean difference between the estimated and final cost of selected projects
significantly higher under referenda, as compared to consultation nféetisgsly observes

no general differences between election methods or project selection procedures in the types of
projects that are proposed or selected, but does find a significant difference between the two
selection procedures in the type of projedteh are prioritized for implementation, with

3 Similar exercises are performed(iblken, 2008gnd(Labonne & Chase, 2009)
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electricity projectsnore likely to be selectédr implementation first under referenda as
compared to consultation meetigsalysis othe alignment aéxantereferences witproject

selection resultgndicates thatthe selection and prioritization of projeatas primarily
influencedby the preferences of ordinary male villagegardless of the type of election or
selection procedur&here is also some evidence that preferences of village woraéfectlso

the type of project which is selected and prioriflzedinfluence of male village elites over the
selection process is significantly influenced by the procedure used for project selection, with the
preferences of such elites coinciding much fnegeently with the types of selected and
prioritized projects under consultation meetings, as compared to referenda.

The paper is divided inseversections and contains two annexes. Sectpoovides a detad
description of the NSRhe randomizedvaluation of NSP,na the variations in election
method and project selection proced@ectionll.4 reviews the fidings of monitoring of
projectselection a conducted across a sample of approximately half cigee @lided in

the experimenincluding a summary of batho ni t or s & o Imterédewscanductedn s a n «
with male villagers who participated in the selection proc&eutemnlV describes the
hypotheses of relevance to thalgtand SectiokW provides background information on the
data sources used to evaluate the hypotheses. Gpatgants the results of the study, detailing
the impact of selection type the chaacteristics of proposed, selected, and prioritized projects
and the alignment of such with the preferences of different groups of .viBaggéo0
concludes and Annexircludes theguide to the two project selection pdharesthat was
written by the authors and issued to persmadvedin organizingproject selection procedures

in the sample villages.

Description of Experiment

The following section presents a general description ®fatienal Solidarity Programme

(NSP), theandomized evaluation of the Natidbalidarity Programme (NS#jhin which the
randomized variatisnn the type of electiorend project selection procedureseanbedded

and a explanation of thepecifics of theariatios across the 23@eatment villages included in

the randomizedevaluatiorof NSP. Sectionll.1 discussed the NSP; Sectib@ provides an

overview of the randomized evaluation of NSP; SécB@ummarizes variation introduced in

the method by which community development councils (CDCs) created by NSP are elected; and
Sectionll.4 details variation introduced in the procedure used to select projestdifg by

NSP.

National Solidarity Programme (NSP)

The National Solidarity Programme (NSP) was conceived soon after the institution of the
Transitional Islamic State of Afghanista2001 The idea was to use the commueatityen

model of aid deliveryhieh had gained popularity within the World Bank and among NGOs to
deliver services to rural populations in less developed cluntdes,bui | d t he new
support among the 80 percent of Af ghani st an

*Known as fAdroimmumidegvel opmento (CDD), this paradigm
planning and decentralized management of development projects in order to increase project effectiveness and
impact(Mansuri & Rao, 2004)Write (Dasgupta & Beard, 2007) A Communi ty driven develo
broader paradigm shift responding to the vadgltumented critiques of tegiown, modernist and authoriian

approaches that have dominated development over the last fifty years. It is supported by . . . three propositions

in the literature. The first concerns the ability of decentralization to reduce the inefficiencies of centralized,
statecontrolled develpment. Closely related to that is the view that moving the locus of decision making away

from central and local government bodies to communities promotes democratization. The third proposition
states that the outcomes promised by the first two proposiimsnore likely in communities with strong
capacities for collective action.o (p. 230).



I1.2.

whos previous experiences, if any, with previous incarnations of the Afghan state likely did not
enamour them to the concept of central governiment.

NSP, which began operations in June 2003, is structured around two major interventions at the
village levelWith a view to building representative institutions for village governance and
exposing the rural citizenry to democratic practices and principles, NSP mandates the creation of
Community Development Council (CDC) in each village. CDCs are created tlsergh a

ballot, universal suffrage election and composed of an equal number of men an@hgomen
second principal intervention of NSP is to
up to a village maximum of $60,000, to support the impléioremiprojects designed and
selected by the CDC in consultation with the village community. Projects are ordinarily focused
on either infrastructure, such as drinking water facilities; irrigation canals; roads and bridges;
electrical generators; or sdhoanstruction, or services, such as training and literacy tourses.
NSP is executed by the Ministry of Rural Rehabilitation and Development (MRRD) of the
Government of Afghanistan, but is funded by the World Bank and a consortium of bilateral
donors, andmplemented by arouritb NGOs, knownby the progranas Facilitating Partners

(FPs)

Randomized Evaluation of NSP

In early 2007, the first phase of NSP concluded, at which point 17,200 villages in 279 of
Af ghani stands 398 di s tThereastne prdciaedestimaecoétheviaall t h
number of villages in Afghanistan, but the NSP office has expressed its intention to mobilize an
additional 17,450 villages, although phase two of NSRHI\NsSProceeding with an interim

goal of mobilizing 4,80new villages over the course of two years. 2,000 of these are located in

ooegnoi ngd districts containing villages previ
Onewd districts, which do not <contediNBP any v
funding.

I n these 74 6newd districts, financi al const

participate in NSR to 40. As the number of villages per district often exceeds 40, in many
districts the program must be ratioh&His rationing and the lack of objective villagel data

that may be used to target the program facilitated an oppprdviéynced by one of the
authos and agreed with MRRD and the World Bank, to randomly allocate NSP within a

®(Ghani & Lockhart, 2008y r i t e t hat , Aft]he intent of |[NSP] was to
the group level up, in pallel to the process of constitution making and rule writing at the center . . . Villages

that were once the sites of neglect or predatory behavior by-lewargovernment functionaries were turned

into the building blocks of a democratic process NS[P] coul débecome a mechani sm f
formalization of property r i gh t(Ghanma& ldckidit 2008)pt 206i r e s o | u't
208.

® FPs are expected to provide technical assistanceewtesressary to help CDCs prepare the CDP, develop

project proposals, and to help CDC members develop skills in accounting, procurement, contract management
(Kakar, 2005) Not all projects which CDCs may propdssuch as conaiction of mosques, purchase of land,

payment of salaries to CDC members, purchase of weapons, or cultivation of illegal erepsligible for

funding through NSP.Projects which are eligible for funding under the NSP include: transportation
infrastructwe (roads, bridges, culverts), irrigation infrastructure (canals, small check dams), water supply and
sanitation (drinking water wells, standpipes), power (mfgrdropower, solar panels, diesel generators), public

buildings (schools, health clinics, publbaths), and training (vocational education, literacy). Eligible projects
proposed by CDCs argenerally approved by NSP provided that ttaeg endorsed through a villagade

consultation process; provide for equitable access; are technically anddilyascund; include an operation

and maintenance plan; and are funded by the community (including labor and materiel contributions) up to a

level exceeding 10 percent of the total cost

" According to a list of villages provided by the Central Statistitfic® (CSO) of Afghanistan, the mean
number of villages in the 74 6newb6é NSP districts is ¢



selection of districts iorder toenable dongitudinal randomized evaluation of the economic,
social, and institutional impacts of the progt#itizing village lists, the auth@itentified 23
districts which contained a minimum of 65 villages and were thus deemed sygtebly lar
randomized assignmériErom these 23 districts, 12 were eliminated due to unsatisfactory
security conditions and one was not contracted, thereby vyielding 10 districts in which
randomization of NSP and subsequent survey activities could occur.

Although, due to security constraints, none heftén sample district@re drawn from

Af ghani stands sout hern pr oareasanably balaicédesamgle s t r i
of Afghanistands et hithithe westerddraskad-grsiangGulialg di v er
central highland€hisheé ShariDaulinaandSang Takhtnorthern Balkl), northeasternKhost

Wa Firing and easterrH{sarakand Sherzadregionsbeing covered. Theen districts also

provide a representative sample of Afghamisa 0 s -lingeistib rdiwersity, with five
predominantly Tajik districi&draskaChishé ShariGulranDaulinaandKhost Wa Firjpdour
predominantly Pashtun districBalkh Farsi Hisarak and Sherzaddand one predominantly

Hazara districSang TakhtThe districts dBalkhandGulraralso contain significant numbers of

Uzbek and Turkmen minorities, respectively.

Figure 1: Ten Evaluation Districts

/
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a - Khost Wa Firing /
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« Chisht-e S . 3
akht d w
é I !

“
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Note: Boundaries of 10 saneptlistricts are marked in red; provincial boundaries in pink; major rivers in light blue; di
capitals with small blue stars; and Kabul with a large black star

The seven Facilitating Partn&i8g contractedo work in thesample districts proviéemix of
smdl and largeinternational and local NGOs, wiitihee of the districts contracted to Peaple
Need (PiN), a Czech NGO; two of the districts contracté/QGpwhich isheadquartered in
the United States; while a district each is assigned to NPO/RRAXglem NGO;

8 As detailed below, the number of NSP villages that would be assigned randomly was limited to 25, with FPs

being given the option to identify an additional 13agks which could be guaranteed assignment of NSP. The
threshold of 65 villages was thus obtained from thes
villages and randomly selected 25 8P villages.
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InterCooperation, 8wissNGO; AfghanAid, a Ukbased NGO; Coordination of Humanitarian
Assistance (CHA), an Afghan NGO; and Oxfakh®U

From each of theen sampldlistricts, 5Willages were selected by assigned FPs for in@tusion

the study The research team then used a mafuiedandomization procedure to seRict
6treat ment vi | | a@e0svilaget m dotaltoerexave NSPifdldwing tbet
administration of a O0baseline swwrcwayd oilnvserp
being assigned to not receive NSP until after the conclusion of the seconp fslloxvey in

2010 or 2011.

Within the 25Qreatment villageshe authors designed and implemented twdrasatment
interventions, one of which introddaandomized variation in the type of election by which the
CDC was elected, with the other randomly assigning two different procedures for selecting
projects to the NSP villages participating in the evaltiafiom first of these is described in
Sectiorll.3, while the second is detaile&attionl.4.

Variation in Election Type'*

In villages eligible for participation in NSP, elections to compose the membership of the village
CDC are organi zed amrdg aandinzi enrissé ee nepdl obyye db sboyc i te
NSP Operational Manual directs FPs to organize CDC elections accardingo| ust er el
but across half of the 250 villages selected for participation in the evaluation and NSP, the
authors introducedh n alternative pr olceerdguer e e | e&kentoiwonn da s
procedures are discussed further below:

1 Cluster Election: Under this method, FP social organidefigle villagemto clusters of
between 5 and 25 familiegth the vote hoice of indiidual villagersestricted to those
dcandidat esd who | ?¥ah duster ¢ldete a male aasdsfamgle e d
representative to the CDC, which represen
the clusterAccordingly, the CDC shouldrtain an equal number of male and female
CDC members, with the total size being proportional to the number of families residing
in the village. Every resident of the village, whether male or female, aged eighteen years
or older, who has lived in the conmityi for at least one year, is eligible to vote in the
CDC elections or to be elected for a tiyess term as a CDC member.

1 At-Large Election: Under thismethod villagers can vote for anyone in the village they
choose and are given three votes to eassufficient number of people are elected to
the CDC! In addition to enabling villages to elect to the CDC exactly the set of

® Adraskan is contracted to NPO/RRAMalkh to PiN; Chishe Sharif to InterCooperation; Daulina to
AfghanAid; Farsi to C.H.A.; Gulran to IRC; Hisarak to PiN; Khost Wa Firing to PiN; Sang Takht to Oxfam

U.K., and Sherzad to IRC.

19 For each sultreatment intervention, a detailed set of implatagon guidelines were prepared by the
evaluation team, translated into Dari and Pashto, and provided to thmfiepating in the study. ThBari,

English, and Pashto versions of the guidelines are availatigmtiweb.mit.edu/cfotini/www/NSPE/sti.html

1 A more detailed explanation of the strtbatment intervention relating to the election type is provided in the
paper entitled fiAnal ysi s of Vari asoe anod Elsecaviaoinl af
http://web.mit.edu/cfotini/www/NSPE/papers.html

12 Under the NSP program, candidacy for CDC elections is strictly prohibited. That is, villagers interested in
beingekct ed to the CDC should not campaign in any way f
is not meant to imply that any vetgtters in CDC elections engaged in such activities.

13 The stipulations of the NSP Operational Manual also redhieat least 60 percent of eligible voters must

cast votes in the election in order for it to be valid.

4 The innovation of permitting three votes inlatge elections was requested by a number of the participating

FPs who considered it a high probalilihat, if villagers were accorded only one vote itaage elections, the
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candidates they collectively prefer, by providinQD& memberso beelected by the
whole village, rather than a single Bpeseathe atlarge procedure incentiviZe®C
members to select and prioritize projects that benefit the whole\@lagbe other

hand, however, -drge election systems may not be as effective in ensuring
representation for all parts of the comityuon the CDC.

Under both election methods, feis required to first segment the village into geographically
contiguousclusterscontainingbetween 5 and 25 families, each of which is to be assigned a
unique number of name. Social organizers emilpyted FP were further directeddraft a

village mapvith clustersand enclosed dwellings clearly displayet displayit in a public area

in the village. The number@DC members is proportional to the numbeclaéterswith each

having both m assignedanale and female representative. Thus,usdar adargeelections, it is

expected thatlusterswill be created and will have a dedicated male and female representative
even if they dondt *necessarily |live in the c

Of the 250villages aoss the ten evaluation distritist were selected both for participation in

NSP and to be surveyed under the evaludi@hwee randomlyassigned to elect CDC
members througtihe conventionatlustedelectiorprocedurd her eaf t er ,@hild ust er
the other halfivereassigned to elect CDC members thrdudhatlargdelectionprocedure

( her e dfatr gre .@aetlolthesgamdod assignment of election type across a relatively
large sample of 250 villages, it can confidently bmeasthat anystatisticalkgignificant
differences iraverages cflection results or other outcomes of interest that emerge between
villages assigned to each election procadkozusedby the difference irelection type.

Variation in Project SelectionProcedure

In contrast with the method by which CDC elections are organized, FPs implementing NSP are
given relatively wide latitude to develop project selection prodedurthe staff of the FP

deem most appropriatthe NSP Operational Manual stipedathatthe CDC is required to

perform some form of villagede consultatiobefore selecting projects for implementation

but anecdot al evidence indicates that there
preferences are incorporated th@selection process.

In the 250 treatment villages, variation in project selection procedures was normalized, with
villages being randomly assigned to one of two selection procedures, similar to the procedures
described ifOlken, 2008Y Half of the treatment villages select projects through alssloet
referendun{f her eaf t er 0 r, with eillagenrs delecting\theil preterged grd@jert from

number of votegetting candidates would be less than the number of CDC seats (which is proportional to the
number of households in the village), thereby necessitating multiplelsafrvoting The three votes are not

ranked in any way, although community members may opt not to use all of their votes.

A typel aorfgetatel ecti on procedure is used tONolesi ect Af
Jirga, as multiple melmer s are el ected from each pmewbrace diwhirdl
procedure employed by electoral systems inspired by the Westminster model.

16 A detailed description of the procedures for organizing cluster aladiget elections isrpvided in theSTFL

Guide for Social Organizerdari, English,and Pashtwersions of which wergrovided to representatives of

the FPs for training social organizers and other staff in the two election metiaas available for download
here:http://web.mit.edu/cfotini/www/NSHPE/sti.html

" These two sulproject selection procedures were developed in close coordination with FPs to ensure they did

not conflict with existing norms of NSP ingrhentation and could be successfully administered by FPs with

existing staff and training capacitieBo guide the administration of the two spimject selection procedures,

FPs were given an implementation manual in Dari, English, and Pashto, whiatheprdeitailed guidelines on

the principles and procedures of referenda and consultation meBtied3ari, English, and Pashto versions of

the implementation manual are publicly available Hdtp://web.mit.edu/~cfotini/www/NSRE/sti.html The

English version is also included in Annex Il below.
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a list of potential projects proposed by the &0@.the other halfof treatment villages
(hereafter pOhec&bPq dnvegnesandimbdergtessa ingeting of villagers to discuss
project selection, with the goal of reaching a consensus as to which project(s) should receive
funding. In contrast with the referendurogedure, however, the final decision is left to the
members of the CDCurther details on both procedures are provided below:

1 Consultation Meeting In those villages assigned to selecpmajbcts according to a
consultation meeting, the lo€&DC & to convene ameeting open to all villagewsnd
moderated by one or more CDC representatveliscuss and decigéhich subprojects
will be selectefbr fundingby NSP Although the purpose of the consultation meeting is to
build a consensus among villagand the CDC, the consultation meeting procedure leaves
the final decision up to the CDC. This is in contrast to the referendum procedure, which of
course places the full authority for the decision in the hands of community members.

At the start of the eeting,CDC representativémve the responsibility éxplain each of

the candidatesubprojects noting the expected cost of each -pubject, as well as the
expected value of the block grant to be disbursed byMé¢8tngparticipantsare then to

disciss which suprojects should be selected for NSP fundirge structure of the
discussioris left to the discretion of the moderat@DC representatives may express their
opinions first and invite responses from the community members, or they may ask the
meeting participants to speak first before giving their opinion. In order to make progress
towards a consensus, CDC members may employ informabppnoisedure (such as a
showof-hands) when appropriate, but no formal or binding vote should be loe&] bef
during, or after the meeting.

Following theend of discussionthe CDCis to meet to decide upon the final list of-sub
projects which are to receive funding. The CDC may decide to communicate this list to the
participants at the conclusion of the @iiason Meeting or, in the event that consensus
between the CDC and community members was unable to be reached during the
Consultation Meeting, may alternately decide to deliberate in the hours or days following the
meeting to determine the final Iéot more than three days following the conclusion of the
Consultation Meeting, the CDC will be required to subnselbetedist of subprojectso

the FP

1 Referendum: In those villages assigned to seleepmjbcts according toraferendum, all
villagerseligible to vote in the CDC election are given the opportunity to vote, by secret
ballot, for the suproject they most wished to see implemeriBd. were directed to
organizereferenda in much the same manner in which they organized the CDC election,
ensuring secrecy of ballots, Hraerference of voters, and providing assistance to confused
or disabled votersit least 50 percent of eligible voters in the village must vote in the
referendum in order for it to be valid.

The number and type of propdsibprojects to b@laced on the ballat to be decided by

the CDC in consultation with community membEi®wyever, in order to ensure that
referenda are meaningful, FPs were require to checkethaimber of proposed sub
projects be at least threermsubprojects thatouldbe funded using the combined value

of the estimated NSBtock grant and the community contributiand to ensure that all of

the proposed suprojects were practical and eligible to be funded by’ NSBrder to
facilitate the grticipation of illiterate villagers in the referenda, FPs were requested to

'8 The referendum is organized according to procedures similar to that used for the CDC eleqtimjeats]

which receive the highest number of votes sglected for NSP funding.

¥ FPs were accordingly requested to ensure that they or the CDC estimated the cost and expected community
contribution for each proposed sphoject included on the ballot.



prepare voting ballots which illustrate the proposeprsjdtts, with voters indicating their
one preferred project out of those listed on the ballot.

The results of the referdum are bindingupon the CDC and the commuyniénd sub
projects are to be prioritized for funding according to the number of votes theyTileeeive
three (or more) proposed spitmjects which receive the lowest number of votes are not to
receive fundinffom NSP block grants.

It is considered that both of the suioject selection procedures have potential advantages and
disadvantages. The key advantage of the referendum is that it is directly democratic: each villager
is given an equal and unimpeded dppiy to express his or her preference as to which project
should be selected. However, there are practical reasons why this may not be an optimal
selection procedure. A consultatiased procedure, for instance, permits knowledgeable or
experienced \algers to share their expertise and, if seated on the CDC, to exercise that expertise
in making a final decision. Given that the success of projects may be related to specific factors of
which the general village population may not be knowledgeabtmaeigable that leaving the

final decision to the CDC may result in the selection of more appropriate, and ultimately more
successful, projects. On the other hand, the consultation meeting procedure may enable
members of the CDC to select projects thakesteir interests over projects that serve the
interests of the general village community, so no one selection method appears superior to
another.

The experiment was inspired by and is very similar to {kdkef, 2008)n which 49 villages
in Indonesia were randomly allocated to select two development projects, one selected by the
general village population and another by the women of the village, either through representative

vill age meetings tes intwhiah aluvgldgersocduldrvete directly lateab i s ¢
election for thei*%Okeg2008) pneserhad Ppoojeéchsoidg
type of project selected . . . did not change whatsoever as a thsuttieifiscite, and there

were only minor changes in the | ocations of
for the oOoOwomends project, . . . the plebisc
vill ageo, beutt yopreess uwolft epdr oijne ctths bei ng chosen

stated pref er en c?Having projetthselected throughgaegeneral plebiscited .
did, however, cause a large and statistically significant increase in satisfdwignojatt and

program and in perceptions of the fairness and legitimacy of the selected project and also
increased villagers willingne®s to ocontribu

Il . Summary of Project SelectiorMonitoring #*

Betwen November 2007 andhy®2008,monitors were dispatched darectly observe sub
project selection procedures in \BlBagesassigned to select projects using a consultation
meeting and in B4llagesssigned to select suipjects using a referendurhe exercisaimed

to proMde an independent and systematic accounting of the integritpasatbselection and

20 (Olken, 2008) p. 2. Aswith the subtreatment intervention introduced in project selection procedure in NSP,

the Alist of potenti al projects to be considered by
using an identical agendwetting process in bothtype of vi |l |l ageso (p. 2).

Z(Olken,2008) p. 3. The explanation offered for this appar
dominant in the agenedet t i ng process in poor er naawerdwards poorerhe vi |
areas of the village at the final decisiorking stage might therefore result in projects that look closer to elite
preferenceso (p. 3).

2(Olken, 2008) p. 3i 4

2 A full accounting of the results d@he project selection monitoring exercise is provided by the authors in the
AReport on MePriotjoercitngSedfecSubonodo, available at:
http://web.mit.edu/cfotini/iwww/NSIPE/SPSPMR. pdf
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the perceptions of villagers of the selection process. Information was gathered both on the basis
of monitorsd observations o flvilagees set dsedrom i o n
1,238 interviews conducted with villagers following their participation in peojecib
selection procedufeOverall, the results of the monitoring exercise indicated thatogedi

selection procedures were professioeaflguted by Facilitating Partners (FPs) assigned to the

10 evaluation districts and that, in general, villagers exhibited a good understanding of the
function of the suproject selection procedure and of NSP.

Sectionll.l1 present s an overview of monitorsd obser
Sectionlll.2 does the same for villages assigned to select projects by referendl].Section
relays general olpgations across the sample of monitored villages; and 8&dtidiscusses

the results of interviews conducted with participants in the selection procedures following the
conclusion of the project selection.

Consultation Meetings

The monitoring exercise found thatmaeting villagesneetings were generally well attended,
attracting an average of roughly 70 men and a similar number of Wikagens in attendance
out-numbered members of the CDC by a ratio of ten tonstiean average of seven male and

seven female CDC members predéme. high levels of attendance did not necessarily translate
into a high level of participation, however, with only one out of eight men and one out of 20
women publicly voicing an opinialuring the meeting. As is to be expected, rates of
participation were much higher among CDC members, with four out of nine male members and
one out of every two women expressing an opinion. On average, six projects were discussed
during the consultation eteng.

Monitors were asked to report the degree of convergence of opinion among villagers on the
proposed projects. In 95 percent of cases, monitors reported that the opinions of villagers and
CDC members coincided, while the opinions of male and feanadgp@nts coincided 86
percent of the time. In 14 percent of meetings monitored, FP representatives expressed an
opinion during the meeting and, in 20 percent of monitored meetings, they also spoke at the end
of the consultation meeting. However, in dily percent of monitored meetings did FP
representatives express an opinion during the meeting as to whicpropdkedproject(s)

were most appropriate for thiddlage®” In seven out of the 13 cases in which FP representatives
expressd a project prefence the monitor deemed that the opinion of the FP representative
influenced the outcome of the meeting.

In no villages did monitors report that there were any instances where villagers or members of
the CDC were afraid or unwilling to express an opilifienent to that of the FP representative
present. In none of the monitored meeting villages there reporthat villagers appeared

afraid or unwilling to express an opinion different to that of the CDC members or any other
person at the meeting. 86 percent of monitored consultation communities, monitors reported
that the villagerd as opposed to the CDC members or FP representit@mseared to be
deciding which subrojects were selected. There was substantial variance between districts,
howeer. In Chishe Sharif, Farsi, Khost Wa Firing, and Sang Takht, monitors reported that

24 Given the procedural differences between the referendum and consultation meeting procedures, distinct sets
of monitoring instruments were developed for each, although a large number of questions were common across
both sets.

Instances where FP represeivied expressed a preference during the meesing whichsubprojec(s) were

most appropriate for the community weaeported in two communés in AdraskanHada Wa Mahdarand

Chah Qalg, two communities in Chig-e Sharif Tagab Ghazand Yak Pahl, two communities irDaulina

(Gard LangandJourayar), three communities in Gulrafgte Che JamshidZiyarat Babay FawagandBuzan

Hulya) and one in Sherza&éngar Khali).
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73%

60%

villagers made the decision in all monitored communities. In, Hisarak, however, the opposite was
the case, with CDC members being the main force being the decisskanAdalkh, and

Daulina were more or less equally split between meetings where CDC members were more
decisive and meetings where villagers seemed to exert the most influence. In Gulran and
Sherzad, villagers mostly held sway.

Figure 2: Main Decision-Maker at Consultation Meetings

By District Full Sample

67%
H Villagers

100% 100%

I Members of the
CDC

67%

33%

Adr.

73%

CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His. KWF S.T. She.

It was relatively rare for CDC members to conduct additional deliberations following the
consultation meeting to decide which-majects were to be selected, with theuming in

only one out of three monitored communities. In communities in in Adraskan, Farsi, and
Gulran, this happened relatively more frequently.

Figure 3: Incidence of Discussion amongst CDC Members Following Public Deliberatisn

100%

62% 67% 60%

50%
38% 33% 40%

Adr.

67%
84%
100% H No
'Yes
34%
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WF

CeS Dau. Far. Gul. His.

In all but two monitored communities where jmoséting deliberations occurrédese
deliberations occurred in puBfidcross the sample, it was common for FP representatives to
be involved in such discussions, with 75 percent of meetingsngn¥virepresentatives,
although in Daulina and Khost Wa Firing, they were never involved. In 46 percent of cases,
discussions involved n@DC members, although persons not belonging to the CDC or the FP
were never involved in the discussions in Dauéinsi, Br Sherzad.

% Exceptions wer€hashma Azizarin Farsi andTote Che Jamshidih Gulran.

2" Out o 23 villagesin which a posmeeting discussiontook place,in 4 villages only CDC members
participatedjn 3 villages some norCDC members were involved, but FP representativésiot participatgin

9 villages only CDC members and Representativewere engaged in the discussiamd in the remaining 8
villages all types of actorzarticipated

11



Figure 4: Participation of Non-CDC Members in Discussion Following Public Deliberations
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I11.2. Referenda

In 74 percent of communities assigned to seleqrsjdets via referendum, monitors reported

that polling sttions were staffed by the FP, with polling stations being manned by members of
the village community in 19 percent of cases. In 99 percent of monitored polling stations, a list
of eligible voters was available and, in 97 percent of monitored polbng, ssapervisors
checked to see whether the names of voters off against those on the list. In only half of polling
stations, however, were the thumbs of those who had voted marked with a perooienko

prevent repeat voting

52%

48%

Daulina

H FP Representative(s

0%

67%
33%

50%
0%

Farsi

Gulran

Khost Wa Firing

I Other NorCDC Member(s

Figure 5: Il ncidence of 1 nking of
33%
100% 100% ® No
80% 80% 51%
67% I'Yes

Dau.

CeS

Far.

Gul. His.

KWF

S.T. She.

100%

0%

Sherzad

Voter so

87 percent of monitored polling stations contained separate booths for men and women, and in
83 percent ofeferendum villages pol | i ng
privacy.Poorly designed voting booths were noted in six polling stations in Balkh; in all 13
monitored polling stations in Farsi; in 4 polling stations in Gulran; in six polling stations in
Khost Wa Firing; and one polling station in Shetmadone of the 178 mmitored polling

stations did monitors report that there was someone at or near the polling station telling people
what sukproject to vote for or otherwise interfering with the voting process. In only one polling
station in Sherzad did a monitor reportifgawbserved something that caused him to doubt
whether the voting process was free and fair.
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Figure 6: Capacity of Polling Booth to Ensure Secrecy of Ballot
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Ballot boxes were usually either a closed box (47 percentlosedabox with a lock (51
percent).Despite the number of communities with unlocked ballot boxes, in 98 percent of
referendum villagesnonitors expressed confidence that the ballot papers had been changed
prior to vote counting. Vote counting also appeansave been generally fair and transparent,
with monitors reporting that villagers were prevented from monitoring the counting of the votes
in only 3 percent of communities.

Monitors judged that, overall, votaunting in the referenda were generatlardi transparent.

In 61 out of 63 monitoredeferendum villagevillagers were in no way prevented from
monitoring the counting of the vot&éotably, in one monitored referendum community in
Adraskan and one in Khost Wa Firing, there were no villdgemished to observe the vote
counting process even though it took place in a publf area.

Figure 7: Number of Villagers Observing Vote Count
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Villagers

78% 80% ® Fewer than 10
67%| [ElL% Villagers

80% .
1 I Only Village

Leaders

16% 20% No Villagers

Gul. His. KWF  S.T. She.

In all 63 monitoredeferendum villagethose responsible for counting the voteapleted a

form recording the results of the referendum and the number of votes received by each sub
project on the monitor &s f or wouderswaeyesy sinmget ¢ h e d
one of thereferendum villagethe monitor noted thahe selected projects were the ones that
received the highest number of votes, and in all cases, bar village in Balkh, the monitor
considered the votes to have been counted fairly. In one village ke Ghiaht, the monitor

noted that the community h&al settle on a project that was not the one which received the

most votes, but this was legitimate as it occurred due to the need to spend the full value of the
block grant. In 40 percent of monitored referendllagesmonitors reported that, in order

completely spend the value of the block grant, it was deemed necessary to choose some projects

2 The exceptions werBuzan Mabairvillage in Gulran andBar Khadi Khailvillage in Sherzad.
29 The respective communities weEhaahakvillage in Adraskan anwarejevillage in Khost Wa Firing

13



with lesser votes ahead of those with more.udtegever,n all the communities where a re
ordering of selected sphojects was reported, monitors claithedl reordering was done in a
logical manner and did not appear to be an attempt to subvert the results of the referendum.

Figure 8: Incidence of ReOrdering of Selected SubProjects
44% .
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& Occurred
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72% sy 67% I Did Not Occur 60%

56% 50% 50%
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In 32 percent of monitored referenduntagees, monitors reported that FP representatives were
responsible for deciding which fubjects would be selected based on the results of the
referendum, while CDC members held that responsibility in 40 percent of communities, with the
responsibility beg shared between FP representatives and CDC members in 27 percent of
communities. Arrangements differed quite significantly between districts, as isFSgared in

below.

Figure 9: Decision-Maker on Results of Referendum
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I11.3. General Observations

Guidelines provided to BRor project selection procedures required that the estimated cost of
the candidate suirojects should be factored in to the deci8idaross the full sample, this

was done in 79 percent of batteeting andeferendunvillages Amongmeeting villageshe

costs of candidate projects were not mentioned in five of the six monitored communities in
Gulran, two of nine communities in Adraskan, and two of four commumiiissiiak. Among
referendunvillagescosts were not factored in to the decision as to which projects are to be
funded by NSP in one out of the nine communities in Adraskan, one of seven communities in

¥specifically, monitors are asked by the rWhénerendum
deciding which projects are to be funded by NSP, was the cost of each project and the size of the block grant
accounedford, whil e the consultation meeting repdVMas asks 1

the cost of each project mentioned during the meeding?
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Balkh, two of six communities each in Daulina, BardiKhost Wa Firing, three of five in
Gulran, and two of five in SherZad.

Figure 10. Consideration of Projects Costs in Selectiof
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E Consultation Meeting ® Referendum

Little difference was observed between consultation and referendum villages in terms of the
numbe of selected projects, with an average of four in eachinc@3epercent of meeting
villages and 98 percent of referendum villages, tpeogett selection process was completed

and selected projects announced on the same day. On average, th&evillegers in
attendance during the announcement of the selectpdogadis in consultation communities

and 51 villagers in attendance during the announcement of seleptepesisbin referendum
communities. In Chisle Sharif, nearly double the nembof people attended the
announcement of selected -pubjects in consultation communities compared to referendum
communities, while in Hisarak, the opposite was the case. In addition, significantly more people
attended the announcement of selecteepmybcts in consultation communities in Sherzad

than attended it in referendum communities.

Table 1: Number of Villagers present at Announcement of Selected Projects

Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max. Obs. Mean S. D. Min. Max.
30 15 15 65 43 13 20 60

Adraskan 9 9
Balkh 5 38 12 25 56 7 33 44 10 130
Chisht-e Sharif 8 81 39 42 137 9 45 27 15 100
Daulina 6 36 22 15 73 6 40 20 20 73
Farsi 5 43 12 35 60 6 35 14 15 50
Gulran 6 16 13 7 40 5 16 19 5 50
Hisarak 3 51 20 28 65 4 106 46 45 150
Khost Wa Firing 6 78 43 40 150 5 101 33 65 150
Sang Takht 6 57 23 38 92 5 66 21 30 80
Sherzad 6 94 54 55 200 5 59 40 4 90
53 37 7 200 61 51 36 4 150

*These villages werélajeyanand Gar Khail in Sherzad Touda Chendn Hisarak Wareje and Larwan in

KhostWa Firing Pejna Jerebn Balkh; Qeshlag JaowNahmaj andBuzan Mabairin Gulran Kal Yak Payan

Adraskan GuldamakandKilkak in Farsj andBabaiyanandKota Chashma Maqgdah Daulina.

%2 The average for the full sample of meeting and refaremvillages is indicated by the parallel lines, with the

blue line representing the sample average for referendum communities and the red line representing the sample
average for consultation communities.
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In all of the referendum communities, monitors indicated thaesults of the referendum
reflected the choices of villagers. In 61 out of 63 consultation communities, monitors reported
that the selected sphojects selected reflected the preferences of villagers at the meeting. In
only one referendum community d@ne consultation communities did monitors report any
unusual occurrences during or following the selection-pfagabts.

In 100 percent akeferendum villagesd 96 percent oheeting villagemonitorsreported that

the selectegrojects were thoseipported by theillagers. The most populamojects in both
referendum ancheeting villagesere those related to irrigation; vocational training or literacy
courses for women; drinking water; roads and bridges; and electricity; followed by projects that
provide drainage or flood proten. Although the types gbrojects selected through
referendum andneeting villagesvere generally quite similar, there were some notable
differences. Communities that held consultation meetings were more likelyrtadslacitd

bridges and community centers, whekerendum villageselected fewer community center
projects and more drainage or flood protection préjects.

Post-Selection Interviews

This section presents summaries of 1,238 interviews completed gets following their
participation in suproject selection procedures across 127 monitored evaluation comfhunities.

Interviewees seemed to be generallyind@lined about the purpose of the project selection
procedure, although 14 percent of respondeatsrectly replied that th@roject selectio
procedure served to draft the community development plan and 5 percent of respondents
claimed that the function of the project selection procedure @asttmembers of tl@&DC or

something else. Across faé sample, there was no statistically signifilifietence between
referenda and consultation meetings in the purpose ascribed to the selection procedure by
respondentDifferences were apparehbweverbetween districts in the purpose ascribed by
respondents to the selection procedure. In Adraskan, Gulran, Sang Takht, and Sherzad, over 90
percent of respondents correctly identified that the purpose of tpeojgadb selection
procedure is to select procedures. In Hisarak, however, only 67 gierespbndents in
consultation communities and 80 percent of respondents in referendum communities correctly
identified the purpose of the selection procedure. Curiously, 51 percent of respondents Hisarak,
41 percent of respondents in Khost Wa Firing3@nukercent of respondents in Farsi indicated

that the purpose of the referendum was to draft the community development plan. Even more
curiously, some 31 percent of respondents in Sang Takht claimed that the purpose of the
referendum was to elect the memiloé the CDC.

Approximately 60 percent of respondents across the sample claimed to be aware of the value of
the block grant that their community would receive from NSP for implementation of sub
projects. There was no significant difference observecehawgpondents in consultation
communities and those in referendum communities, although variation between districts was
significant. Respondents in Farsi, Hisarak, and Sherzad were least likely to be aware of the village
of their ¢ ommuwhiletegpdngentdih Batklk, CrasiBlaanftDaulina, Gulran,

and Khost Wa Firing were more likely. In Adraskan, Balkh,-€I8slatrif, Daulina, and Farsi,
respondents were more likely to be aware of the value of the block grant if they lived in a
consulation community. In Hisarak and Khost Wa Firing, the opposite was the case.

¥ The difference between meeting villages andresfédum villages in the probability of selecting a road or
bridge project is significant at the 5 percent level, while the difference in the probability of selecting a
community center or drainage or flood protection project is significant at the 10 dexegnt

34 618 interviews were conducted across the 63 consultation communities and 620 interviews were conducted
across the 64 referendum communities.
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61 percent of respondents in consultation communities and 54 percent of respondents in
referendum communities claimed to be aware
Plan CDP), which is supposed to be drafted by the CDC prior to thragabt selection in

order to provide the candidate gubjects to be considered during the selection procedure. The
difference between consultation and referendum communities, howesregnisnainly by

Farsi district, where just 16 percent of respondents in referendum communities claimed
awareness of the CDP, as compared to 55 percent in consultation communities. Respondents in
Gulran, Hisarak, and Sang Takht were more likely thanrpatistén other districts to claim
awareness of the CDP, while respondents in Khost Wa Firing and those in referendum
communities in Farsi were much less likely to be aware of the CDP.

Figure 11: Knowledge of Proposed Community Deglopment Plan
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When respondents aware of the CDP for their village were asked whether this CDP represented
the correct plan for the village, 99 percent of respondents in consultation communities and 98
percent of respondents in referendum communitieessegr their satisfaction with the plan.
However, when respondents were asked whether any important penjelseen excluded

from the project selection procedure, a significant number indicated that they were not
completely happy with the options that badn presented to them. In batteetingand
referendunvillages40 percent of respondents said that they believed some important projects
had been excluded from the selection procedure. Respondents in Balkh, Daulina and Gulran
generally exhibited a hi¢dvel of satisfaction with the options presented by the selection
procedure, while, on the other hand, respondents in-EHsitarif were very dissatisfied, as

were respondents in Hisarak and Sang Takht, although to a lesser degree. In both Hisarak and
Sang T&ht, respondents in referendum village® much more likely to be dissatisfidia the

list of candidaterojects than their counterpartameeting villagesvhile the opposite was the

case in Sherzad.
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Figure 12: Percert of Respondents Satisfied with List of Candidate Projects
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96 percent of respondents in consultation communities and 97 percent of respondents in
referendum communities stated they made their own decision of wApiabjestifs) to support

or to vote for No respondents indicated that a representative of the FP or district administration
had attempted to influence which-pufject they supported or voted fAcross the sample, a

slight majority of respondents repotteat they decided whiginoject(s¥o support or vote for

based upon a consideration of which contributed most to the development of the village. This
was followed by a consideration of the location of the project, the opinion of village leaders or
the CDC, and the cost of the project. daggr proportion of respondents in referendiliages

said that they prioritizedetltontribution of candidapeojects to the development of the village
when making their decision, a difference that is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.

There was significant variation between districts in the main factor cited by respondents in
driving thedecision of which candidapeoject(s) to support or vote for. Respondents in
Daulina, Gulran, Khost Wa Firing, and Sherzad were most likely to cwettibeition to the
development of the village as the most important factor. Respondents in Hisarakl phieritize
cost of the candidapeoject(s), followed closely by the opinion of village leaders. The opinion of
village leaders or CDC members washaortant consideration for respondents in Balkh and

an especially important one for respondents in Hisarak. In Farsi, considerations of the location
of the candidate syyojects tended to be the most important decisioa.variation between

project selémn procedure within districts was for the most part insignificant, with the
exceptions in Farsi, where a much greater proportion of consultation meeting participants
prioritized consieration of the location pfojects, and Adraskan, where a higheopiop of
referendum partigants said that the costprbjects was most important.
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Figure 13: Main Determinant of Preferred Project(s)
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When asked who decides whicbjects are implementadd funded by NSP, 79 percent of
respondents imeeting villageand 77 percent of respondents in referendliagessaid that
villagers make the decision. NSP itself was the next most popular response, cited by 26 percent
of respondents immeeting villgesand 25 percent of respondents in referendillages
followed by the CDC, which was cited by 25 percent of respondmetstiimg villagesnd 23
percent of respondents in referendullages23 percent of respondentsneeting villagesnd
16 percet of respondents in referenduitlagesaid that the FP has a role in the decision, while
10 percent of respondents in consultation communities and 7 percent of respondents in
referendum communities mentioned the central government. Only 4 perceonderds said
that village leaders had a role in the decision.
Figure 14: Perceived DecisioAMaker(s) on Funding and Implementation of Projects
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Although responses were very similar across consultation and referendum communities,
significant differences were noticed between districts. Respondents in Balkh, Farsi, Hisarak,
Khost Wa Firing, Sang Takht, and Sherzad were the most likely to say that villagers had a role in
deciding which subrojects were funded and implemented, wdsjgondents in ChisktSharif

and Daulina were the least likely. Respondents in Sang Takht and Sherzad most commonly
ascribed a role for the FP in the selection process; respondents in Adraskan and Sang Takht were
the most likely to mention NSP, while @2C was most commonly mentioned by respondents

in Adraskan and Hisarak.

99 percent of respondents in referendillagesand 93 percent of respondentsrigeting
villagesexpressed confidence in the project selection procedure, saying that the tesults of t
would indeed determine which projects would be implemented in the village. Respondents in
Adraskan, Balkh, ChishtSharif, and Hisarak appeared to not be completely sold, however, with
13 percent of respondents in referendtllagesin Adraskan, 29 pment of respondents in
meeting villages Adraskan, 12 percent of respondenisaatingvillagesn Balkh, 13 percent

of respondents imeetingvillagesn Chishte Sharif, and 19 percent of respondentseeting
communities in Hisarak clamg that tle results of thprocedure wouldat actually determine
whichprojects were implemented.

Figure 15: Proportion of Respondents Expressing Confidence in Decisiveness of Project Selection Procedure
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Respondents seemed satisfied th@éhsulgproject selection procedure, regardless of whether a
referendum or consultation meeting was held in their community. Overall, 99 percent of
respondents in consultation communities and 97 percent of respondents in referendum
communities said thateth believed the syioject selection procedure was a good one. Only in
Adraskan and ChishtSharif did some respondents express dissatisfaction. In Adraskan, nine
percent of respondents in consultation communities said that they believed that oconsultatio
meetings were not an appropriate way to seleptgabts, while in ChishtSharif, 31 percent

of respondents in referendum communities said that referenda were not a good way to select
subprojects?

% Only in two villageswerethe majority of respondents dissatisfied with the process, which is consistien

the comments made by the enumerator, who noted that people in these villages would have preferred to have a
consultation meeting, since the advantages and disadvantages of the projects were not properly discussed before
the referendumWhen asked wikh form of subproject selection procedure they believed to be more
appropriate, 16 of 17 respondents expressed their preference for a consultation meeting.

20



Figure 16: Proportion of Respondents Expressing Satisfaction with Project Selection Procedure
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Betwen October 2007 and April 200Tonitors were dispatched daoectlyobserveCDC

electonan® vVvi |l |l ages assigned to el ect a @&€DC wusi
vill agesd) and 66 villagearagesipgmonec dafgee € lhec
vi | |*aThe exdrdis@aimed to provide an independent and systeawtaunting of the

integrity of CDC electiorend the perceptions of villagefghe electior’® In each monitored
village,monitors completed four instrumefit§: 1 ) av odpeo sitnt er vi ewd adm
1,675 male voters to collect information concerning perceptions of the electiod®g@)cess;

t hree opollingpaentasgo omedenaingddet ai |l ed i n
procedures, of which 350 were complét¢d3 ) opolling station rep
information on the location and design of polling stations not selected for detailed monitoring,

of which 434vere completed;, (2) an oelection reportd summ
the voting process, of which 131 were comgfeted.

Overall, the results of the monitoring exercise indicated thatogedi selection procedures
were professionally executgdHacilitating Partners (FPs) assigned to the 10 evaluation districts

% CDC Elections in Adraskan and Farsi districts were conducted between October and Novembér 2007.
Balkh, Daulina, Hisarak, Khost Wa Firing, and Sang Takht, CDC elections were between November and
December 2007. CDC elections in Sherzad, Gulran and &hiSharif were held between February and April
2008.

37 within districts, villages were selectedrfelection monitoring in order to ensure balance across time and
spacewith themonitors visitingelections held early, in the middlas well as late in the election schedule for
the district.

% The main duty of the election monitor was to observe timelact of CDC elections and to interview voters
about the election process.the event that a monitor witnessed a problem with the election, he was instructed
to document it in detail. If the problem was determined to be gifiweting was not taking lace at all, if
village leaders were intimidating voters, or sudhe election monitor was instructed to contact the evaluation
coordinator in Kabul. The monitor was explicitly instructed not to interfere in the election process or try to
affect the outome in any way. Although FPs knew their work would be subjected to monitoring, they were not
aware when that would happen as the monitoring schedule was confidential, only known by the evaluation team
and the monitor.

39 A detailed desdption of these instruments is available on p. 6 of the CDC Election Monitoring Report. The
CDC election monitoring instruments themselves are available on pp32®f the same reporn order to
standardize the monitoring process, the evaluation arided detailed written guidelines for CDC election
monitors, which are available for inspectionkdtp://web.mit.edu/cfotini/iwww/NSPE/surveycdc.html

“9Due to cultural sensitivitiest, was not ordinarily possible for male CDC monitors to interview female voters,
so the postote interviews were administered only to men. Of the 1,675 interviews, 861 occurred in cluster
villages and 814 occurred inlarge villages.

1183 polling stabn detailed reports were completed in cluster villages and 167 weraigatvillages.

2247 polling station reports were completed in cluster villages and 187 were completiide atllages.

4364 were completed in cluster villages and 66 wereptetad in afarge villages.
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and that, in general, villagers exhibited a good understanding of the function gdrtecsub
selection procedure and of NJPRe results of the evaluation monitoraigo indicate hat
monitored communities assigned to cluster elections were broadly similar to monitored
communities assigned telaage elections in terms of numbers of households and number of
registered votet$However, the results of the monitoring also indicatethte wrong election

type was implemented in a number of villagésch marginally reduces the chance of finding
significant difference between the election types, even if such differences exist.

IV. Hypotheses

Existing studies of elite captureammunitydevelopmenprogramsaint a contrasting picture

of the extent to which projects are O6captur
broader village population. While some stuiiksate that local elites tend to promote their

own preferrd pr oj ects, which turn out not t*%% repr
others find no evidence for elite capture and suggest that project proposals prove to be equally
representative of elites as well as their constitU&@hts. study is concexd with examining

both the incidence of elite capture and the extent to diffietentmethods of electing local

councils and selecting projextsdition elite capture dhe project selection proc&Sshat is,

how different election and selection prheesaffect, if at alllhe level ofalignment between

the types ofprojects that are selected and prioritenedl theexantepreferences of different

groups of villagers, such as male elites, general male villagers, and femaléowittegers
implematation of particular project types

As noted in Sectidifl above, two different types of election metholdister and darged and

two different types of selection procedd@reonsultation meeting and referendénwere
implemented across the 250 villages included in the study. As the randomized assignment of
variation in election types was introduced independently to the randomized assignment of
variation in project selection types, the study is able to distinguish betwegacts of not

just the variation in different election and selection types, but also different combinations of
election and selection type. This section theoretically explores the effects that each type of
variation is expected to have on the tyfpeetected and prioritized projects. Sedibh

considers the effect of variation in election type, Séétibexamines the effect of variation in

project selection type, and SechioB discussed the expected effect of different combinations

of election and selection types. Anticipated differences between variations are outlined below in
the form of hypotheses, complete with specifications as to how each isyipdthbs tested.

“4 For a breakdown of number of households and number of registered voters by district and by electoral method
in the monitored communities see pP.4f theCDC Election Monitoring Report:
http://web.mit.edu/cfotiniivww/NSPE/CDCE-MR.pdf

> There are 21 such villages. The list of villages can be found in Annex I.

“5(Rao & Ibafiez, 2005; Owen & Van Domelen, 1998; van Domelen, 2002)

7 (Labonne & Chase, 20Dp8inds that households that are more active in the community are in turn more likely

to have their desiregflected in community proposals.

“8 Similar exercises are performed(iblken, 2008)and(Labonne & Chase, 2009)

49 0n dependent and independent variables, superscripts denote time periods corresponding to phases of data
collection: 0 denotes the period prior to the initiation of NSP activities (i.e., baseline subvey)denotes the

period during which CDC elections are hada: 2 denotes the period during which projects are seledted

denotes the period during which projeats undertaken and completéd; 4 denotes the period following the
completion of projects during which the first follawp survey is administered; awd- 5 denotes the period

during which the second followp survey is administered. On dependent and iwdgnt variables, subscripts
denote the unit of analysi€Xdenotes an individual villagex» denotes a member of the CDC or village
leadership; andb denotes a village. On coefficients, superscripts denote the reference category to which the
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IV.1. Election Method

Under the two types of project selection, members of community development councils
(CDCs) who wish to manipulate the project selection procedure to ensure that the selected
and prioritized projects align with their sktpreferred projects must access different
channels. Under a referendum selection, for instance, CDC members wishing to manipulate
the selection procedure have the ability to alter the list of proposed projects that are listed on
the ballot, but havetl# opportunity to affect the set of selected and prioritized projects
which are determined by the outcome of the referendum. Under the consultation meeting
procedure, on the other hand, CDC members have less control over the list of agenda of the
meetingand thus over the set of projects which are discussed, but are given final authority to
determine the set of selected and prioritized projects.

Under either consultation meetings or referenda, the extent to which members of the village
elite can manipulatiee selection procedure to their own ends is severely constrained if such
elites are not elected to the CDC. Accordingly, the relationship between election type and
elite capture of the various stages of the project selection process is stronglythHmked to
relationship between election type and elite continuity, which is defined as the proportion of
pre-identified village elites elected to the @inditional on the election of preisting

elitesto the CDC, it is theorized that such elites willdre imclined to engage in capture of

the project selection process to the neglect the demands of the broader village community
under the cluster election method, as candidates under this method are much likely to face
contestation and will thereby be tesscerned about being held to account by the voters of

the village during the next CDC election.

The hypothesis is summarized with the following equation, where the dependent variable
measures the probability that the selected project aligns more pidetiettences of existing
powerholders than h the preferences of villagebsthe term in brackets represents the
estimated coefficient for the effect of election type on elite contianity0 is a dummy
variable which assumes a value otk i¥illageohas been assigned ataage election and
which assumes a value of 0O if the village has been assigned a cluster election:

DX . QAL | 4 -6

B O LOEBYZ = | o+ ST 1P00% + - where °< 0
w0

IV.2. Project Selection Procedure

As noted in SectiontV.1 above,community development councils (CDCs) who wish to
manipulate the project selection procedure dorerthat the selected and prioritized projects

P

align with their set of preferred projects must access different channels under the two different
selection procedures. Under the consultation meeting procedure, elites elected to the CDC have
less opportunytto affect the type of projects that are selected or prioritized, but do have greater
influence over the set of proposed projects, whereas under referenda, the opposite is true. This

distinction leads to two separate hypotheses which are discussdxtioviurn

hypothesisfalls into and the subscript denotes the reference number of the hypothesis within the reference

category.
* The relationship between election type and elite continuity is explored empirically in an accompanying paper,
AfAnal ysis of Vapeé aomeEl actEdraelti Omt dgmeso, which is

http://web.mit.edu/cfotini/www/NSPE/papers.html
1 The regression is presented in bullet point four of Section V of the accompanying fpaber,a |l y si s
Variance in Election Type on Electoral Out comeso.
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1. Proposed ProjectsIn the project selection procedure, ffa¢ of proposed projecis
defined bythosewhich are presented for discussion during the consultation meeting or
which are included on the ballot of the sdmatt referendumJnderthe referendum
procedure, the set of proposed projects is fixed by the CDC members prior to project
selection procedure and villagers outside of the CDC have no ability to alter the set of
proposed projects. This is not the case, however, with consutia¢iongs, where it is
conceivable for villagers outside of the CDC to propose alternate projects during the
consultation meeting.

Accordindy, it is hypothesized that there will be greater alignment between the list of
proposed projects and the projeatsfgrred by village elites under referenda than under
consultation meetingghe hypothesis is summarized by the following equation, where the
dependent variable measunesprobability that the proposed projattsllagewalignwith

the preferences pfeexistingvillage eliteand’ YO@*™ ! is a dummy variable which assumes

a value of 1 if the villageselects projects through a sebadibt referendum and which
assumes a value of 0 if the village seleg@stsrthrough a consultation meeting:

OlENEI RO 2 = | o+1 2YOG L+ -4 wheref < 0 Q"

2. Selected and Prioritized ProjectsFor reasons described directly above in Sdt#don
referenda should limit elite capture of project selection and ensure that the selected projects
better reflect the preferences of the general village public. The hypothesis is summarized by
the following equation, where tbependent variable measures the probability that the
project selected or prioritized by the selection procedure indsiliges more with the
preferences of existing poveiders than with the preferences of villagers/@@* is a
dummyvariable which assumes a value of 1 if the villsgJects projects through a secret
ballot referendum and which assumes a value of O if the village selects projects through a
consultation meeting:

B OIS LOEBY2 = | o+ OYOGH + - wheref > 0 e\

IV.3. Interaction of Election Type and Selection Method

The independent and random assignmemeftwo types of election methods and project
selection procedures across the 250 sample \altadpes thestudy to identify how different
combinations of election and selection types affect outcomes of the selection pfbedure
hypothesized effect is discussed and specified below.

As discussed in Sectibhl aboveconditional on the election of members of theegigting

elite to the CDC, it is predicted thiataage electionsill reduce the elite capture of the project
selection procedure. In addition, as discus$¥diabove, the referendum selection procedure

is hypothesized to result in lower levels of elite capture of the selection prasemluesult,

the combination of an-&rge election and referendisnexpectetb result in the selection of
projectdessclosely aligned with the preferences opteexisting elitesalthought is unclear
whether or not there is sufficient reason to expect an additional interaction effect between at
large elections and referenda. The hypothesis is summarized bwthg &gjloation:
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V.

VI.

Data Sources

Data used in thisgper to test the hypotheseslined in Sectiokv abovegenerally comes from

two sources: (1) information on the proppsetéctedand prioritizegbrojectsin each village
suppliedfor thethe ten evaluation distridig Failitating Partners (FPa) the request of the
evaluation team; and (2) data from the baseline survey for the NSP impact evaluation collected
across the ten evaluation districts during August and September 2007 by enumerators employed
by the Vulnerabilitgnalysis UnitEach of these is discussed below.

Information Supplied by FPs

At the request of the evaluation team, FPs working in the ten evaluation district collected most
informationrelatingto the characteristics of the proposslectedand priotized projects.
Specifically, for eackvaluation villagé-Ps provided information on the proposed projects,
including the type, proposed budget, ondevhich the project appeared on the referendum
ballot (if applicable)and whetheor not the projectwas selected for implementation. For
selectegrojects, informatiomwas also provided for eagh the level of prioritization, dhe

order in which the projerstto be implemented. Fareetingvillagesinformation was provided

on the number of CDC memizeand the number afther villagers that participated in the
consultation meting, while information is providient evaluation villages on the number of
male and femaletes received by each proposed project. Overall, data was provided for 1,567
proposéd projects and 820 selected progotss35 villages.

Baseline Survey?

During thebaseline survey of the NSP impact evaluation, whglconducted during August

and September of 2QOihformation was collected regarding the type(s) of projects that
respondents would most like to see implemented in the.villegénformation was collected
across all of the four surveys, which covered the followiagn&lg household questionnaire

was designed to be administered to ten randefelsted male heamfshousehold in each
village covering4,895 respondenis all 500 evaluation villages; (2nae focus group
guestionnaire administered to groups of village leaders and/or mentbersilZfge council

and involving a total of 5,334 patrticipants; {8)nale focus group questionnaideninistered

to a group of women who tended to overwhelmingly be wives or other relatives of the village
leaders and/or members of the lamalncil involvinga total of 3,670 participants across 496
villagesand (4) demale individual questionnaire administered to the same participants as the
female focus group but was conducted on d@osmee basis, involving 3,398 women in 496
villages.

Results

This section presents some background information on the projecinspitectiss, as well as
estimates of the impact of selection and election type on outcomes of the selection process.
SectionVI.1 provides an overview of the process of project selection, detailing the number and
cost of projed, level of participation, atite outcome of referenda. Sectigr2 examines

variation in the types or preferred, proposed, selected, and prioritized projects by district and by
selection and election type. Finally, sebi@presents tests hypotheses relating to the impact

of election and selection type on the alignment between both selected and prioritized projects
and those projects which different groups of participants had expresta@rcprior during

an earlier survey.

%2 A comprehensive accounting of the results of the baseline survey is presented in the Baseline Survey Report,
which is available for download dittp://web.mit.edu/cfotini/iwww/NSPE/BSR.pdf

25


http://web.mit.edu/cfotini/www/NSP-IE/BSR.pdf

VI.1.

Both referenda and consultation meetings are found to be relatively competitive, as measured by
the number of projects selected compared to the number proposed, with no significant
differences are noted between diffeselection or election types, although large differences are
observed between districts. The cost of selected projects also differs markedly between districts,
with some differences also being noted between different selection and election types.
Interesingly, the mean difference in the estimated and final cost of selected projects is found to
be significantly higher in referendum villages. Participation in both selection procedures is found
to be relatively high, although, on avetages as mamnyillagers vote in referenda tlatend
consultation meetings.

As is to be expected, large differences are observed between districts in the types of projects that
were preferre@xanteby baseline survey respondents or which were proposed, selected, or
prioritized in the selection procedure. Although no signitidérences are observed between
election or selection types or elecfi@election combinations in the types of projects that are
proposed, selected, or prioritized, a statistically signiffteneinde is observed in the types of
projects that are prioritized under referenda&vis those projects prioritized under
consultation meetings.

Few significant differences are observed with respect to the effect of the different election type
on thealignment between the project preferences of the different groups interviewed during the
baseline survey and the types of projects that were proposed, selected, or prioritized. However,
selection type does appear to have a significant impact on thye abpede village leaders to
influence the proposal, selection, and prioritization of projects they prefer. Specifically,
consultation meetings seem to ensure, with greater frequency, that the types of projects preferred
by male village leaders appearngmthose proposed, selected, or prioritized. Across the
different election and selection types, the preferences of male villagers appear to have a very
strongrole in determining which types of projects are selected or prioritized.

Characteristics of Selgmon Procedures

This following section providemformation on the characteristics of the two selection
procedures. The first sgbction examines summary statistics concerning the number of projects
proposed and selected and compares the competitiiesassutiation meetings and referenda

and of selection procedures across districts. The secesttsn presents information on the
estimated cost of selected and unselected projects and of the difference between estimated and
final costs. The third stgection compares participation in consultation meetings and in
referenda across the sample and between districts, while the fourth anesénabaylresents

data on the distribution of votes between selected and unselected projects and ortitire correla
bet ween a projectds ordering on the referend

In the median sample village, six projects were propegledhree being selected. The
competitiveness of selection procedures differed little between seteeksmtion types, but

did differ sharply between distridts.atlargevillagesand especially in those villages which
combined alarge elections with referenthee costs ofunselectegrojects were lowdhan in

cluster villageSelected projects weiound to be significantly more expensive than unselected
projects in meeting villages, but not in referendum villatpegeatillages, or cluster villages.

On average, there as an $800 difference between the costs of selected projects when estimated
before the selection project and the final project cost. Large variations were observed between
districts and, interestingly, between meeting and referendum villages, with the mean upward
adjustment being much higher in the laBeth consultation meetismi@nd referenda are found

to attract relatively high levels of participation, with a median of 113 people participating in
consultation meetings and a median of 213 people voting in referenda. In referenda, selected
projects, on average, receive four tima® votes than unselected projects. A strong negative
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correlation is also observed between the order a project is listing on the referendum ballot and its
probability of selection.

Competitiveness of Selection Procedure

Across the sample of 235 villagasch participated in the experiment and for which data on
project selection is available, a median of six projects were proposed and three weks selected
demonstrated iffable2 below, whictpresents informatn by district, election type, selection
type, and combination of election and selection hgye, it almost no variation in the number

of proposed and selected projects between villages with défecgonh or selection types or
electiond selectiorcombinationsBetweerdistricts, however, there is significant variation in the
number of both proped and selected projects, with the meuiarber of proposed projects
ranging from 11 in Adraskan to three in Khost Wa Firinghandumber of selectedopects

varying froma median of just one Sang Takhb sevenn Chishte Sharif.

Table 2: Number of Proposed and Selected Projects, by District, Election Type, Selection Type and

Combination of Election and Selection Type

Proposed Projects Selected Projects
O Mean Med. S.D. Min. Ma Obs. Mean Med. S.D. Min.  Max.
11 1.5

bs. X.
Adraskan 25 10.8 13 25 2.8

8 3 07 2 5
Balkh 24 7.3 7 07 6 10 24 3.0 3 06 2 5
Chisht-e Sharif 24 9.8 9 28 6 16 24 6.6 7 12 4 9
Daulina 25 6.5 6 1.9 3 10 25 3.3 3 06 2 4
Farsi 25 5.1 5 03 5 6 25 2.0 2 09 1 4
Gulran 24 7.4 7 19 4 12 24 4.8 5 04 4 5
Hisarak 24 7.2 7 17 4 10 24 5.1 5 14 2 8
Khost Wa Firing 24 3.0 3 0.8 1 4 24 3.0 3 0.8 1 4
Sang Takht 22 35 4 11 1 6 21 17 1 09 1 4
Sherzad 18 5.7 6 09 4 7 18 2.4 3 09 1 4
234 35 3 17 1 9
118 6.7 6 27 1 13 118 3.4 3 16 1 8
117 6.6 6 29 1 16 116 3.6 3 18 1 9
119 6.6 6 27 1 16 119 3.3 3 15 1 8
116 6.8 7 28 2 15 115 3.7 3 19 1 9
59 6.5 6 27 1 12 59 3.3 3 15 1 7
59 6.9 7 27 3 13 59 3.6 3 17 1 8
60 6.7 6 28 1 16 60 3.4 3 15 1 8
57 6.6 6 3 2 15 56 3.8 3 21 1 9

Note Differences between means for election type, selection type, and combination of election and selection type are dignéfi¢ant a
percent level if italicized; significant at the 5 percent level if underlined andizedicand significant at the 1 percent level if bolded,
underlined, and italicized. Differences for all other means are statistically insignificant.

Detailed analysis of the selection process that, across the sample, thkreewereting
villageswith only one proposed projeatith no alternatives being presented in the selection
process®In all other villagesncluding all referendum villaghere were at least two proposed

3 This occurred inBata Par and Pajak villages in Khost Wa Firing an@ard Sangin Sang Takht and
represented a clear violation of the procedures required to be followed in the selection progbiblr as

detailed in STH2 Guide for Social Organizers in Annex Il below, required that the Community Development

Pl an, which provides the 1list of proposed projects,
that the total cost of thergposed projects exceed the expected value of the block grant by an amount greater
than the average value of the proposed projects.



projects.Table3 presentgesuls, both at the district level and for the various typdbgof
proportion of proposed projects that were seletteste are no significant difference between
villages with differerypes butthe variation between districts was sizeRldgect seleicin

was the least competitivekinost Wa Firingwhere all of the proposed projects were selected in
22out of 24villagesand the selection procedure was thereby essentially without meaning for the
selection of projects, albeit not necessarily for ithrdtipation of project¥ In Chishte Sharif

also, two meeting villages and two referendum villages heldcompetitive selection
proceduresSelection procedures in Adraskan, however, were very competitive, which only 27
percent of proposed projectsrgeiselected. Selections in Balkh, Farsi, and Sherzad were also
relatively competitive, at 41 percent, 41 percent, and 42 percent respectively.

Table 3: Proportion of Proposed ProjectsSeleded, by District, Election Type, Selection
Type and Combination of Election and Selection Type

Obs. Mean Med. S.D. Min. Max.

Adraskan 25 27% 27% 8% 15% 44%
Balkh 24 41% 43% 10% 20% 71%
Chisht-e Sharif 24 2% 69% 20% 44% 100%
Daulina 25 55% 57% 19% 30% 100%
Farsi 25 41% 40% 19% 17% 80%
Gulran 24 68% 65% 17% 33% 100%
Hisarak 24 72% 71% 16% 40% 100%
Khost Wa Firing 24 98% 100% 8% 67% 100%
Sang Takht 21 48% 50% 20% 25% 100%
Sherzad 18 42% 41% 15% 20% 80%

234 57% 50% 25% 15% 100%

118  56%  52% 25% 17% 100%
116 57% 50% 25% 15% 100%
119  55%  50% 24% 15% 100%
115  58% 58% 26% 15% 100%

59  56% 50% 25% 18% 100%
59  56% 56% 26% 17% 100%
60  55% 50% 23% 15% 100%
56  60% 60% 27% 15% 100%

Note Differences betweemeans for election type, selection type, and combination of election and selection type are significant at t
percent level if italicized; significant at the 5 percent level if underleed italicized; and significant at the 1 percent level if bolded
underlined, and italicizedifferences for all other mearare statistically insignificant.

Cost of Selecte@nd UnselectedProjects

Information onthe estimatedtosts ofunselecte@nd glectedorojectsis presented imable4

below>® No significant differencese observed betwemeetingand referendum villagesthe

mean costs afelected projextbut selected projesists are found to begsificantly lower in
atlarge village8 Consultation meetings are found to produce significantly less expensive

> This represented a widespread violation of the procedures stipulated for project selection and will be
addressed to thencerned FP.

% Information on the costs of unselected projects was not available for Farsi, Gulran, and Khost Wa Firing, even
though FPs were requested to estimate such costs and report this information.

% The difference is significant at 5 percent lefa all the proposed projects, but is only significant at the 10
percent level if the standard errors are corrected for correlation within villages. the difference is significant at
10% level for all the proposed projects and not statistically signiffoatiie selected projects.

28



unselected projeciss are darge electio’$ The average difference in the costs of selected and
unselected projects is not statisticalyifcant for the whole sample of villages and for sub
samples oftlarge and clustetllages, as well as ttve subsample ofreferendunvillages.
However, ilfmeetingvillagesthe costs oselected projectgeresignificantly highéghan those

of unselected projects.

Table 4: Cost of Selected and Unselected Projectsy District, Election Type, Selection Type and
Combination of Election and Selection Type

Estimated Cost of Selected Projects Estimated Cost of Unselected Projects
Obs. Mean Min. Max. Obs. Mean Min. Max.
7 19

Adraskan 1 $5,965 $800  $36,000 8 $7,676 $600 $60,000
Balkh 65 $16,787 $2,000 $57,000 102 $19,886 $3,400 $140,000
Chisht-e Sharif 159 $9,000 $176  $55,000 75 $7,724 $242 $66,000
Daulina 82 $6,889 $700 $26,000 80 $9,905 $700 $100,000
Farsi 5 $14,200 $6,000  $30,000 0 - - -
Gulran 114 $9,899 $730 $44,800 0 - - -
Hisarak 122 $12,360 $1,400  $40,000 48  $10,883  $1,000 $40,000
Khost Wa Firing 69  $21,391  $2,400 $77,267 0 - - -
Sang Takht 35 $8,130 $1,589  $35,200 43 $7,571 $324 $24,000
Sherzad 42  $11,068 $3,610 $26,900 55 $6,166  $2,220 $20,000

764 $11,051  $176  $77,267 601 $10,162  $242  $140,000
383  $11,786  $700  $77,267 306  $10,989  $242  $140,000
381 $10,313  $176  $60,000 295  $9,304  $324  $100,000
370  $10,986  $176  $60,000 310  $8914  $330  $100,000
394  $11,113  $700  $77,267 291  $11.490  $242  $140,000
Cluster & Meeting 183  $12,310 $700 $60,000 152 $9,473 $330 $100,000
Cluster & Referendum 200 $11,306  $700  $77,267 154  $12,484  $242  $140,000
A-L & Meet. 187  $9,691  $176  $50,600 158 $8,377  $600  $61,600
A-L & Ref. 194  $10,913  $700  $60,000 137 $10,373  $324  $100,000

Note Differences betweemeans for election type, selection type, and combination of electibsedection type are significant at the 10
percent level if italicized; significant at the 5 percent level if underlined and italicized; and significant at the i lpeetéhbolded,
underlined, and italicized. O&rences for all other megauare stastically insignificant.

In many instances, the final cost of the selected projects differs from the cost of these projects at
the proposal stagETable5 provides information on the final cost élected projecand the
difference betweenedhinal and proposed casfégross the full sample, the costpodjects
experienced an upward adjustment of around &880ugh there is a noticeable variation
betweendistricts.In Adraskan, project costs increased lylyn&4,500, on average, wihle i

Gulran and Sang Taklthe cost oprojectsdecreased on average, whereas no cost adjustments
were reportedh Chishte Sharif, Daulina, and Khost Wa Firtg significantifferences in the

size of cost adjustmerdre dservedbetweenatlarge and clustesillages, bua statistically
significantdifferenceof $800 is observdzetweemmeeting and referendum villages, reflecting

that selected projects were more likely to be-onded during referenda

" The differences are significant at 5 percent level without adjustment for the correlation of errors within
villages and at the 10 percent level following such an adjustment.

%8 |In Farsj the majority of projectdack information on theproposedcost, whereas in Khost Wa Firing
information is lackingn the finalcosts of selected projects.

9 The difference is significant at 5 percent level with and without adjustment fotviliégre correlation of
errors.



Table 5: Final Cost of Selected Projects and Cost Adjustment, by District, Election Type, Selection

Type and Combination of Election and Selection Type

Final Cost of Selected Projects Cost Adjustment for Selected Projects

Mean Min. Max. Obs. Mean Min. Max.

Adraskan 70  $10,361 $1,405 $56,710 70 $4,483 -$22,663 $40,710
Balkh 71 $16,400 $2,000 $57,000 70 $801 -$20,800 $18,000
Chisht-e Sharif 161 $8,920 $176 $55,000 159 $0 $0 $0
Daulina 82 $6,889 $700 $26,000 82 $0 $0 $0
Farsi 49  $13,655 $1,383 $52,799 5 $1,935 -$5,111 $9,006
Gulran 7 $27,482 $5,680 $59,660 28 -$1,473 -$22,000 $37,660
Hisarak 122 $12,496 $1,400 $40,000 122 $136 -$5,800 $14,000
Khost Wa Firing 16  $24,388 $3,093 $77,267 18 $0 $0 $0
Sang Takht 35 $8,075 $1,255 $23,440 35 -$233 -$11,760 $14,856
Sherzad 40 $15,626 $2,454 $39,600 44 $3,640 -$9,740 $20,600

653  $11,600 $176  $77,267 633 $801  -$22,663 | $40,710
324 $12,187 $700  $77,267 314 $811  -$22,000  $40,710
At-Large 329 $11,022 $176  $57,000 319 $791  -$22,663  $27,420
324 $11,163 $176  $55,000 311 $401  -$22,663  $21,103
329  $12,030 $700  $77,267 322 $1,187  -$22,000  $40,710
OISRl 164 12,208 $700  $55,000 158 $314  -$20,800  $20,120
Cluster & Ref. 160  $12,165 $700  $77,267 156 $1,314  -$22,000  $40,710
A-L & Meet. 160  $10,092 $176  $50,600 153 $490  -$22,663  $21,103
A-L & Ref. 169  $11,902 $700  $57,000 166  $1,068  -$18000  $27,420

Note Differences between paired means for election type, selection type, and combinaksmtiari and selection type are significant at
the 10 percent level if italicized; significant at the 5 percent level if underlined and italicized; and significant aethent level if
bolded, underlined, and italicized. Differences for all other npaéis are statistically insignificant.

Participation in Selection Process

Consultation meetisgveregenerallywell attendedas shown ifable 6below with median
attendance odbout 13 villagers and X@DC members. There was a noticeable variation
median attendance between districts, ranging freitag8érso 318 in Balkh, but no significant
differences betweetuster and dargevillages
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Table 6: Participation in Consultation Meeting, by District and Election Type

Villagers CDC Members

Adraskan 13 77.7 61 30.8 48 13 125 10

Balkh 13 30.1 37 16.4 8 49 13 10.7 11 3.4 4 15
Chisht-e Sharif 13 172.2 181 68.9 81 275 13 19.2 20 8.7 10 30
Daulina 12 1723 123 118.5 68 484 12 22.6 26 7.8 10 30
Farsi 13 189.2 173 95.2 68 350 13 12.8 12 5.6 8 26
Gulran 12 366.3 318 211.2 154 904 12 17.7 16 7.8 10 30
Hisarak 12 148.3 140 68.3 61 280 12 194 18 6.8 10 30
Khost Wa Firing 8 46.6 45 14.2 27 74 9 13.8 12 35 10 22
Sang Takht 11 119 140 55.2 40 197 11 10.5 10 O 9 10 12
Sherzad 8 16.3 10

1498 132.2 15.6 70

Cluster Election 54 1413 105 111.6 8 470 57 16.2 14 7.3 8 30
At-Large Election 53 1584 121 151.0 8 904 59 14.9 12 6.7 4 30

Note Differences betweemeans for election type are significant at the 10 percent level if italicized; significant at the 5 percent le\
underlined and italicized; and significant at the 1 percerl I bolded, underlined, and italicized. Eifences for all other mearare
statistically insignificant.

As demonstrated ifiable7 below, @rticipation of villagers in referendum was even higher than
in consuktion meetingswith 213 villages casting votes in the median .vMagation in
participatiorbetweerdistricts was significant, but notaageasin meetingvillage, ranging from

123 in Sang Takht to 305 in GulrAgain, there was no significaiffedence in participation
between cluster andlatgevillages

Table 7: Participation in Referendum, by District and Election Type

Obs. Mean Med. S.D. Min. Max.

Adraskan 12 255.8 230 99.7 124 435
Balkh 11 390.8 318 291.9 84 1032
Chisht-e Sharif 11 158.6 142 67.4 59 259
Daulina 13 341.1 292 201.7 107 889
Farsi 12 253.8 201 143.5 69 551
Gulran 12 299.1 305 165.5 43 550
Hisarak 12 127.8 137 45.3 48 180
Khost Wa Firing 13 305.8 295 84.4 202 524
Sang Takht 10 115.5 123 39.2 38 173
Sherzad 10 229.6 232 36.1 162 294

116 2512 213 1617 38 1032

Cluster Election 60 248.6 210 153.5 38 889
At-Large Election 56 254.1 223 171.5 43 1032

Note Differences betweemeans for election type are significant at the 10 percent ifeNalicized; significant at the 5 percent level if
underlined and italicized; and significant at the 1 percent level if bolded, underlined, and italicized. Differeatiestlier meas are
statistically insignificant.

Outcome of Referendum

Information on the average number of votes received by pregetied by referenda is
presented imable8. Across the full samplselected projecteceived a median of 30 votes,
which is approximately 20 percehthe tdal votes castedhe median number of votes by
village men was higher than that of women (19 compared to 13), although the mean values were
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very similar. N significant differencese observeth the number of votesastin atlarge
villages as comeal to cluster villages

Table 8: Number of Votes in Referendum Received by Selected Projects, by District, Election Type,

Selection Type and Combination of Election and Selection Type

Obs. Mean Med. Min. Max. Mean Med. Min. Max. Mean Med. Min. Max.
34 38 5 210 14 68 0 210

Adraskan 57.9 18.2 0 39.6 0
Balkh 31 1275 81 1 617 59.4 42 1 247 68.2 46 0 392
Chisht-e Sharif 79 221 16 1 89 10.4 5 0 72 117 0 0 89
Daulina 45 846 50 0 383 793 42 0 383 5.3 0 0 72
Farsi 24 653 34 10 202 294 15 0 97 359 24 0 115
Gulran 58 587 33 3 363 287 19 0 191 299 21 0 172
Hisarak 70 206 19 0 50 206 19 0 50 - - - -
Khost Wa Firing 42 937 69 13 212 398 30 0 161 542 44 5 129
Sang Takht 18 398 3 0 136 18.6 2 0 62 218 1 0 76
Sherzad 24 617 58 0 148 379 33 0 78 238 16 0 78
425 565 30 0 617 319 19 0 383 295 13 ERE
215 568 31 0 367 320 20 0 367 302 15 0 210
210 562 30 0 617 319 18 0 383 287 11 0 392

Note Differences between paired means for election type are significant at the 10 percent level if italicized; signifieabitpatrdhnt
level if underlined and italicized; and significant at the 1 percent level if bolded, underlnkeidalacized. Differences for all other mean
pairs are statistically insignificant.

Unselectegrojects receivedn averagalmost four times less votes than selected prajssts
shown in Table9. As withselected projectthe meannumber of votes received from male and
female villages is simikrd no significant differencese found between-karge and cluster
villages

Table 9: Number of Votes Referendum Received by Unselect&dojects, by District, Election Type,

Selection Type and Combination of Election and Selection Type

Total Votes Male Votes Female Votes

Obs.  Mean  Med.  Min. -
Adraskan 99 111 8.0 0 50 7.6 2.0 0 50 3.6 0.0 0 34
Balkh 49 7.0 0.0 0 283 3.4 0.0 0 143 3.6 0.0 0 140
Chisht-e Sharif 31 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0
Daulina 40 157 0.0 0 363 8.1 0.0 0 177 7.6 0.0 0 186
Farsi 38 389 400 1 108 171 135 0 52 215  19.0 0 56
Gulran 29 6.4 1.0 0 46 1.0 0.0 0 11 5.8 0.0 0 46
Hisarak 22 2.7 0.0 0 9 2.7 0.0 0 9 - - - -
Khost Wa Firing 1 420 420 42 42 9.0 9.0 9 9 33.0 330 33 33
Sang Takht 20 219 45 0 131 10.3 2.5 0 61 11.7 2.5 0 70
Sherzad 35 233 230 0 98 129 120 0 60 104  11.0 0 50

34 140 30 0 363
199 136 40 0 363 72 00 0 177 71 00 0 186
165 145 3.0 0 283 7.4 0.0 0 143 7.3 0.0 0 140

Note Differences between paired means for election type are significame a0tpercent level if italicized; significant at the 5 percent
level if underlined and italicized; and significant at the 1 percent level if bolded, underlined, and italicized. Diffierealt@ther mean
pairs are statistically insignificant.



As demastrated inTable1Q, thereis a very strongegativeassociation between the order in
whicha proposed projectwaslistedon the referendum ballahdits probability of selection.

For a project listed first ohd ballot, e probabilityf selection is almost 90 perc¢éaiting to

70 percent for the second project listéed 58 percent for the thirdog3ibleexplanations for

the correlation are th#te most popular pregts are likely thstedfirst or altenativelythat

voters argust more likely tcselecthe first optionsthey come across the list(the secalled
Opur e or. dlhough aeilabledath floes not allow us to distinguish between the two
explanations, both of them are likely to alegle® In either case thesults suggeshatthose
organizing the referendan influence the results of the selection by manipulating the order in
which the projects are listed in the ballot.

Table 10: Probability of Selectionand Order of Proposed Projects

Order of Project on Ballot | Probability of Selection § Number of Observations

First 89% 259
Second 70% 256
Third 58% 246
Fourth 42% 205
Fifth 38% 180
Sixth 30% 135
Seventh 24% 100
Eighth 25% 61
Ninth 18% 39

VI1.2. Typesof Preferred, Proposed, and Selected Projects

Thispurpose of this section is to present information on the specific types of projects that were
preferred by different village groups prior to the project selection procedure, the types of
projects that were proped during the selection procedure, the types of projects that were
selected, and the types of projects which were prioritized for implementafidre finstt sub

section describes, both across the full sample and for each of the ten distripts tife ty
projects which male heafthousehold respondents, male focus group respondents, and female
respondents identified as being the most important for their village. The sesmuticsub
describes the types of projects which were proposed duriegpttiers procedure, both at the
aggregate and district level, and examines differences between election and selection types and
electiond selection combinations. The third and fourthsadtions do the same respectively for
selection projects and pria#d projects.

Noticeable differences between both districts and respondent groups were observed in the types
of preferred projectszemale and, to a lesser exteratlemmeadsof-householdsespondents

listed drinking water projects as their most prefenped while male focus group participants

did not, in the aggregate, cite a project which was overwhelmingly preferred over the other
options.Among all three groups, educational and health facilities were cited as preferred projects
with relative frequey, while projects focused on roads and bridges and irrigation were
mentioned commonly by both groups of male respondents, but relatively infrequently by
women.

®Such 6 p ueffects lmavedbeen dbserved in other contgiteredith & Salant, 2007)for instance,
present empirical evidence that fibal l ot order signi
California.
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At the project proposal staggo mends courses were the most
accountig for just less than a quarter of the total number of projects proposed, followed by
roads and bridges (21 percent), irrigation (15 percent), and drinking water (15 percent). Large
differences were observed between districts in the type of projectsdpimgose significant
differences were apparent between the election or selection types or between the f@ur election
selection combinations. Selected projects were overwhelmingly composed of either roads and
bridges (23 per centeént), driwkinghwated (20 percent); igigason (12 2 p
percent), or electricity (14 percent). As with proposed projects, large differences were observed
between districtdut no statistically significant differences were observed betecen or
selectiortypes or electiod selection combinations. Prioritized projactsusually focused on

either electricity (28 percent), drinking water (25 percent), irrigation (22 percent), or roads and
bridges (21 percentignificant differences are noted both betvaggnicts and between

different selection types, with referendum villages being more likely to select electricity projects
and less likely to select drinking water projects. Villages which held cluster elections and selected
projects by consultation meegtiare also observed to have a significantly different mix of
prioritized projects compared to the other three elécselection combinations.

Preferred Projects

The baseline suryayhich was administered across the 250 villages included inidimneagie ct

selection types experiments between August and September 2007, posed a hypothetical question
in whichrespondents were asked to select, from a list of potential progedeselbpment

projects they believed that the village most neddédifocis group respondents were asked to

only identify one project, while male hefakdousehold and female respondents were asked to
select and prioritize three projects.

The proportion of respondents from each of the three respondent groups that selected each

the main categories of projects as the project most needed by their village is pfégeméd in

17 belowAmong male household respondents, drinking water projects were the most frequently
preferred as the most important project, accounting faer88np of respondents, followed by
schools (16 percent), health facilities (14 percent), roads and bridges (14 percent), and irrigation
(14 percent). Drinking water projects were also the most frequently preferred by female
respondents, accounting for £kqent of the sample, followed by health facilities (17 percent),

and schools (15 percent). Projects preferred by male focus group respondents were relatively
evenly split among the various options, with irrigation being the most commonly cited at 15
percat, followed by drinking water (14 percent), schools (14 percent), health facilities (13
percent), electricity (11 percent), and agricultural inputs, such as seeds and machinery (11
percent).
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Figure 17: Types of Preferred Project by Respondents Type
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Information on the distridevel breakdowns for each of the three respondent groups is
provided in the respective sections below.

Male Head-of-Household Respondents

The proportion of male head-household respondents in each idtsthat cited the various
options as the project most needed by the village is preséiatiglelin below

Table 11: Types of Projects Preferred by Male Household Heads, by District

I

Drinking Water 23% 37% 30% 25% 13% 31% 58% 13%  25% 44% 30%
Schools 18% 5% 9% 24%  44%  24% 6% 8%  13% 7% 16%
Roads or Bridges 3% 28% 23% 18% 5% 7% 6% 28%  14% 8% 14%
Irrigation 30% 4% 15% 7%  15% 9% 5% %  27% 19% 14%
Clinic / Health Facilities 14% 7% 9% 18%  13% 15%  19% 25% 9% 8% 14%
Electricity 2% 10% 7% 3% 2% 6% 1% 15% 8% 10% 6%
Agricultural Equipment 4% 2% 1% 0% 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Livestock 4% 1% 1% 1% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Mosque 2% 3% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Men's Courses 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 0% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1%
Women's Courses 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%
Seeds 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Microfinance Programs 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%
Health / Hygiene Courses 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0%
Toilet Facilities 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Community Center 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

A graphical representation of the above information is presehRigdren18which shows that

there is significant variatioatlween districts in the type of project identified as being the most
important by male heads of household. For example, drinking water projects were indicated as
the most important by 58 percent of the respondents in Hisarak and 44 percent in Sherzad, but
only by 13 percent in Farsi and Khost Wa Firing. For irrigation projects the support varies from
30 percent in Adraskan and 27 percent in Sang Takht to only 4 percent in Balkh.
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Figure 18: Types of Projects Preferred by Male Houskold Heads, by District
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Male Focus Group Respondents

A districtlevel breakdown of th@formation on the preferences ot tmale focus group
participants is presentedliablel2below.

Table 12: Types of Projects Preferred by Male Focus Group Participants, by District

I

Drinking Water 11%  18% 19% 14% 7% 26%  15% 6% 8% 18% 14%
Schools 31% 12% 20% 12% 4% 12%  14% 4%  31% 11% 15%
Roads or Bridges 5% 21% 16% 17%  13% 1%  12% 20% 11% 11% 13%
Irrigation 11%  10% 14% 20%  24% 15% 13% 9% 12% 13% 14%
Clinic / Health Facilities 12%  10% 6% 18%  15% 5% 30% 17% 7% 7% 13%
Electricity 5% 11% 8% 8% 8% 12% 4% 20% 17% 17% 11%
Agricultural Equipment 11% 6% 5% 1% 7% 8% 1% 2% 1% 3% 4%
Livestock 9% 4% 3% 1% 2% 8% 1% 4% 1% 4% 4%
Men's Courses 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 3% 1% 3% 2% 1% 2%
Women's Courses 1% 2% 1% 2% 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 3% 1%
Seeds 2% 4% 2% 1% 6% 4% 3% 5% 1% 5% 3%
Microfinance Programs 1% 1% 2% 1% 7% 1% 4% 2% 1% 1% 2%
Health / Hygiene Courses 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 0% 4% 5% 2% 2%
Toilet Facilities 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0%
Community Center 1% 1% 2% 4% 1% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2%

As displayed iRigure 1%elow, the project preferences of mateisagroup respondents also
displaysignificant variation between distrietsweverthe crossdistrict variation in theroject
preferences ofale focus groupespondentss different from crosgistrict variation in the

support by male heads of househbBbr example, drinking water projects were most popular
among male focus groups participants in Gulran (26 pewdser@as in Hisarak they were
supported by only 15 percent of the respondents. Irrigation projects were supported only by 11
percent of mla focus groups participants in Adraskan, but by 24 percent in Farsi.

36



Figure 19: Types of Projects Preferred by MaleFocus Group Respondentsby District
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Information on the preferences of female respdsidepresented ifablel3below

Table 13: Types of Projects Preferred by Femald&kespondents by District

Drinking Water 44% 28% 62% 31% 22% 40% 53% 6% 48%  65% 41%
Schools 3% 1% 3% 3% 4% 2% 1% 3% 6% 1% 3%
Roads or Bridges 2% 9% 7% 5% 1% 3% 10% 15% 6% 4% 6%
Irrigation 16%  30% 4% 22% 26% 21% 2% 14% 11% 7% 15%
Clinic / Health Facilities 25% 12% 6% 9% 27% 19% 18% 23% 8% 19% 17%
Electricity 2%  10% 5% 2% 6% 7% 2% 21%  13% 2% 7%
Agricultural Equipment 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Livestock 0% 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Men's Courses 0% 0% 0% 13% 0% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Women's Courses 1% 2% 5% 3% 2% 1% 1% 8% 3% 0% 2%
Seeds 4% 3% 6% 1% 3% 2% 8% 2% 2% 1% 3%
Microfinance Programs 0% 2% 1% 3% 2% 0% 2% 1% 1% 0% 1%
Health / Hygiene Courses 0% 0% 0% 5% 3% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Toilet Facilities 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

As shown inFigure 2(elow and, as the previas cases, there is significant variation in the
support of different projects across districts. For some projectgjistossvariation in the
support of different types of projects égnéle responderisscloser to crogdistrict variation in

the suport by male heads of household (e.g. for drinking water projects), but for others it is
closer to crosdistrict variation in the support by male focus group participants (e.g. for
irrigation projects).
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