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Importance	  of	  CDD	  

•  response	  to	  perceived	  failures	  of	  top-‐down,	  
donor-‐driven	  development	  strategies	  in	  
alleviaEng	  poverty	  (PritcheN	  &	  Woolcock,	  
2003)	  

•  Many	  inter-‐related(?)	  goals	  	  
•  The	  World	  Bank	  sponsors	  more	  than	  400	  CDD	  
projects	  in	  94	  countries	  (Wong,	  2012,	  p.	  iv)	  +	  
many	  other	  donors	  and	  governments	  



•  198  municipali.es
•  All  eligible  munis  within  
a  province    invited

•  Equal  chance  of  ge?ng  
the  project:  loBery  
system

By  province

• Within  each  province  
munis  matched  on  
poverty  incidence,  
popula.on,  land  area,  
and  number  of  
barangays

Pairing
• Mayors  write  names  of  
munis

•  Pick  out  balls  from  bag  
(balls  pre-‐marked  A  or  B)

•  Governor  picks  out  ball,  
and  that  becomes  
Treatment

Randomiza.on

Our	  study…RandomizaEon	  was	  
carried	  out	  in	  pairs	  based	  on	  
socioeconomic	  characterisEcs	  



Three	  rounds	  of	  surveys	  took	  place	  
over	  four	  years	  

BASELINE
April  to  
June  2012

INTERIM

February  to  June  
2014


THIRD  ROUND

July  to  October  
2015




We	  surveyed	  nearly	  6,000	  households	  
in	  the	  1st	  and	  3rd	  rounds	  

Baseline

•  198  munis
•  1  bgy  /  muni
•  30  HHs  /  bgy
•  5940  HHs

Interim

•  80  munis
•  1  bgy  /  muni
•  30  HHs  /  bgy
•  2400  HHs

Third  Round

•  198  munis
•  1  bgy  /  muni
•  30  HHs  /  bgy
•  5940  HHs



We	  draw	  on	  six	  data	  sources	  
Data	  source	   Number	  of	  respondents	  
Household	  survey	   5,940	  households	  
Structured	  
Community	  AcEvity	  
(SCA)	  

80	  barangays	  
Each	  barangay	  offered	  15,000	  PHP	  
(300USD)	  as	  grant	  to	  address	  local	  
public	  good	  

Municipal	  and	  local	  
government	  officials	  
survey	  

198	  officials	  

KC	  ACTs	  and	  
community	  
facilitators	  survey	  

181	  program	  facilitators	  

Barangay	  captains	  
and	  officials	  survey	  

198	  captains/officials	  

QualitaEve	  FGDs	   28	  FGDs	  3rd	  round	  in	  12	  barangays	  



We	  analyze	  results	  across	  three	  
domains	  

1.  Socioeconomic	  
2.  Ins&tu&onal	  
3.  Community	  empowerment	  

For	  each	  domain,	  we	  analyze	  intermediate	  and	  
longer	  term	  outcomes	  
	  
Pre-‐analysis	  plan:	  hNps://
www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/171	  





Select	  hypotheses	  &	  	  
emerging	  findings	  

•  H3a:	  KC	  increases	  parEcipaEon	  in	  and	  
knowledge	  of	  formal	  structures	  beyond	  KC	  	  

•  H3c:	  KC	  increases	  confidence	  and	  self-‐efficacy	  
beyond	  KC	  

•  H6:	  KC	  increases	  interacEons	  among	  peers	  	  	  
•  H8:	  KC	  improves	  how	  well	  communiEes	  deal	  
with	  natural	  disasters	  and	  other	  hardships	  

	  



H3a.	  ParEcipaEon	  &	  knowledge	  
of	  formal	  structures	  beyond	  KC	  	  

	  
Attended a muni
council meeting

Filed a complaint to
the lupong

tagapamayapa
Informed

newspaper/radio/tv
station to a local

problem
Met/called/sent a

letter/texted a
politician

Notified police
about a local crime

Participated in a
protest or

demonstration

Participated in an
information campaign

-.2 -.1 0 .1 .2
Treatment Effect (in SD)



H3c.	  Confidence	  and	  self-‐efficacy	  
beyond	  KC	  

	  
Comfortable

speaking during
brgy assemblies

Confidence to
participate

collectively in
community devt

activities

How likely one
would talk to

brgy captain on
issues in

community

Impact in
making the
barangay a

better place to
live

-.2 -.1 0 .1 .2
Treatment Effect (in SD)



H8.	  How	  well	  communiEes	  deal	  with	  
natural	  disasters	  and	  other	  hardships	  

	  
Help received

in case of
death

Help received
in case of

illness

Help received
in case of loss
of employment

Help received
in case of loss

of harvest

Number of
people that

helped

Number of types
of support
received

Was helped by
someone inside

the brgy

-.2 0 .2 .4 .6
Treatment Effect (in SD)



PosiEoning	  our	  emerging	  findings…	  

•  SEll	  in	  process	  of	  analysis	  
•  Other	  CDD	  evaluaEons	  –	  overall	  disappoinEng;	  
more	  posiEve	  findings	  in	  socio-‐economic	  
domain	  vs.	  insEtuEonal	  and	  community	  
empowerment	  domains	  (see	  ie.	  King	  2013;	  
Mansuri	  &	  Rao	  2012,	  etc.)	  

•  Finding	  on	  disaster	  response	  interesEng	  
•  Further	  insights	  into	  results…	  QualitaEve	  work	  



Wrapping	  up	  qualitaEve	  fieldwork…	  
	  

•  How	  can	  we	  explain	  the	  interim	  report	  finding	  that	  
contribuEons	  to	  community	  decrease	  with	  treatment?	  

	  
•  Do	  residents	  report	  governance	  and	  parEcipaEon	  gains	  from	  

KC	  treatment	  that	  we	  may	  not	  have	  captured	  with	  the	  
quanEtaEve	  instruments?	  	  	  

	  	  
•  What	  mechanisms	  underlie	  differenEal	  gains	  in	  barangays	  

with	  indigenous	  persons?	  
	  	  
•  What	  more	  can	  we	  learn	  about	  calamiEes	  (i.e.	  Yolanda)	  and	  

our	  interim	  findings	  that	  Yolanda-‐affected	  treatment	  
communiEes	  were	  beNer	  able	  to	  respond	  than	  Yolanda-‐
affected	  control	  communiEes?	  	  
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