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Abstract

A prospective, randomized evaluation of a development program targeted at strengthening poor rural women’s groups in western Kenya suggests that the program did not improve group solidarity and changed the very characteristics of the groups that made them attractive to funders in the first place.  Younger, more educated women, women employed in the formal sector, relatives of current members, and men joined the groups and moved into leadership positions. 

1. Introduction

Many development practitioners argue that small-scale, participatory development projects involving local community organizations may be more effective than other programs in reaching the poor (Edwards and Sen 2000; Narayan and others 2000; Robb 1999; Brown and Ashman 1996).  Community organizations are also valued for their potential contribution to the development of social capital and a vibrant civil society. Moreover, indigenous organizations of the poor and disadvantaged are often seen as a form of collective action that promotes justice and equality (Edwards and Sen 2000). Anderson and Baland (2002), for example, argue that women’s rotating savings and credit associations in Kenya improve women’s bargaining position within the household. 

Many donors have responded to this view by funding indigenous community organizations among the poor. This funding could potentially enhance social capital among poor and disadvantaged groups, but could also potentially crowd it out, or lead to takeover of their organizations by elites.

There are few systematic evaluations of how development assistance affects organizational capacity of community groups or the participation of the disadvantaged in these groups.  The key difficulty is distinguishing the direction of causality.  For example, a correlation between groups’ organizational strength and outside funding could arise because better groups attracted more funding, because funding led to stronger organizations, or because of some third factor. A correlation between elite leadership and outside funding may arise because funding attracts elites or because elites are more successful at securing funding. 

This paper reports on a prospective, randomized evaluation of a development program explicitly targeted at strengthening organizational capacity among rural women’s groups in western Kenya. Since the nongovernmental organization (NGO) that implemented the program had limited financial and administrative resources, the program was phased in gradually. The order of phase–in was determined randomly. Differences between program groups and groups that had not yet participated in the program should therefore be attributable to the effects of the program.  

We find that the program did not improve group solidarity and indeed may have changed the very characteristics of groups that made them attractive to funders in the first place. More people applied to join treatment groups and new entrants were more likely to have to pay to join. The program increased entry into groups and into leadership positions by younger, more educated women, by women employed in the formal sector, and by men.  

The paper is organized as follows.  Section 2 presents background on the area and the project. Project outcomes are discussed in section 3. Section 4 evaluates the impacts of the project on the composition and structure of women’s groups. The final section concludes.

2. Background on Area and Project

2.1 Selection and Characteristics of Women’s Groups

The projects we evaluate took place in two poor, densely populated rural districts in western Kenya, Busia and Teso. The local economy is based primarily on small–scale farming for subsistence and local market trade, with some limited cash crop production of cotton, tobacco, and sugarcane. 

Women’s groups in Kenya have their roots in a long tradition of community self–help groups, such as funeral and rotating labor clubs. Most groups receive no outside funding or government support, apart from occasional visits by Community Development Assistants (CDAs) employed by the Ministry of Culture and Social Services. 

In 1997, Internationaal Christelijk Steunfonds (ICS), a Dutch NGO, began funding women’s groups in Busia and Teso districts with the goals of strengthening women’s community organizations and improving agricultural practices and nutrition in the area. 

Several hundred groups operating in the area were identified through lists provided by the Ministry of Culture and Social Services and through local CDAs. The NGO identified a total of 100 operational groups in the area. Eighty of these groups were identified as eligible to receive assistance. The main criteria for eligibility in the project were that the groups met regularly and were engaged in a group–based agricultural activity.
 Some richer groups located in Busia town were excluded. 

Once the 80 groups were selected and a baseline survey was conducted, the groups were stratified by administrative division, ordered alphabetically, and every other group was selected to receive funding and training in 1998.  The remaining forty groups were notified that they would receive assistance the next year.  Because these groups were notified that they would receive assistance later, they could change their practices now based on the expectation of future funding.  This effect would bias regression coefficients on the effect of the program toward zero, making it more difficult to identify program effects.  However, we still find significant differences between program and treatment groups.

The average women’s group in our sample of 80 groups has 21 members and has been in operation for 8 years (table 1).  The average member is 41 years old and has 5 years of formal education. Only 15 percent of participants report having a salary or steady source of income, and 57 percent report no source of income other than their farm. 80 percent of members are women and most groups have some male members.  These are often, but not always, the husbands of members. Some serve as the “patron” of the club or as the club advisor. The recruitment of men into women’s groups appears to be a common practice in Kenya (Srujuna, 1996). On average 67 percent of participants in a group live in the same village. The average group is located 10 kilometers from a paved road. 94 percent of the groups are registered with the government.

In 1998, all the groups were already undertaking collective agricultural cultivation as required for program participation but very few groups owned land collectively. Only 1 percent of the plots planted by groups in 1998 were planted on land owned outright by the group. The majority of land planted (74 percent) was donated for group use by a group member and no payment –either cash or in-kind—was expected. Only four groups rented land in exchange for a portion of the harvest. On average 37 percent of plots were planted on land belonging to a group officer.  In addition to agriculture, many groups also undertake other income–generating projects, such as fish farming, beekeeping, or handicraft production. 

Most groups also engage in financial activities and labor exchange. In particular, most groups provide insurance in the form of emergency assistance to members in the face of adverse financial shocks. In the case of illness or death, groups often take up collections and visit members’ homes to provide extra labor. Most of the groups also run rotating savings and credit associations, known in Kenya as merry–go–rounds. Finally, 58% of the groups also operate rotating labor exchange, in which members visit one another’s farms, usually to help with weeding or harvesting during the peak agricultural seasons.  Roughly half the members in groups with rotating labor arrangements participate in the labor exchange.  Women’s groups also participate in community projects by contributing to harambee fundraising events at local schools, clinics, or churches.

2.2 The ICS Program

The ICS program began with ICS field officers interviewing groups and conducting preliminary assessment surveys with women’s groups to determine their needs. The composition of the training and agricultural assistance was then determined by ICS agricultural officers working in conjunction with extension officers in the Ministry of Agriculture. Each group received the same package of training and inputs, with no role for groups to choose individually what they wanted. 

The program consisted of two components. The first involved two days of group management and leadership training for three group leaders at a seminar in the district capital. Funds for travel to Busia town, food, and accommodation were provided to the leaders. A Kenyan trainer specializing in community organizations conducted the training, which emphasized leadership skills, group management techniques, book–keeping, and project administration. 

The second component was agricultural and included both agricultural inputs and training. Each group received a set of agricultural inputs that included hoes and other implements, certified seeds for six crops, fertilizer, and pesticide/herbicide sprayers. These were intended for use on collective group farms but were stored at the homes of individual members. The value of assistance was about $737 per group (an average of $37 per member).
  The value of agricultural inputs represented half the value of total assistance. The organizational and group management training comprised 16 percent of the value of total assistance. The remaining 34 percent of funds were spent on agricultural training. Appendix A gives details of the value of inputs and training.  Comparison groups also received a small set of tools as compensation for their participation in the evaluation. 

In addition to inputs, three group leaders and one additional member were invited to Busia town for five days of classroom instruction and experiential training on agricultural practices and husbandry. Appendix B gives details of both components of the training.  Although each group was invited to send three executive officials (chairperson, secretary, and treasurer) and one additional member, on average, groups sent fewer than four members to receive training, in spite of the benefits of training, which included financial remuneration for travel, increased social stature, and the opportunities for education. Table 2 summarizes the data on training. Over half of the members receiving training were not the executive officials, and 48 percent of those trained had no official position in the group.  This is surprising since most groups have 7-10 official positions and only 20 members. A number of these non-officials (31%), however, were elected to official positions by the end of the project.  A relatively large number of men were sent for training. Sixty-five percent of the program groups sent at least one male to the training; 22 percent sent two or more.  Men were particularly likely to attend the training as the fourth trainee selected by the group. Over half of the fourth trainees were men, while men comprise only 23 percent of group members on average. Eight of the men sent were not listed on the group registers as members.  

Members without an official position in the group may have been selected for training because of an emphasis on literacy from the NGO and from the groups themselves.  Moreover, men and younger, more literate women may have also been more likely to attend training because of older women’s difficulties in obtaining childcare for their families to allow them to travel away for several days.  Surveys conducted with the groups indicate that 18 of 40 groups selected individuals to attend the training based in part on who had the time to go, while 22 based the decision in part on literacy.  Interviews with individual group members indicate that on average members who received agricultural training held 1.6 meetings with group members to train members on farm practices, spending on average a total of six hours on this training.

Three sets of surveys were administered to the groups. A baseline survey was conducted in July and August of 1997, before the randomization was done or funding provided. At the end of the project, in September and October of 1998, a second survey was administered to assess the impact of the assistance. Follow–up surveys were also administered in early 1999. To compensate them for their time, both the assisted and the comparison groups were given a small set of tools. The impacts of assistance should therefore be thought of as the impact conditional on the groups having received farm implements worth about $63 per group (about $3 per group member).

3. Project Outcomes
3.1 Preprogram comparison 

 Prior to the project, the treatment and comparison groups did not differ systematically (table 3). Members of program groups had lower levels of debts compared to these groups at the start of the project in 1997, but there were no other statistically significant differences between the two sets of groups.

3.2 Agriculture outcomes

Table 4 shows the agricultural outcomes for the project. To test for the impacts of assistance on women’s groups, the dependent variable of interest is regressed on an indicator variable that takes the value of one if a group is participating in the program. Each regression also includes indicator variables for the geographic division in which the group is located, which are not reported.  Agricultural labor input is greater in program groups by only two days (column 1).  On average, program groups held 0.45 more additional meetings per week than comparison groups (column 2), but attendance rates in program groups for farm work are slightly lower than in comparison groups (column 3) and thus total agricultural labor input hours are only slightly higher in program groups. 

The overall effect of the program on labor inputs is relatively small, especially since preliminary analysis suggests that the seeds and other inputs given to program groups could have been used to cultivate several acres more than the pre-intervention average, or substantially more land than these groups actually cultivated in 1998.  Program groups did not experience gains in the quantity of agricultural output per acre that approached the value of the $700 of inputs each group received (not reported). The poor agricultural outcomes may have been due in part to diversion of the program groups’ inputs to individual members.
  Surveys of the groups conducted after the project had finished indicated that 28 of the 40 program groups (70%) gave members seeds to use on their individual farms, and 23 of those groups gave seeds to every member.  Fertilizer was also diverted to individual plots; 23 of 40 program groups (53%) report that fertilizer was distributed to individual group members.  Implements were stored at members’ homes, and there were some complaints from groups about members taking tools to their home farms, as well as reports that individual members were pressuring groups to distribute the inputs to individual members.  The vast majority of the program groups (88%) reported that members were allowed to use the group tools on their home farms and that most members did so. Twenty-one groups (8 comparison groups, 13 program groups) also report conflict over the use of the tools that groups were given.  As shown below, members of program groups are also more likely to leave the group due to conflict within the group.

Group financial position

Funding does not appear to have a major impact on group assets (table 4, column 4). This is surprising given the high value of inputs supplied to the groups. Point estimates suggest that project groups have somewhat higher levels of assets, including animal stock, project inputs, capital, and cash, but the difference is not significant, even at the 10 percent level.  Moreover the point estimate of the increase in assets is only 11 percent of the value of assistance provided to the groups.

3.3 Group Solidarity and External Relationships

The organizational training and agricultural assistance appear to have had only modest effects on either internal group solidarity or on groups’ assistance to outsiders.

Group Solidarity

There is no evidence that members of program groups participated more in non–agricultural activities, or that internal solidarity improved. Attendance rates at general meetings (where absenteeism is defined as missing a meeting without advance notice or permission) are not significantly different in groups that received funding, conditional on a meeting being held (table 5).
 The point estimate is actually lower. Program groups are no more likely than comparison groups to visit a member’s home to give emergency assistance, nor do they meet more frequently for their rosca activities (not reported). 

There are no other signs that group solidarity was enhanced by program participation. Groups that participated in the program do not give assistance more frequently to members (table 6, column 1) nor do they support members with higher amounts of cash assistance (column 2). Conditional on a home visit being undertaken, program groups were no more likely to donate food or perform labor (such as fetching water or cooking) than comparison groups (not reported).

Although agricultural outcomes were poor, members of treatment groups do report more positive subjective evaluations of group performance in terms of leadership and the effectiveness of meetings (table 7). Members in program groups are more likely to report that their leadership had improved and that meetings were conducted more effectively (columns 1 and 2). It is possible, however, that this positive evaluation stems from a desire to report positively to donors, as the analysis finds few objective indictors of better group performance. 

Community interaction

The literature on social capital suggests that local organizations will be most effective in increasing the welfare of their members when they facilitate both intra-organizational “bonding” and solidarity as well as extra-organizational “bridging” to outside resources (Woolcock and Narayan 2000; Narayan 1999). Program groups neither have greater participation in community fundraising events, or harambees, (table 8, column 1), nor do they give higher amounts at such fundraisings on average (column 2). However, program groups receive more visits from external groups and individuals, including other self–help groups, nonprofit organizations, government officials, and neighbors (column 3). Program groups received an average of five additional visits than groups that did not receive funding. These visits include technical assistance and advice, field days, and general “inspection” tours. Given that program groups do not receive more non–ICS funding than comparison groups (not reported), it is unclear whether these visits indicate greater support for groups, or attempts by outsiders to claim credit for, or capture, program group funding. 

4. Changes in Group Membership and Leadership

The program led to increased turnover in group membership and the new membership came from more advantaged backgrounds.

4.1 Group size, entry and exit

More people applied to join program groups than comparison groups and they were more likely to pay for the privilege (table 9).  On average 3.1 people asked to join comparison groups while 4.4 asked to join program groups (column 1).  Program groups were also more likely to have individuals pay to join the group (column 2), although the fee for joining the group was no higher in program groups, nor was the percentage of joiners who actually paid the required fee any higher (not reported). Program groups did not have a higher rate of refusal of those petitioning to join the group than did comparison groups. Moreover, there is no evidence that new members “paid” to get into the group in other ways, such as by donating land for group cultivation.
  

New members in program groups are more likely to be related to current members.  The proportion of new members related to current members is 15% higher in comparison groups, and this difference is significant at the 10% level.  The absolute number of new entrants related to current entrants is also higher in program groups, when one comparison group with a particularly high number of new related members is excluded.

Program groups were larger than comparison groups after one year by 1.5 individuals, on average (Table 10, column 1).  This is due to a higher number of new entrants, rather than to greater exit.  Comparison groups have 2.4 new entrants on average; program groups have approximately 4 new entrants, depending on regression specification (columns 2 and 3).  The number of new entrants is negatively related to the average years of education of group officials in 1997 (column 3) controlling for group size, suggesting that groups with less educated officials were more likely to accept new members. 

There is no clear relationship between program status and the number of individuals leaving or becoming inactive in the groups (columns 4 and 5).
  Group size is positively related to exit in treatment groups (column 6). 

Members in program groups are more likely to exit because of the demands of a job than are members in comparison groups (table 11) suggesting that for some members, increased demands of the group were not compatible with outside employment.  Program group members are also less likely to exit or become inactive due to insufficient funds, suggesting that members of program groups may have anticipated receiving benefits from program participation and remained active to garner those benefits.

4.2 Changes in group composition

Membership of program groups shifted towards younger, better-educated, single women and towards men (table 12).  The proportion of members more than 50 years of declined by 3 percent more in program groups than in comparison groups, suggesting a drop from 26 to 23 percent for the average program group.  The change in average age is driven both by higher exits among women over 50 in program groups (column 2) and lower exit among women under 30 (column 3).  

New entrants were also more likely to have steady employment or a regular source of income.  Among groups with new entrants, the proportion of new entrants with a salaried or regular income was 13 percent higher in program groups than in comparison groups (column 4).  The proportion of new entrants who were married is lower by 4 percent in program groups (column5).  The difference between the level of education of new entrants and incumbent members is only 0.06 years in comparison groups, but 1.44 years in program groups (column 7).

4.3 Changes in group leadership

Controlling for the years of education of 1997 officials, program groups are 22 percentage points more likely to have elected at least one new executive official than are comparison groups (table 13, column 2).  While program groups are more likely to change officials than are comparison groups, officials are no more likely to leave the group or become dormant in program groups (not reported). 

The characteristics of group officials also changed as a result of these elections. In groups that changed officials, the proportion of all 1998 officials who are women is 13 percent lower in program groups than in comparison groups (column 5). In addition, executive officials are more likely to come from wealthier households in program groups. The change in the proportion of spouses of executive that rely solely on farm income, typically poorer households, was 21 percentage points lower in program groups than in comparison groups (column4).
  

5. Conclusions

To summarize, program participation had limited measurable impact on organizational strength and solidarity, but changed the characteristics of membership and leadership in program groups. Program groups are larger than comparison groups after one year of program participation. More individuals apply to join program groups and these groups are more likely to charge a membership fee for entrance.  New members are more likely to be related to current members in program groups. After one year of program participation, groups receiving assistance have fewer members over the age of 50, and new entrants to the group are more likely to have a salaried job, more likely to be male, less likely to be married, and have higher levels of education than the average group member. 

Program groups are more likely to elect new officials and these officials are more likely to be male than in comparison groups and their spouses appear to be better off than in comparison groups.  Program groups also receive more visits from outside organizations and individuals. Project funding does not significantly affect the mobilization of resources among groups, however, nor do program groups participate more in community fundraising events. Program participation does not appear to have strong effects on the attendance rate of members at group activities. The analysis suggests that providing development assistance to indigenous women’s organizations may change the very characteristics of these organizations that made them attractive to funders in the first place. 
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Table 1: Summary Statistics for Women’s Groups - 1998

	
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	Observations

	Group and area characteristics
	
	
	

	Number of years group has been in operation
	7.81
	5.30
	80

	Number of members
	21.5
	7.43
	80

	Proportion of group members who live in the same village
	0.67
	0.25
	80

	Distance from a paved road in kilometers
	10.0
	13.0
	79

	Local daily agricultural wage in dollars
	0.88
	0.13
	79

	Member characteristics
	
	
	

	Age of average group member
	40.7
	5.2
	80

	Years of education of average member
	5.43
	2.25
	80

	Proportion of members who are women
	0.80
	0.17
	80

	Proportion of members who report no regular off-farm source of income
	0.57
	0.24
	80

	Proportion of members with a salary or regular source of income
	0.15
	0.14
	80

	Proportion of members over 50 years of age 
	0.26
	0.18
	80

	Proportion of members who are married
	0.98
	0.04
	80

	Outcome Variables
	
	
	

	Number of new members admitted during the project period
	2.43
	2.88
	80

	Number of members leaving the group during the project period
	2.16
	2.38
	80

	Proportion of groups who elected new officials

	0.55
	0.50
	80

	Attendance rates at group meetings
	0.84
	0.19
	78

	Number of community fundraisings to which groups contributed
	3.18
	9.14
	80

	Annual amount contributed at community fundraisings in U.S. dollars
	12.5
	38.8
	80

	Annual number of times that groups gave members assistance/emergency help to members
	12.0
	2.26
	80


Table 2: Agricultural Training

Training: Expected Trainees versus Actual

	
	Total group members
	Executive Officials
	Non-executive officials
	Non-official members

	Number of members invited for training
	160
	120
	40


	

	Number actually trained
	123
	44
	79
	59

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Training: Male Trainees and Official Positions

	
	Total number of men trained
	Number trained who entered group during project
	Number trained who were officials in 1997
	Number trained who were officials in 1998

	
	
	
	
	

	Number of men 
	31
	6
	9
	17

	
	
	
	
	


Table 3: Women’s Groups 1997 Pre-program Comparison

	
	Program group mean

(standard deviation)
	Comparison groups mean

(standard deviation)
	Program– comparison

(standard error)

	Group Composition
	
	
	

	Proportion of members who are female
	0.78
(0.16)
	0.83
(0.17)
	-0.043
(0.037)

	Average age of members
	41.5
(6.1)
	41.2
(4.03)
	0.60
(1.17)

	Proportion of members who are over 50 years of age 
	0.29
(0.22)
	0.25
(0.15)
	0.05
(0.04)

	Proportion of members with no formal education
	0.34
(0.23)
	0.32
(0.16)
	0.03
(0.05)

	Proportion of members with salaried job
	0.16
(0.19)
	0.12
(0.11)
	(0.05)
(0.03)

	Attendance Rates at Meetings
	
	
	

	Attendance rates at all meetings

	0.90
(0.12)
	0.92
(0.12)
	0.021
(0.03)

	Attendance rates at group farmwork meetings


	0.88
(0.17)
	0.90
(0.17)
	0.02
(0.04)

	Fines and Debts
	
	
	

	Proportion of members who report receiving a fine in 1997
	0.14
(0.16)
	0.21
(0.21)
	-0.07
(0.04)

	Average amount of fines members owe to the group
	10.2
(26.2)
	29
(60.1)
	-18.4*
(10.37)

	Proportion of members who report having an outstanding debt to group in 1997
	0.36
(0.24)
	0.51
(0.29)
	-0.14**
(0.06)


Means are significantly different at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.

Table 4: Agricultural Outcomes

	Dependent Variable
	Hours of agricultural labor per member in 1998
	Average number of weekly agriculture meetings

	1998 Attendance rates at farm work meetings
	Value of group assets at end 1998 in dollars


	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Program groups
	13.8**
(6.67)


	0.45**
(0.09)
	-0.06

(0.05)
	80.9

(103)



	R-squared
	0.12


	0.26
	0.10
	0.03

	Number of observations
	76


	78
	79
	77

	Mean of dependent variable in comparison groups
	49.3
	0.70
	0.67
	243


Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.
Note: OLS Regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses. All regressions include indicator variables for the geographic division in which a group is located.

Table 5: Participation Rates

	
	Change in attendance rate from 1997 to 1998
	1998 Attendance rate at general meetings
	Change in attendance rates from 1997 to 1998

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	Program groups
	-0.05

(0.07)


	-0.05

(0.05)
	-0.04

(0.06)

	Number of observations
	71


	79
	77

	R-squared
	0.05


	0.06
	0.06

	Mean of dependent variable in comparison groups
	-0.11
	0.74
	-0.07


Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**), 99% (***) level.
Note: OLS Regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses. All regressions include indicator variables for the geographic division in which a group is located. Group attendance rates are based on group attendance records for 6 randomly selected members for each group.  
Table 6: Assistance to Members

	Dependent Variable
	Number of times groups gave assistance to members
	Amount of cash assistance members gave to other members in US$



	
	(1)
	(2)

	Program groups
	0.14

(0.49)
	9.0

(11.6)



	R-squared
	0.13
	0.12



	Number of observations


	80
	80

	Mean of dependent variable in comparison groups


	11.9
	23.7


Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.
Note: OLS Regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses. All regressions include indicator variables for the geographic division in which a group is located. Based on individual interviews with group members; regressions are weighted by the number of individual interviews per group.

Table 7: Individual Members’ Assessment of Group Performance

	
	Average proportion of members reporting:

	
	Better leadership in 1998
	More effective meetings in 1998
	Group has changed for the worse in 1998
	Group discourages participatory decision–making, 1997
	Change in proportion saying decisions NOT made by consensus, 1997–98

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	Program group
	0.23***
(0.05)
	0.14**
(0.06)


	-0.07**
(0.03)
	-0.02
(0.03)
	0.01
(0.035)

	R-squared
	0.25
	0.09
	0.09
	0.10
	0.09



	Number of observations
	80
	80
	80
	80
	80

	Mean of dep. var. for comparison groups
	0.60
	0.64
	0.15
	0.08
	-0.02


Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.
Note:  OLS Regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses. Based on individual interviews with group members. OLS estimates weighted by average number of members interviewed per group. All regressions include indicator variables for the geographic division in which a group is located.

Table 8: Community Interaction - 1998

	Dependent Variable
	Number of contributions to community fundraising event


	Amount contributed to community fundraising events
	Number of visits by administration, extension and other women’s groups



	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	Program groups
	-1.85

(1.97)


	-19.0

(492)
	5.44**
(2.41)

	R-squared
	0.05


	0.09
	0.23

	Number of observations
	80


	80
	77

	Mean of dependent variable in comparison groups
	4.2
	716
	13.4


Note: Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.
OLS Regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses. All regressions include indicator variables for the geographic division in which a group is located. 

Table 9: Entry into groups

	
	Number of individuals who applied to join the group
	Number of individuals who paid to join group
	Number of new entrants related to current members
	Number of new entrants related to current members

	Proportion of new members related to current members
	Proportion of new members related to current members


	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Program Groups
	1.30**
(0.62)
	   0.79**  

 (0.35)


	  0.36

(0.41)
	0.61*
(0.33)
	0.15*
(0 .09)     
	0.17*
(0.09)     

	R-squared
	0.13


	0.10
	0.05
	0.09
	0.11
	0.12

	Number of observations
	80


	80
	80
	79
	80
	79

	Mean of dependent variable in comparison groups


	3.1
	0.28
	0.95
	0.7
	0.25
	0.24

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


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

Notes: OLS estimation with robust standard errors. All regressions include indicator variables for the geographic division in which a group is located.

Table 10: Entry and Exit from Groups in 1998

	
	Change in group size, 1997 to 1998
	Number of new entrants
	Number of members who left group or became dormant
	Number of  members who left group or became dormant, excluding deaths

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Program Group
	1.50*
(0.82)
	1.49**
(0.63)
	1.68**
(0.62)
	0.55

(1.04)
	1.12

(0.77)
	-3.63**
(1.55)



	Number of group members in 1997
	
	
	-0.06

(0.04)


	
	0.14**
(0.05)
	0.05

(0.06)

	Program status * number of members in 1997
	
	
	
	
	
	0.23**
(0.08)



	Average years of education of group officials in 1997


	
	
	-0.29**
(0.14)
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.06
	0.09
	0.15
	0.02
	0.13
	0.19

	Number of observations
	80
	80
	80
	80
	80
	80

	Mean of dependent variable in comparison groups
	3.47
	2.4
	2.4
	5.94
	4.1
	4.1


Significant at the 90% (*), 95% (**) level.
Note: OLS Regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses. All regressions include indicator variables for the geographic division in which a group is located.

Table 11: Exit and Dormancy in Groups, by Reason

	
	Reasons for Exit or Dormancy

	
	Number of members



	
	Treatment
	Comparison

	No money for contributions
	12**
	39

	Behavioral problems with member/conflict
	39
	23

	Job
	48**
	23

	Old Age
	9
	6

	Moved away
	13
	27**

	Joined another group
	7
	13

	Illness (self or family)
	42
	31

	Too far away to come for meetings
	12
	8

	No time to participate
	12
	9

	Family problems
	18**
	3

	Death of member
	22
	12

	Other
	28
	44

	
	
	

	Total number
	250
	211


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

Table 12: Change in Group Characteristics

	
	Change in the proportion of members over 50 years of age
	Proportion of those leaving the group over 50 years of age
	Proportion of those leaving the group under 30 years of age
	Proportion of new entrants with regular income
	Proportion of new entrants who are married
	Difference between years of education of new members and 97 members


	Difference between years of education of new members and 97 members

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)

	Program Groups
	-0.03**
(0.01)
	0.17*
(0.09)
	-0.16*
(0.09)
	0.13**
(0.06)
	-0.04**
(0.02)
	1.78*
(0.97)
	1.38**
(0.66)

	Mean of dependent variable in comparison groups


	-0.001
	0.16
	0.33
	0.05
	0.0
	0.06
	0.06

	R-squared
	0.09
	0.11
	0.21
	0.09
	0.18
	0.08
	0.06

	Number of observations
	80
	58
	58
	51
	50
	52
	80


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

Note: OLS estimation with robust standard errors. All regressions include indicator variables for the geographic division in which a group is located.

Table 13: Elections and Changes in the Characteristics of Group Officials

	
	Probability that group has at least one new executive official  in place after one year
	Proportion of  all 1998 officials who are women  in groups that changed officials
	Change in the proportion of spouses who rely solely on farm income



	
	dprobit
	OLS
	OLS

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Program groups
	0.18

(0.11)
	0.22*
(0.11)


	-0.13*
(0.07)
	-0.21***
(0.07)

	Years of educ. of 1997 executive officials
	
	-0.06*
(0.03)
	
	

	Mean of dep. var. in comparison groups
	0.35
	0.35
	0.76
	-0.35

	R-squared
	--
	--
	0.14
	0.19



	Number of observations
	80
	80
	69
	80


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

Note: Columns 1-4 dprobit estimation with robust standard errors. Columns 5-7 OLS estimation with robust standard errors. Data used to generate columns 1 and 2 are taken from 1998 position listings in group membership roster.
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Initial survey

Unit value
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4
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800
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800

1
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200
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210

1

Slasher

210
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1

File

140

140

1

File

140
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1350

1350

March Follow up

Unit value

Total value

(not given because they had received

1

Rake 

150

150

assistance)

1

Spade

200

200

1

H20 can

600

600

950

Year 2 Survey

Unit value

Total value

Unit value

Total value

5

Jembes

200

1000

3

Jembes

200

600

2

Spades

200

400

1

Spades

200

200

1

File

140

140

1

File

140

140

1

Panga

200

200

1

Panga

200

200

1

Spade

200

200

1

Spade

200

200

1940

1340

TOTALS

Assisted  

total

Assisted 

per group

Assisted 

per indv

Comparison 

total 

Compar 

per group

Compar 

per indv

Value of Assistance:

Group Training*

275000

6875

344

0

0

0

Agricultural  Training*

576000

14400

720

0

0

0

Seeds

111440

2786

139

0

0

0

Farm implements

376400

9410

471

0

0

0

Fertilizer & Chemicals

240000

6000

300

0

0

0

Survey: (from above)

Initital survey

54000

1350

68

1350

1350

68

March followup

950

950

48

Year 2 survey

77600

1940

97

1340

1340

67

TOTALS- Ksh

1632840

42761

2138

3640

182

4 kgs each of maize, sorghum and soya beans, 50gms 

each of cabbage, sukuma, collards and tomotoes.

1 sprayer, 2 spades, 2 rakes, 1 wheelbarrow, 2 hoes, 2 

watercans, 1 machete

2 bags DAP for planting, 2 bags CAN for top-dressing


* Value of assistance includes cost of facilities and trainers, as well as transport, accommodation and meals for participants.

Appendix B: Description of Women’s Group Training Programs

Women’s Group Leaders Training Agenda -Busia Farmers Training Centre

October 1997

1) Group Formation

Registration

Rules and regulations

Membership

Duties of officials

2) Process of Group Development

Properties of groups

Functions of groups

3) The Role of Leadership

Democratic leadership

Qualities of effective leadership

4) Group Resource Management

Planning 

5) Gender and Development

6) Monitoring and Evaluation

Types of evaluation

Indicators

Training format:

2 days of training:

75% lecture

25% small-group discussion and presentations to the full group

Agricultural Training - Busia Farmers Training Centre

9 March – 24 April 1998

1) Agricultural husbandry 

For the following crops: maize, sorghum, beans, soya beans, collards, kale, onions, tomatoes, cabbage

For each crop the following topics were covered:

· Favorable climatic conditions and soils

· Land preparation

· Planting and spacing

· Fertilizer application

· Weeding 

· Harvesting and storage

· Pests and diseases

Additional topics:

2) Soil conservation techniques

3) Income Generating Projects

Constraints

Choosing an economically viable project

4) Farm records

5) Soya Beans

Nutritional content

Guide lines for home preparation

Training Format:

5 days of training:

4 days lecture

1 day practicum at the training center
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� 90 percent of women’s group activities in the 1980’s were agriculturally based, largely in the production of cereals and legumes (Njonjo 1984).


� The value of inputs is calculated at the 1998 exchange rate of Ksh 58 to US $1.


� Another factor is that in the first planting season some groups experienced poor germination with some of the government–certified seeds provided by ICS. However, this does not appear to be the primary explanation for the failure of agricultural output to grow in program groups. These seeds were replaced by ICS in time for replanting. Moreover, yields were no higher in program groups than in comparison groups in the subsequent agricultural season, when there were no germination problems. Finally, maize yields were no higher for program groups than for comparison groups, and maize seeds germinated without problems.


� Rates of attendance were ascertained by randomly selecting six members and tracking their attendance at the two most recent meetings.


� There were 3 cases in program groups where individuals went from being an ordinary member to being an official at the same time that they were donating land for group cultivation.  This is not a statistically different number than in comparison groups.


� The average number of related new entrants without this group is 2.4; this group had 11 new entrants, all of whom were related to current members.


� Inactive members retain their status as members of the group, but are not currently participating in any group activities.  With group permission, they can generally become active at any time.  


�The change in the proportion of member’s spouses who earn income from farming and also run a small business was also higher (not reported), suggesting that new members tended to have more diversified sources of income.


� This excludes elections held only to elect a member to the post of farm manager, which ICS encouraged groups to do.


� Based on the records of individual attendance of 8 randomly selected members in each group.


� Calculated for the first half of 1998.


� Calculated as total cash assets + credit – outstanding debts to group + value of project assets.  One program group with exceptionally high assets is excluded from this regression.  This group had a large brick making project with a high value of equipment and stock before the project began.  The results are not significant even when this group is included.


� This includes visits by administration officials, Ministry of Agriculture and Social Services Field Workers, and other women’s groups.


� Excludes one comparison group with 11 new members, all related to current members.


� Excludes one comparison group with 11 new members, all related to current members.


� Stars indicate that differences between treatment and comparison groups are statistically significant based on OLS regressions.


� In groups that had new members only.
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